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(D.)     Sale,  241 

(E.)     Proceeds,  241 
(III.)     Description  of  Property^  242 
(IV.)     Unnecessary  Recitals,  243 
(V.)     Date,  244 
(VI.)     Signature,  244 
(VII.)     Presumptions,  244 
(VIII,)     Defects  and  Objections,  246 

g.  AmenSmewfs,  246 
(I.)     Generally,  246 

(II.)     W/io  ilfffli/  Procure,  247 
(III.)     rime,  248 
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(IV.)     Scope,  249 
h.    Quashing  and  Vacating,  250 
(I.)     Generally,  250 
(II.)     Notice,  250 
(III.)     Effect,  251 
i.     Conclusiveness  and  Effect,  251 
j.     Return  of  Extent,  253 
(I.)     Necessity  for,  253 
(II.)     Time  for,  253 
(III.)     Form  and  Sufficiency,  253 
(A.)     In  General,  253 
(B!)     Description  of  Property,  254 
( C. )     Appraisement,  254 
(IV.)     Amendments,  254 
(V.)     2?ecorc7,  255 
(VI.)     Conclusiveness,  256 
k.    Enforcing  Return,  256 
9.    .IKas  awd  Pluries  Writs,  256 

a.  Definition  and  Nature,  256 

b.  Ow  WAaf  Founded,  257 

c.  Issuance  of,  257 

(I.)     EjgAf  fo,  Generally,  257 
(II.)     Prerequisites  to,  258 

(A.)     Necessity  for  Return  of  Prior  Writ, 

258  _ 
(B.)     Necessity  for  Disposition    of   Levy, 
261 
(III.)     Time  o/  Issuance,  262 
(IV.)     Procuring  Issuance,  264 

d.  i''orm  a««Z  Sufficiency  of  Writ,  267 

e.  Operation  and  Effect,  268 
C.    Against  Person,  269 

1.  Nature  and  Purpose  of  Remedy,  269 

2.  Conditions  Precedent,  270 

a.  General  Statement,  270 

b.  Previous  Execution  Against  Property  and  De- 

mand for  Satisfaction,  270 

c.  Previous  Arrest  on  Mesne  Process,  272 

d.  Judgments  Which  Authorize  Execution  Against 

the  Person,  273 
(I.)     General  Statement,  273 
(II.)     Decree  for  Alimony,  274 
(III.)     Judgment  for  Costs,  274 

3.  In  Federal  Courts,  275 

4.  Who  May  Have  EsoecuHon  Issued,  276 
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a.  Assignee,  276 

b.  Sureties,  276 

c.  Wage  Earner,  276 

d.  Attorneys,  276 

e.  Interveners,  276 

5.  Against  Whom  Issued,  277 

6.  From  What  Court  and  hy  Whom  Issued,  277 

7.  Time  for  Issuance,  278 

8.  Procuring  Issuance,  279 

a.  General  Statement,  279 

b.  The  Affidavit  or  Complaint,  280 
(I.)     Generally,  280 

(II.)     Requisites,  281 
(III.)     W/io  Mi2/  Jfafee,  284 
(IV.)     Who  May  Administer  Oath,  284 
(V.)     Amended    and    Supplemental    Affidavits, 
284 

c.  Certificate  of  Wilful  and  Malicious  Act,  285 
(I.)     General  Statement,  285 

(II.)     How  OUained,  285 
(III.)     Formal  Requisites,  286 

d.  Order  of_  Cotirt,  286 

e.  Verdict  in  Action  in  Tort,  287 

f.  Trial  and  Determination  of  Grounds  of  Arrest, 

287 

g.  Mandamus  To  Compel  Issuance,  288 

9.  Formal  Sufficiency  of  Writ,  289 

a.  In  General,  289 

b.  Conformity  to  Judgment,  291 
(I.)     General  Statement,  291 

dl.)     Joint  Debtors  and  Creditors,  291 

c.  to  Whom  Directed,  292 

d.  Recitals,  293 

(I.)     As  to  Prior  Execution  Against  Property, 

293 
(II.)     As  to  the  Judgment,  293 

(A.)     General  Statement,  293 

(B.)     The  Amount,  294 

(C.)     Docketing,  294 
(III.)     As  to  Oath  or  Affidavit,  294 
(IV.)     As  to  Order  Directing  Issuance,  294 

e.  Directions  as  to  Return,  294 

f .  Indorsement  of  Directions  hy  Creditor,  295 

g.  Attestation,  295 

h.    Amendment  of  Writ,  295 
i.      Waiver  of  Defects,  296 
10.    Alias  and  Pluries  Writs,  296 
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a.  When  Issued,  296 

b.  Hoiv  Procured,  298 
e,    Beqxiisites,  298 

11.  Executing  the  Writ,  299 

a.  Making  the  Arrest,  299 
(I.)     'in  General,  299 
(II.)     By  Whom  Made,  300 
(III.)     Where  Made,  300 
(IV.)     Time  of  Arrest,  300 

(V.)     What  Force  May  Be  Used,  301 

b.  The  Commitment  and  Disposition  of  Prisoner,  301 
(I.)     General  Statement,  301 

(II.)     Place  of  Commitment,  302 

(111.)     Close  Confinement,  302 

(IV.)     Length  of  Time  of  Commitment,  302 

c.  Effect  of  Arrest  and  Imprisonment  as  Satisfaction 

of  Judgment,  303 
(I.)     Generally,  303 

(II.)     Arrest  of  One  of  Two  Joint  Defendants^ 
304 

12.  Return,  304 

a.  When  Made,  304 

b.  To  Whom  Returnable,  305 

c.  How  Made,  305 
(I.)     Generally,  305 
(II.)     Requisites,  306 

d.  Amendment,  306 

13.  Jail  Fees,  307 

a.  General  Statement,  307 

b.  Demand,  308 

e.  Actions  To  Recover,  308 

14.  Proceedings  To  Quash,  Vacate  or  Set  Aside  Writ,  309 

a.  When  May  Be  Taken,  309 

b.  When  Improper,  310 

c.  Necessity  of  Actual  Custody,  310 

d.  How  Taken,  310 

e.  Jurisdiction,  311 

f.  Who  May  Apply  for,  311 

g.  Time  for,  311 

h.     Contents  of  Notice  of  Motion  or  Order  To  Show 

Cause,  311 
i.     Determination,  311 
j.     Imposition  of  Terms,  312 
k.    Effect  of  Order,  312 

15.  Release  or  Discharge,  312 

a.  General  Statement,  312 

b.  Ow  Consent  of  Creditor,  313 

Vol.  XVI 


16  JUDGMENTS  AND  DECBEES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 

(I,)     In  General,  313 
(II.)     Eow  Requested,  313 
(III.)     By  Agent  or  Attorney,  313 
(IV.)     Efect,  313 

c.  On  Payment  or  Satisfaction,  315 
(I.)     General  Statement,  315 

(II.)     Manner  of  Making  Pwymsnt,  315 
:  (III.)     The  Effect,  316 

d.  For  Failure  of  Creditor  To  Pay  Jail  Fees,  316 
(I.)     General  Statement,  316 

(II,)     Ndtice,  316 
(III.)     Order,  317 
(IV.)    lEffect,  317 

e.  On  Certificate  of  Falsity  of  Affidavit,  317 

f.  On  Habeas  Corpus,  317 
(I.)  When  Proper,  317 
(II.)     The  Petition,  318 

(III.)     The  Hearing  and  Determination,  318 

g.  On  Motion,  319 
(I.)     Grounds,  319 
(II.)     Notice,  319 

(III.)     Imposition  of  Terms,  320 
h.    By  Operation  of  Law  and  Lapse  of  Time,  320 
I  i.     On  Taking  an  Appeal,  320 

j.     Ow  BoTiS  /or  Jail  Liberties,  320 
(I.)     Generally,  320 
(II.)     Tfee  Bomfi,  321 

(A.)     General  Requisites,  321 

(B.)     Amount,  322 

(G.)     To  W/iom  Given,  322 

(D.)     ^pproi-ai,  323 

(E.)     Execution,  Delivery  and  Acceptance, 
323 
(III.)     Actions  on  Bond  or  Recognizance,  323 

(A.)     Generally,  323 

(B.)     Parties,  323 

(C.)     Declaration  or  Complaint,  324 

(D.)     Plea  or  Answer,  324 

(B.)     Replication  and  Rejoinder,  325 

(P.)     Trial,  325 

(G.)     Eei^iew,  325 

k.    4s  Poor  DeJfor,  325 

(I.)     Terminology  and  Distinctions,  325 
(II.)     Who  Entitled  to,  326 
(III.)     The  Bond,  326 
(IV.)     Proceedings  To  Obtain,  327 
(A.)     Generally,  327    ■ 

Vol.  XVI 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DEGREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OR      17 

(B.)     Time  of  Application,  327 

(C.)     To  Whom  Application  Made,  328 

;(D.)     Form  and  Contents  of  Application, 

328 
XE.)     Notice,  329 

(1.)     Generally,  329 
(2.)     Requisites,  330 
(3.)     Amendment,  332 
(4.)     Length  of  Notice,  332 
,(5.)     Service,  332 

(a.)     By  Whom  Made,  332 
(b.)     Upon  Whom  Made,  332 
(c.)     Manner  of,  333 
'(6.)     Return  of  Service,  333 
"(F.)     Objections  and  Exceptions,  333 
(G.)     Hearing  and  Determination,  335 
(1.)     Generally,  335 
(2.)     Continuances,  336 
(H.)     The  Oath  and   Its   Administration, 

336 
(I.)      The  Assignment,  337 
(J.)      Costs,  337 
(K.)     T/ie  Certificate,  337 

(1.)     General  Statement,  337 
(2.)     Requisites,  337 
(3.)     JLmewfZmew*,  338 
(V.)     £r#ec#  0/  the  Discharge,  338 
(VI.)     Renewal  of  Application,  339 
(VII.)     Appeal  and  Review,  340 
1.     0»  Surrender  of  Property,  340 
(I.)     Generally,  340 
(II.)     Proceedings  To  Procure,  341 
(A,)     Zw  General,  341 
(B.)     Time  /or  Making  Application,  341 
(C.)     TAe  Petition,  341 
(D.)     Schedule  and  Inventory,  342 
(1.)     Generally,  342 
(2.)     i^'orm  awe?  Contents,  342 
(3.)     Amemt?mew#,  344 
(E.)     ne  Affidavit,  344 
(F.)     Notice  to  Creditor,  345 
(1.)     Generally,  345 
(2.)     Service,  346 
(G.)     Oijections  and  Exceptions,  346 
(H.)     Hearing  and  Determination,  348 
(1.)     Generally,  348 
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(2.)     Continuances,  349 
(3.)     Findings,  350 

(I.)      The  Assignment,  350 

(J.)      Order  for  Discharge,  350 
(1.)     In  General,  350 
(2.)     Vacating  or  Setting  Aside,  351 
(3.)     Effect,  351 

(K.)     Remanding  After  Refusal  of  Dis- 
charge, 352 

(L.)     Second  Application,  352 

m.    On  Giving  Bond  To  Apply  for  Relief  as  an  In- 
solvent, 352 
(I.)     Generally,  352 
(II.)     The  Bond,  353 
(III.)     Actions  on  the  Bond,  354 

16.  Escape,  354 

17.  Rearrest,  355 

D.    Proceedings  for  Wrongful  Execution,  356 

1.  Wrongful  Levy,  356 

2.  Nature  of  the  Action,  356 

3.  Prerequisites  to  Action,  358 

4.  Parties,  358 

5.  Pleadings,  359 

III.    BY  ACTION  OR  OTHER  PROCEEDIITG,  359 

A.  In  General,  359 

B.  Action  at  Law,  360 

1.    On  Domestic  Judgments,  360 

a.  Right  of  Action,  360 
^  (I.)     Generally,  360 

(II.)     Nature  and  Character  of  Judgment,  362 
(A.)     Validity  of  Judgment,  362 
(B.)     Finality  of  Judgment,  363 
(1.)     Generally,  363 
.  (2.)     Effect  of  Appeal,  364 
(C.)     Decrees  in  Equity  Generally,  364 
(D.)     Decree  of  Foreclosure,  365 
(E.)     Decree  for  Alimony,  366 
(F.)     Probate  Decree,  366 
(G.)     Special  Proceedings,  366 
(H.)     Judgments  in  Rem,  366 

b.  ieatte  To  /Swe,  367 

c.  Form  of  Action,  368 

d.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue,  368 

e.  Joinder,  369 
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f.  Parties,  369 

(I.)     Plaintiff.  369 
(II.)     Defendant,  370 

g.  Pleadings,  371 

(I.)     Generally,_  371 
(II.)     Declaration  and  Complaint,  371 
(III.)     Plea  or  Answer,  379 
(A.)     Generally,  379 
(B.)     Special  Defenses,  380 
(1.)     Generally,  380 
(2.)     Want  of  Jurisdiction,  381 
(3.)     Frcmi,  383 
h.    Replication,  383 
i.     TnaZ,  383 

(I.)  Generally,  383 
(II.)  yariamce,  383 
(III.)     Judgment,  385 

2.  On  Judgments  of  Courts  of  Sister  States,  386 

a.  Right  to  Action,  386 
(I.)     General  Rule,  386 

(II.)     Nature   of  Judgment  and  Circumstances 
Affecting  Its  Enforcement,  386 
(A.)     Generally,  386 

(B.)     Effect  of  Stay  and  Other  Proceed- 
ings in  Sister  State,  390 
(C.)     Decrees  in  Equity,  391 

b.  Form  of  Action,  393 
e.    Parties,  394 

d.  Declaration  or  Complaint,  394 
(I.)     Generally,  394 

(II.)     Averment  of  Jurisdiction,  396 

e.  Plea  or  Answer,  400 
(I.)     Generally,  400 

(II.)     Want  of  Jurisdiction,  403 
(III.)     Fraud,  405 

f.  Replication,  407 

g.  2'naZ,  407 

(I.)  Generally,  407 
(II.)  Fanawce,  408 
(III.)     Judgment,  409 

3.  Judgments  of  State  in    Federal    Courts    and    Vice 

Versa,  409 

4.  On  Judgments  of  Foreign  Tribunals,  410 

a.  Right  of  Action,  410 

b.  Form  of  Action,  411 

c.  Pleading,  412 

d.  Trial,  412 
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C.    Stiit  in  Equity,  413 

1.  Jurisdiction  and  Bight  to  Equitable  Belief,  413 

2.  Parties,  416 

3.  Pleadings,  416 

4.  'Hearing  and  Determination,  417 

IV,    EELIEP  FROM  ENFORCEMENT,  417 

A'.    Quashing  or  Vacating  the  Writ,  417 
1.    Grounds,  417 

a.  Absence  of  Valid  Enforcible  Judgment,  417 
(I.)     Generally, _  417 

(II.)     Defects  in  Judgment  or  Proceedings,  418 

(A.)     In  General,  418 

(B.)     Of  Justice's  Judgment  Docketed  in 
Court  of  Record,  419 
(III.)     Satisfaction  of  Judgment,  420 

(A.)     Generally,  420 

(B.)     Discharge  in  Bankruptcy,  420 
(rV.)     Dormant  Judgment,  421 
(V.)     Death  of  Judgment  Debtor,  421 

b.  Alteration  in  Judgment,  421 

c.  Errors  in  Issuance  of  Writ,  421 
(I.)     In  General,  421 

(II.)     Alias  and  Pluries  Writs,  422 
(III.)     Upon  Transcript  of  Justice's  Judgment, 
423 

d.  Defects  in  Writ,  423 
(I.)     In  General,  423 
(II,)     Amount,  424 

e.  Errors  Subsequent  to  Issuance,  425 

2.'   Motion  To  Procure  Quashal  or  Vacation,  425 

a.  Nature  of,  425 

b.  Power  and  Jurisdiction,  425 
(I.)     In  General,  425 

(II.)     Where  Transcript  of  Justice's  Judgment 

Filed  in  Superior^  Court,  426 
(III.)     Courts  of  Equity,  427 

c.  Parties,  427 

d.  Preliminary  Supersedeas  or  Stay,  429 

e.  When  and  Where  Made,  429 

f.  Notice,  430 

(I.)     In  General,  430 
(II.)     Bequisites,  431 

g.  Form,  and  Sufficiency,  431 

h.    Hearing  and  Determination,  431 
(I.)    In  General,  431 
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(II.)     Issues  to  Jury,  432 

(III.)     Presumptions,  433 
i.     Effect  of  Adjudication,  433 

(I.)     As  Bes  Adjudicata,  433 

(II.)     As  a  Bar  to  Further  Proceedings  on  the 
Writ,  433 

(III.)     On  Original  Judgment,  434 

(IV.)     On  Sale,  434 
j.     Review,  434 
B.    By  Affidavit  of  Illegality,  435 

1.  In  General,  435 

2.  Who  May  Make  and  File,  436 

3.  Time  for  Filing,  436 

4.  Grounds  of  Affidavit,  436 

a.  In  General,  436 

b.  Going  Behind  Judgment,  437 
e.    Lack  of  Jurisdiction,  438 

d.  Satisfaction  or  Discharge,  439 

e.  Dormancy  and  Prematureness,  439 

5.  Form  and  Sufficiency,  439 

a.  In  General,  439 

b.  Verification,  440 

6.  Objections  to  Sufficiency,  441 

7.  Construction  of  Affidavit,  441 

8.  Amendment  and  Second  Affidavit,  441 

9.  jBowS  Accompanying  Affidavit,  442 

10.  Filing  and  Subsequent  Proceedings,  442 

a.  Generally,  442 

b.  Notice,  443 

c.  Hearing  and  Determination,  443 
(I.)     Precedence  of  Motions,  443 
(II.)     Pleadings,  Issues  and  Trial,  443 
(III.)     Affidavit  Interposed  for  Delay,  444 
(IV.)     Ferdici  ond  Judgment,  444 

11.  Review,  445 

0.    Relief  From  Informal  or  Invalid  Levies,  445 

1.  Remedies  Generally,  445 

2.  Remedy  by.  Motion,  446  i 

a.  Generally,  446 

b.  Grounds,  446 

(I.)     Unauthorized  or  Defective  Writ,  446 
(II.)     Defective  or  Unauthorized  Levy,  447 

(A.)     Generally,  447 

(B.)     ienj/  Z7pow  Property    of   Stranger, 
448 

c.  Prerequisites,  448 

d.  ^;^ecf  o/  Existence  of  Other  Remedies,  448 
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e.  Venue  and  Jurisdiction,  448 

f.  Parties,  448 

g.  The  Motion,  448 
h.  When  Made,  449 
i.  Hearing,  449 

j.     Appeal,  449 

k.    Effect  of  Quashing  Levy,  449 

D.  Setting  Aside  Sale,  450   ' 

E.  By  Injunction  Against  Execution,  450 

1.  Nature  of  Suit,  450 

2.  Effect  of  Existence  of  Remedy  at  Law,  450 

3.  Relief  Where  Property  Taken  Is  Personalty,  454 

4.  Grounds  of  Relief,  455 

a.  Defects  and  Irregularities,  455 

(I.)     In  the  Writ  of  Execution,  455 
(II.)     In  the  Issuance  of  the  Writ,  456 
(A.)     In  General,  456 
(B.)     Where  Writ  Issued  Without  a  Judg^ 

ment,  457 
(C.)     Where  Judgment  Is  Dormant,  458 
(III.)     In  the  Levy,  458 

(A.)     In  General,  458 
(B.)     Levy  on  Property  of  Strangers,  460 
(1.)     Where   Levy  Is   Threatened, 

460 
(2.)     Where  Property  Is  Personal, 

461 
(3.)     Where  Property  Is  Real,  464 
(C.)     Levy    on   Exempt    and  Homestead 
Property,  469 
(IV.)     In  the  Sale,  469 

b.  To  Prevent  a  Cloud  on  Title,  470 

c.  Compelling  Exhaustion  of  Certain  Property  First, 

473 

d.  To  Protect  Creditors,  475 

e.  To  Prevent  Sacrifice  at  Sale,  478 

f.  Where  Writ  Is  Used  Oppressively,  479 

g.  Proceeding  in  Violation  of  Stay  of  Execution,  479 
h.    Nonresidence  of  Parties,  479 

i.     Against  Removal  of  Fixtures,  479 
Ij.     Enjoining  Executions   Against   Executors,   Ad- 
ministrators and  Heirs,  480 
k.    Until  Relief  Can  Be  Had  at  Law,  481 

5.  Proceedings  for  Relief,  481 

a.    Jurisdiction  and  Venue,  481 
(I.)     In  General,  481 
(II.)    State  and  Federal  Courts,  484 
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(III.)     Matter  in  Dispute,  484 

b.  Bond  or  Deposit,  485 

c.  Supporting  Affidavits,  486 

d.  Party  Must  Do  Equity,  486 

e.  Parties,  486 

(I.)     In  General,  486 
(II.)     Plaintiff,  487 
(III.)     Defendant,  487 

f.  Bill  or  Complaint,  489 
(I.)     In  General,  489 

(II.)     General  Allegations,  489 

(A.)     Allegation  of  Judgment  and  Execu- 
tion, 489 
(B.)     As  to  Legal  Bem.edy,  490 
(C.)     As  to  Irreparable  Injury,  490 
(III.)     Particular  Allegations,  491 

(A.)     Where   Execution   Issued   on   Dor- 
mant Judgment,  491 
(B.)     Property  Levied  on  in  Wrong  Or- 
der, 491 
(C.)     Levy  on  Stranger's  Property,  492 
(D.)     Where  Levy  and  Sale    Will   Cloud 
Title,  493 
(IV.)     Multifariousness,  494 
(V.)     Prayer,  494 
(VI.)     Verification,  494 

g.  Demurrer,  494 
h,    Ansiver,  494 

i.     Cross-Bill,   Cross-Complaint    and    Counterclaim, 
494 

j.     Notice  and  Citation,  495 

k.    Preliminary  or  Conditional  Belief,  495 

L     Hearing  and  Determination,  495 

m.    Decree,  496 

(I.)     In  General,  496 

(II.)     Decree  for  Plaintiffs,  496 

(III.)     Decree  for  Defendants,  497 

n.    Appeal,  498 

o.    Costs,  498 

p.    Abandonment  or  Waiver,  499 

q.    Effect  of  Injunction,  499 

F.  Equitable  Belief  Against  Judgment,  501 

G,  Audita  Querela,  501 

H.    Bill  To  Quiet  Title,  501 
I.     Trespass  To  Try  Title,  501 

CBOSS-BEFEBENOES: 

[See  15  Standabd  Peoc.  713,  714.] 
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5.  Exemptions  Prom  Levy,.*  —  a.  What  Property  Exempt." 
(I.)  In  General.  —  Statutory  provisions  in  most  states  give  every  debtor 
certain  specified  exemptions  fi;om  execution  and  other  judicial  process 
for  the  enforcement  of  judgments.^  The  fact  that  a  debtor  used  non- 
exempt  funds  or  property  in  acquiring  property  which  is  exempt,  does 
not  deprive  him  of  his  exemption  in  the  acquired  property,*  even 
though  he  acts  in  anticipation  of  a  levy,  with  the  deliberate  purpose 
of  holding  the  property  as  exempt.^  Although  it  has  been  held  that 
this  rule  does  not  apply  to  homestead  exemptions,^  on  principle,  an 
insolvent  debtor  knowing  of  his  insolvency  may  acquire  a  homestead 
and  hold  it  as  exempt  from  his  creditors  although  purchased  with  non- 
exempt  assets.''  The  exercise  of  a  right  of  homestead  by  a  debtor 
who  is  indebted  to  third  persons  is  not  a  fraud  invalidating  his  home- 
stead claim  at  the  instance  of  his  creditors.®    It  has  been  held  that  a 


1.  As  to  exemptions  generally,  see 
the  title  "Homesteads  and  Exemp- 
tions." 

2.  What  property  subject  to  levy, 
see  supra,  11,  B,  3. 

S.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
11  Standabd  Proc.  469;  also  infra,  this 
article. 

4.  U.  S.—In  re  Letson,  157  Fed.  78, 
84  C.  C.  A.  582  (where  the  debtor,  ac- 
quired a  homestead);  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Glass,  79  Fed.  706,  25  C.  C.  A.  151. 
Mich. — O'Donnell  v.  Segar,  25  Mich. 
367.  IVTinu. — Jaeoby  v.  Parkland  Dis- 
tilling Co.,  41  Minn.  227,  43  N.  "W.  52. 

5.  tl.  S. — In  re  Hammonds,  198  Fed. 
574.  Ky. — Northington  v.  Boyd,  12  Ky. 
li.  Eep.  227.  Wis. — Comstock  v. 
Bechtel,  63  Wis.  656,  24  N.  W.  465. 

[a]  The  section  of  the  Bankrupt 
Act  providing  that  conveyances  and 
transfers  of  property  by  a  debtor  made 
with  intent  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud 
his  creditors  shall  be  void  as  to  them 
has  no  application  to  the  case  made 
in  the  text.  This  section  has  in  view 
dispositions  of  property  made  by  a 
debtor  to  others  with  such  intent.  In 
re  Hammonds,  198  Fed.  574. 
[b]  The  only  remedy  of  the  creditor 
is  in  following  the  non-exefapt  property 
into  the  hands  of  the  fraudulent  pur- 
chaser. Comstock  V.  Bechtel,  63  Wis. 
656,   24   N.   W.   465. 

6.  In  re  Hammonds,  198  Fed.  574; 
Pratt  a.  Burr,  5  Biss.  36,  19  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  11,372;  Long  v.  Murphy,  27  Kan. 
375. 

7.  U.  S.—In  re  Letson,  157  Fed.  78, 
84  0.  C.  A.  582;  Kelly  v.  Sparks,  54  Fed. 
70;  Backer  v.  Meyer,  43  Fed.  702.  HI. 
Cipperly  v.  Rhodes,  53  HI.  346.    Minn. 

Vol.  XVI 


Jaeoby  v.  Parkland  Distilling  Co.,  41 
Minn.  227,  43  N.  W.  52. 

[a]  An  insolvent  who  devotes 
money,  subject  to  claims  of  his  credi- 
tors, to  the  payment  of  liens  to  which 
the  homestead  is  subject,  may  claim 
his  homestead  against  his  creditors.  In 
re  Henkel,  2  Sawy.  305,  11  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  6,362;  Eandall  v.  BufSngton,  10 
Cal.  491.  But  see  Eiddell  v.  Shirley,  5 
Cal.  488. 

8.  Ala. — Dowling  v.  Horne,  117  Ala. 
242,  23  So.  74.  Cal. — Simonson  v.  Burr, 
121  Cal.  582,  54  Pac.  87  (where  home- 
stead was  created  pending  suit);  Frit- 
zell  V.  Leaky,  72  Cal.  477,  14  Pac.  198; 
King  V.  Gate,  70  Cal.  236,  11  Pac.  656. 
Tex. — Chase  v.  Swayne,  88  Tex.  218,  30 
S.  W.  1049,  53  Am.  St.  Eep.  742;  North 
V.  Shearn,  15  Tex.  174. 

[a]  Even  though,  the  purpose  be  to 
avoid  the  subjection  of  the  property  to 
his  debts,  it  is  no  fraud  to  convert 
property  liable  to  execution  into  a 
homestead.  Dowling  v.  HOrne,  117 
Ala.  242,  23^  So.  74;  MePhee  v. 
O'Eourke,  10, Colo.  301,  15  Pac.  420. 

[b]  A  declaration  of  homestead  is  not 
a  conveyance  within  the  meaning  of  a 
statute  relating  to  fraudulent  convey- 
ances. In  re  Henkel,  2  Sawy.  305,  11 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,362;  Simonson  v.  Burr, 
121  Cal.  582,  54  Pac.  87;  Fritzell  «. 
Leaky,  72  Cal.  477,  14  Pac.  198. 

[c]  When  a  conveyance  to  the  wife 
is  made  by  the  husband  for  the  pur- 
pose of  placing  the  home  beyond  the 
reach  of  creditors,  she  may  claim  the 
benefit  of  the  homestead  statute  even 
against  such  creditors.  Colo. — McPhee 
V.  O'Eourke,  10  Colo.  301,  309,  15  Pac. 
420.     Mich.— Orr  v.   Shraft,  22  Mich. 
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bankruptcy  court,  on  principles  of  equity,  will  not  set  aside  to  the 
bankrupt  as  exempt,  property  which  was  fraudulently  acquired  by 
him.^ 

(11.)  Personal  Property.  —  Some  statutes  exempt  generally  "prop- 
erty" or  "personal  property"  to  a  certain  amount,^"  or  make  an  ex- 
emption of  a  certain  amount  of  personal  property  to  heads  of  families 
who  have  no  homestead.^^  Under  the  latter  statute,  the  exemption 
cannot  be  claimed  even  though  the  homestead  be  incumbered  for  all 
it  is  worth,^^  or  though  the  title  to  the  homestead  is  in  the  wife.^^ 
While  some  courts  have  held  that  the  word  "property"  refers  ex- 
pressly to  articles  of  property  which  are  liable  to  be  sold  under  execu- 
tion and  would  not  include  a  chose  in  action,^*  generally  the  words 
"personal  property"  used  in  an  exemption  statute  have  a  compre- 
hensive signification  and  are  construed  to  embrace  everything  not 
realty,  which  is  subject  to  ownership.^^  Such  statutes  therefore  in- 
clude money,^®  and  choses  in  action,^'  such  as  judgments,^*  as  well  as 


260.    Miss. — Edmonson  v.  Meaeham,  50 
Miss.  34,  39. 

[d]  Where  Occupancy  Is  2fot  Bona 
Fide. — ^A  debtor  who  built  a  business 
block  with  funds  obtained  froita  goods 
purchased  of  his  creditors  cankot  on 
the  eve  of  bankruptcy  move  into  the 
block  and  claim  it  as  a  homestead, 
where  his  occupancy  fails  for  want  of 
good  faith.  In  re  Lammer,  7  Biss. 
269,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,031. 

9.  In  re  Woollcott,  140  Fed.  460. 

10.  Brewer's  Admr.  v.  Granger,  45 
Ala.  580. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  does  not  pre- 
scribe any  particular  kind  of  property, 
the  debtor  may  claim  as  exempt  an  ac- 
count or  a  note  or  any  other  chose  in 
action.  Coppage  v.  Gregg,  1  Ind.  App. 
112,  27  N.  E.  570. 

11.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  The  owner  of  a  life  estate  oc- 
cupied by  him  as  a  family  residence 
and  mortgaged  to  creditors  is  the  own- 
er of  a  homestead  within  the  statute 
and  cannot  hold  as  exempt  personal 
property  in  lieu>  of  a  homestead .  Bid- 
dinger  v.  Pratt,' 50  Ohio  St.  719,  35  N. 
E.  795. 

12.  State  V.  Townsend,  17  Neb.  530, 
23  N.  W.  509;  State  v.  Krumpas,  13 
Neb.  321,  14  N.  W.  409;  Quigley  v. 
Mitchell,  41  Ohio  St.  375;  Staley  v. 
Wooley,  8  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  35. 

13.  Stout  V.  Eapp,  17  Neb.  462,  23 
N.  W.  364;  Staley  v.  WooUey,  4  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  550,  8  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  35. 

[a]  But  If  the  house  Is  not  occupied 
at  the  time  of  the  levy,  the  exemption 


may  be   claimed.     Eyan  v.  Miller,   40 
Ohio  St.  232. 

14.  N.  C— Ballard  v.  "Waller,  52  N, 
C.  84.  Vt.— Scott  V.  White,  27  Vt.  561; 
Edson  V.  Trask,  22  Vt.  18.  Can.— Hud- 
son's  Bay  Co.  v.  Hazlett,  4  Brit.  Col. 
450. 

15.  Kennedy  v.  Smith,  99  Ala.  83, 
11  So.  665;  Enzor  -v.  Hurt,  76  Ala.  595; 
Williamson  v.  Harris,  57  Ala.  40,  29 
Am.  Eep.  707. 

16.  Brewer's  Admr.  v.  Granger,  45 
Ala.  580. 

As  to  exemption  of  money  generally, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (III). 

17.  Kennedy  v.  Smith,  99  Ala.  83, 
11  So.  665;  Borden  v.  Bradshaw,  68 
Ala.  362. 

[a]^  A  chose  in  action  is  property 
and  if  selected  by  the  debtor  it  must 
be  exempt.  Frost  v.  Naylor,  68  N.  C. 
325. 

[b]  Claiming  Wages  Above  Statutory 
Limit,  as  Personalty. — Where  the  stat- 
ute exempts  personal  property  to  a 
value  of  $1000  and  in  addition  thereto 
wages  to  an  amount  of  $25,  the  debtor 
can  claim  any  wages  over  the  $25  as 
personal  property  not  exceeding  $1000. 
Enzor  v.  Hurt,  76  Ala.  595. 

18.  Ala. — ^Borden  v.  Bradshaw,  68 
Ala.  362.  Ark.— Drafln  v.  Smith,  63 
Ark.  83,  37  S.  W.  307;  Atkinson  v.  Pitt- 
man,  47  Ark.  464,  2  S.  W.  114.  Ga. 
Leggett  &  Co.  v.  Van  Horn,  76  Ga.  795. 
Ind. — Butner  v.  Bowser,  104  Ind.  255, 
3  N.  E.  889.  Ky.— Braswell  v.  Eeh- 
koff,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1037,  42  S.  W. 
916.     Mo. — Day   v.   Burnham,   82   Mo. 
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notes,^*  and  credits  generally.^"  Merchandise  kept  for  sale  is  exempt 
as  personal  property,^^  unless  the  statute  provides  that  the  exemption 
shall  not  be  claimed  in  shifting  merchandise,^^ 

(III.)  Money.  —  (A.;  In  Geneeal.zs  —  The  right  to  exemption  in 
money  depends  entirely  upon  the  statutes  and  constitutional  provisions 
of  the  particular  jurisdiction  wherein  it  is  sought  to  be  claimed  as 
exempt.^*  In  some  jurisdictions  a  debtor  claiming  his  exemption  may 
select  money.''^  But  under  statutes  exempting  property  only,  money 
cannot  usually  be  claimed  as  exempt.^" 


App.  538.  Neb. — Mace  v.  Heath,  34 
Neb.  54,  51  N.  W.  317.  N.  D.— Cleve- 
land V.  McCanna,  7  N.  D.  455,  75  N. 
W.  908,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  670,  41  L.  E. 
A.  852. 

19.  Brinson  i>.  Edwards,  94  Ala. 
447, 10  So.  219;  Darden  v.  Reese,  62  Ala. 
311;  Carter's  Admrs.  v.  Carter,  20  Pla. 
558,  51  Am.  Eep.  618. 

20.  Ala. — Dane  v.  Loomis,  51  Ala. 
487.  Ark. — Wheeler  v.  Eatman,  67  Ark. 
133,  53  S.  W.  571.  Mo.— EoUa  State 
Bank  v.  Borgfeld,  93  Mo.  App.  62; 
Green  v.  Baxter,  91  Mo.  App.  633; 
State  V.  Finn,  8  Mo.  App.  261.  Ohio. 
Chilcote  V.  Conley,  36  Ohio  St.  545. 

[a]  Fees  due  to  an  officer  or  witness 
may  be  claimed  as  exempt.  Dane  v. 
Loomis,-  51   Ala.   487. 

[b]  A  debt  due  him  from  the  gar- 
nishee may  be  exempted.  Winter  &  Co. 
V.   Simpson,  42  Ark.  410. 

[c]  Book  Accounts.  —  Coppage  v. 
Gregg,  1  Ind.  App.  112,  27  N.  E.  570; 
Miller  v.  Mahoney,  16  Ky.  L.  Eep.  799 
29   S.  W.   879. 

21.  Brewer's  Admrs.  v.  Granger,  45 
Ala.  580. 

22.  Laderburg  v.  Miller,  210  Fed. 
614,  127  C.  C.  A.  250. 

[a]  Under  such  a  statute  a  bankrupt 
cannot  hold  as  exempt  goods  which  he 
removed  from  the  shelves  and  boxed 
up  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy  and 
for  the  purpose  of  claiming  the  exemp- 
tion. Laderburg  v.  Miller,  210  Fed. 
614,  127  C.  C.  A.  250. 

[b]  Upon  the  death  of  the  owner  a 
stock  of  merchandise  ceases  to  be 
shifting,  and  becomes  flied  and  stable. 
Edgewood  Dist.  Co.  v.  Eosser's  Admr., 
116  Va..624,  82  S.  E.  716. 

23.  Exemption  of  pension  money, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (III),  (B). 

Exemption  of  bounty  money,  see  in- 
fra, n,  B,  5,  a,  (III),  (C). 

Exemption  of  insurance  money,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (III),  (D).. 
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24.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
constitutions. 

[a]  Money  (1)  in  the  hands  of  an 
attorney,  belonging  to  an  execution  de- 
fendant, is  not  exempt  from  garnish- 
ment, even  though  such  money  was 
collected  by  suit.  Mann  v.  Buford,  3 
Ala.  312.  (2)  But  money  awarded  to 
a  debtor  out  of  the  proceeds  of  his  real 
estate  under  the  exemption  law,  and 
paid  over  to  his  attorney  is  not  liable 
to  attachment  in  the  hands  of  the  at- 
torney. Gery  v.  Ehrgood,  31  Pa.  329. 
As  to  exemption  of  proceeds  of  exempt 
property,  see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (XIX). 

[b]  In  Georgia  no  exemption  of 
cash  is  allowed,  but  the  debtor  is  given 
an  opportunity  to  invest  the  cash  in 
other  personalty  which  may  then  be 
claimed  as  exempt.  Johnson  v.  Eed- 
wine,  105  Ga.  449,  33  S.'E.  676;  Rich- 
ards V.  Jeruigan,  70  Ga.  650;  Jones  v. 
Ehrlisch,  65  Ga.  546.  But  see  Rosser 
V.  Florence,  119  Ga.  250,  45  S.  E.  975; 
Johnson  v.  Dobbs,  69  Ga.  605. 

25.  See  the  following:  Ala.— Will- 
iamson V.  Harris,  57  Ala.  40.  Mo. 
Rolla  State  Bank  v.  Borgfeld,  93  Mo. 
App.  62;  Marchildon  «.  O'Hara,  52  Mo. 
App.  523.  Ohio. — Comer  v.  Dodson,  22 
Ohio  St.  615.  Pa. — Gibbons  v.  GafEney, 
154  Pa.  48,  26  Atl.  24. 

[a]  An  exemption  in  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  real  property  in  which  the 
debtor  has  an  interest  may  be  claimed. 
Swandale  v.  Swandale,  25  S.  C.  389. 

[b]  Where  a  debtor  uses  his  own 
money  to  purchase  a  house  and  lot,  in 
his  wife's  name  and  for  her  benefit, 
his  creditors  cannot  follow  and  subject 
to  their  claims  so  much  of  this  money 
as  the  debtor  was  entitled  to  claim  as 
his  personal  property  exemption.  Brid- 
gers  V.  Howell,  27  S.  C.  425,  3  S.  E. 
790. 

26.  Ark.— Surratt  v.  Young,  55  Ark. 
447,  18  S.  W.  539;  Brown  v.  Peters,  53 
Ark.  182,  13  S.  W.  T29;   Chambers  v. 
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(B.)  Pension  Monet.  —  In  the  absence  of  any  statute  upon  the  sub- 
ject, pension  money  is  not  exempt.^^  There  are  statutes,  however,  both 
federal  and  state,  exempting  such  moneys.^^ 

Under  the  federal  statute,^^  the  rule  generally  obtaining  is  that 
pension  money  is  wholly  exempt,  regardless  of  whose  hands  it  may 
be  in  or  the  nature  of  the  process  by  which  it  is  sought  to  be  held, 
up  to  the  time  that  it  is  received  by  the  pensioner.^"  After  the  money 
has  been  paid  over  to  him,  it  is  no  longer  exempt,  however;'^  and  this 


Perry»  47  Ark.  400,  1  S.  W.  700;  Nor- 
ris  V.  Kidd,  28  Ark.  485,  499.  Bl.— Fin- 
len  V.  Howard,  126  111.  259,  18  N.  E. 
560;  Nichols,  Shepard  &  Co.  v.  Good- 
heart,  5  111.  App.  574.  But  see  Fan- 
ning V.  Jacksonville  Nat.  Bank,  76  111. 
53,  decided  under  a  former  statute. 
Md.— State  v.  Boulden,  57  Md.  314. 

[a]  Unless  the  property  claimed  ex- 
ceeds the  amount  of  the  exemption  and 
the  statute  requires  a  sale  and  a  pay- 
ment to  the  debtor  of  the  amount  of 
the  exemption  out  of  the  proceeds, 
Fowler  v.  Gray,  99  Md.  594,  58  Atl, 
444;  State  v.  Boulden,  57  Md.  314. 

As  to  exemption  of  proceeds  of  ex- 
empt property,  see  generally  infra,  II, 
B,  5,  a,  (XIX). 

27.  Cavanaugh  v.  Smith,  84  lid. 
380,  386,  wherein  the  court  said:  "It 
is  pushing  analogy  to  an  unreasonable 
length  to  afQrm  that  pensions  are  pro- 
tected, independently  of  statute,  upon 
the  same  grounds  as  the  salaries  of 
public  offleers.  The  salaries  of  ofSeers 
are  protected  from  seizure  in  order  to 
prevent  the  machinery  of  government 
from  being  stopped  by  a  withdrawal 
of  compensation  from  those  charged 
with  the  administration  of  govern- 
mental affairs,  and  this  reason  .  .  . 
cannot  extend  to  pensioners." 

28.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

29.  U.  S.  Eev.  St.,  1873,  §4747;  U. 
S.  Comp.  St.,  1913,  S9080,  providing 
that  "no  sum  of  money  due,  or  to  be- 
come due,  to  any  pensioner  shall  be  li- 
able to  attachment,  levy,  or  seizure 
by  or  under  any  legal  or  equitable  pro- 
cess whatever,  whether  the  same  re- 
mains with  the  Pension-OfSce,  or  any 
officer  or  agent  thereof,  or  is  in  course 
of  transmission  to  the  pensioner  en- 
titled thereto,  but  shall  inure  wholly 
to  the  benefit  of  such  pensioner." 

30.  la. — Triplett  v.  Graham,  58 
Iowa  135,  12  N.  W.  143;  "Webb  v.  Holt, 
57  Iowa  712,  11  N.  W.  658.  See  Man- 
ning V.  Spry,  121  Iowa  191,  96  N.  W. 


873.  Ky.— Eobion  v.  Walker,  82  Ky. 
60,  56  Am.  Eep.  878;  Eckert  &  Co.  v. 
McKee,  9  Bush  855.  Me.— Friend  v. 
Garcelon,  77  Me.  25,  52  Am.  Eep.  739. 
N.  J. — Jardain  v.  Fairton  Sav.  F.  & 
Bldg.  Assn.,  44  N.  J.  L.  376.  N.  Y, 
Stoekwell  v.  Nat.  Bank,  36  Hun  583. 
Tenn. — Payne  &  Co.  v.  Gibson,  5  Lea 
173.  Vt.— Bullard  v.  Goodno,  73  Vt. 
88,  50  Atl.  544.  See  Bailey  v.  Bailey, 
76  Vt.  264,  56  Atl.  1014,  104  Am.  St. 
Eep.  935,  65  L.  E.  A.  332. 

[a]  Pension  money  in  the  hands  of 
the  pensioner's  agent  or  attorney  ap- 
pointed to  receive  it  from  the  disburs- 
ing agent  is  exempt  from  trustee-pro- 
cess. Adams  v.  Newell,  8  Vt.  190.  See 
also  Payne  &  Co.  v.  Gibson,  5  Lea 
(Tenn.)    173. 

31.  IT.  S. — Mcintosh  v.  Aubrey,  185 
U-  S.  122,  22  Sup.  Ct.  561,  46  L.  ed. 
834;  In  re  Jones,  166  Fed.  337  {disap- 
proving In  re  Bean,  100  Fed.  262);  In 
re  Stout,  109  Fed.  794.  Conn. — Price  v. 
Savings  Soc,  64  Conn.  362,  30  Atl.  139, 
42  Am.  St.  Eep.  198.  Ind.— Faurote  v. 
Carr,  108  Ind.  123,  9  N.  E.  350;  Cav- 
anaugh V.  Smith,  84  Ind.  380.  Kan. 
Cranz  v.  White,  27  Kan.  319,  41  Am. 
Eep.  408.  Ky.— Curtis  v.  Helton,  109 
Ky.  493,  59  S.  W.  745,  95  Ain.  St.  Eep. 
388;  Johnson  v.  Elkins,  90  Ky.  163, 
13  S.  W.  448,  8  L.  E.  A.  552;  Eobion  «. 
Walker,  82  Ky.  60,  56  Am.  Eep.  878 
{overruling  Eckert  &  Co.  v.  McKee,  9 
Bush  355,  so  far  as  contrary);  Sims  v. 
Walsham,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  912,  7  S.  W. 
557;  Ashler  v.  Terry,  6  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
745;  Hudspeth  v.  Harrison,  6  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  304;  Moxley  v.  Andrews,  5  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  425.  See  Sanders  v.  Herndon,  122 
Ky.  760,  768,  93  S.  W.  14,  121  Am.  St. 
Eep.  493,  5  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1072.  Me. 
Crane  v.  Linneus,  77  Me.  59;  Friend  v. 
Garcelon,  77  Me.  25,  52  Am.  Eep.  739. 
See  Hathorn  v.  Eobinson,  96  Me.  33,  51 
Atl.  236.  Mass.— Tully  v.  TuUy,  159 
Mass.  91,  34  N.  E.  79;  Spelman  v.  Ald- 
rieh,  126  Mass.  113;  Kellogg  v.  Waite, 
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is  true  although  it  be  deposited  in  a  bank,*"  or  with  some  other  per- 


is Alien  529.  Mich. — See  Eecor  v. 
COmmercfal,  etc.  Bank,  142  Mich.  479, 
106  N.  W.  82,  7  Ann.  Cas.  754,  5  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  472.  N.  J.— Jardain  v.  Fair- 
ton  Sav.  Fund,  etc.  Assn.,  44  N.  J.  L. 
S76.  N.  Y.— Beecher  v.  Barber,  6  Dem. 
iSur.  129;  Matter  of  Winans,  5  Dem. 
Sur.  138;  Smith  v.  Blood,  106  App. 
Diy.  317,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  667;  St.  Law- 
rence State  Hospital  v.  Fowler,  15  Misc. 
159,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  12,  72  N.  Y.  St. 
164;  Burgett  v.  Faneher,  35  Hun  647. 
Ohio. — ^Fulwiler  v.  Infield's  Guardian,  3 
Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  388,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  36. 
Pa.— Eozelle  v.  Ehodes,  116  Pa.  129,  9 
Atl.  160,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  591,  (holding 
that  money  received  from  the  govern- 
taent  by  a  pensioner,  and  by  him  de- 
posited in  the  hands  of  a  bailee  for 
safe  keeping,  is  subject  to  an  attach- 
ment-execution) ;  Lancaster  County 
/  Poor  Directors  v.  Hartman,  9  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  177,  holding  that  pension  money 
paid  to  committee  of  insane  pensioners 
Hot  exempt  thereafter.  Vt. — ^Martin  v. 
Hurlburt,  60  Vt.  364,  14  Atl.  649,  dis- 
appromng  Hayward  ».  Clark,  50  Vt. 
612.  See  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  76  Vt.  2B4, 
56  Atl.  1014,  104  Am.  St.  Eep.  935,  65 
L.  E.  A.  332. 

[a]  The  federal  statute  "protects 
pension  money  from  attachment  so 
long  as  it  remains  due  to  the  pensioner, 
but  not  after  it  has  been  actually  paid 
over,  and  has  come  into  his  posses- 
sion." Price  v.  Society  for  Savings, 
«4  Conn.  362,  30  Atl.  139,  42  Am.  St. 
Eep.  198.  "It  does  not  attempt  to 
invade  the  domain  of  state  legislation 
in  respect  to  exemptions;  its  simple 
and  obvious  purpose  is  to  protect  the 
donation  while  in  transit  to  the  pen- 
sioner. Its  language  is  not,  'no  money 
in  the  hands  of  a  pensioner,'  or  'no 
pension  money,'  but  'no  sum  of  money 
due  or  to  become  due  to  any  pensioner. ' 
The :  protection  is  to  an  •  undelivered 
sum  of  money.  This,  which  is  implied 
in  the  first  words  of  the  section  is 
made  more  clear  by  its  after  language, 
for  it  prohibits  seizure  whether  this 
sum  ot  money  due  or  to  become  due 
remains  with  the  pension  ofSce  or  an 
officer  or  agent  thereof,  or  in  course 
of  transmission  to  the  pensioner  en- 
titled thereto.  To  guard  against  any 
abuse  or  destruction,  it  thus  specifies 
the  various  positions  which  money  due 
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or  to  become  due  can  occupy,  and  in 
effect  declares  that  pension  money  shall 
not  be  interrupted  on  its  way  to  the 
pensioner.  The  last  clause  of  the  sec- 
tion which  reads,  'but  shall  inure 
wholly  to  the  benefit  of  such  pensioner, ' 
is  qualified  by  and  must  be  read  in  the 
light  of  the  preceding  words  of  the 
section  It  is  comprehensive  language, 
bu;t  it  is  only  language  strengthening  and 
making-  more  plain  the  intention  of  the 
preceding  words.  It  applies  to  money 
due  or  to  become  due,  and  not  to  money 
paid  and  in  possession.  Nowhere  in 
the  section  is  there  reference  to  pen- 
sion money  in  the  hands  of  the  pen- 
sioner. It  does  not  purport  to  exempt 
money  in  such  hands  from  the  oper- 
ation of  state  laws,  either  those  of  tax- 
ation, or  the  ordinary  statutes  con- 
cerning exemptions  and  indebtedness. 
It  is  doubtless  true  that  such  statute 
is  to  be  liberally  construed,  and  so 
construed  that  the  pensioner  shall  ac- 
quire full  possession  of  his  pension, 
free  from  any  interception  directly  or 
indirectly  in  the  course  of  its  transit." 
Cranz  v.  White,  27  Kan.  319,  41  Am. 
Eep.  408.  ' 

fb"I  Another  Statemrait. — "The  ex- 
emption under  the  law  (federal  stat- 
ute) covers  pension  money  only  during 
its  transmission  to  the  pensioner. 
When  it  has  been  received  by  him,  it 
has  inured  wholly  to  his  benefit,  with- 
in the  meaning  of  this  statute.  Then, 
to  the  same  extent  as  money  from  other 
sources,  it  is  subject  to  attachment, 
levy,  and  seizure  as  opportunity  pre- 
sents itself.  Mcintosh  v.  Aubrey,  185 
U  S.  122,  46  L.  ed.  834.  And  so,  in 
effect,  was  the  holding  of  this  court  in 
Martin  v.  Hurlburt,  60  Vt.  364,  14  Atl. 
649."  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  76  Vt.  264,  56 
Atl.  1014.  ' 

But  under  state  statutes,  rule  may  be 
otherwise.    See  infra,  this  section. 

32.  Kan. — Cranz  v.  Wlite,  27  Ean. 
319,  41  Ato.  Eep.  408.  Mass.— Spelman 
V.  Aldrioh,  126  Mass.  113.  N.  J.^State 
V.  Fairton  Sav.  Fund,  etc.  Assn.,  44  N. 
J.  L.  376.  N.  Y.— Matter  of  Winans, 
5  Dem.  Sur.  138;  Burgett  v.  Faneher, 
35  Hun  647.  Vt.— Martin  v.  Hurlburt, 
60  Vt.  364,  14  Atl.  649. 

But  see  Eeiff  v.  Mack,  160  Pa.  265. 
28  Atl.  699,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  720,  im- 
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son,''  or  loaned  to  another."    Nor  does  the  exemption  extend  to  or 
include  property  purchased  with  such  pension  money,'"  though  upon 


pliedly  overruling  McCalla  v.  BTennan, 
14  "W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  513. 

33.  Carter  &  Co.  v.  Strange,  7  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  302, 

34.  Carter  &  Co.  ■».  Strange,  7  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  302. 

35.  U.  S.— Mcintosh  v.  Aubrey,  185 
U.  S.  122,  22  Sup.  Ct.  561,  46  L.  ed. 
834,  affirming  10  Pa.  Super.  275;  In  re 
Stout,  109  Ted.  794.  Ind.— Cavanaugh 
V.  Smith,  84  Ind.  380.  Ky. — Curtis  v. 
Helton,  109  Ky.  493,  59  S.  W.  745,  95 
Am.  St.  Eep.  388;  Johnson  v.  Elkins, 
90  Ky.  163,  13  S.  '^.  448,  8  L.  E.  A. 
552;  Eobion  v.  Walker,  82  Ky.  60,  56 
Am.  Eep.  878;  Coakle/  v.  Underwood, 
13  Ky.  L.  Eep.  654,  18  S.  W.  7;  Sims 
V.  Walsham,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  912,  7  S.  W. 
557;  Carter  &  Co.  ».  Strange,  7  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  302  (although  conveyed  to  the 
pensioner's  wife);  Herreld  v.  Skillem's 
Assn.,  6  Ky.  L.  Eep.  666;  Hudspeth  v. 
Harrison,  6  Ky.  L.  Eep.  304.  Pa. 
Hadsall  v.  Clark,  2  Chester  Co.  Eep. 
492.  W.  Va.— Bank  of  Kiugwood  v. 
Murdock,  48  "W.  Va.  301,  37  S.  E.  548 
{distingvAshing  Hissem  v.  Johnson,  27 
W.  Va.  644,  wherein  a  pensioner  re- 
ceived pension  drafts  and  transferred 
said  drafts  or  the  proceeds  thereof  to 
a  third  person,  who  in  consideration 
thereof  conveyed  or  agreed  to  convey 
to  the  wife  of  the  pensioner  a  tract 
of  land;  and  thereafter  a  suit  was 
brought  by  judgment  creditors  of  the 
pensioner,  whose  judgments  existed  at 
the  time  said  drafts  were  received,  and 
it  was  held  that  said  land  was  not 
liable  for  the  payment  of  said  judg- 
ments); McFarland  v.  Fish,  34  W.  Va. 
548,  12  S.  E.  548.  Wis.— Jn  re  Fer- 
guson's Est.,  140  Wis.  583,  123  N.  W. 
123,  17  Ann.  Cas.  1189,  criticising 
Folschow  V.  Werner,  51  Wis.  85,  7  N. 
W.  911,  where  it  was  held,  under  the 
federal  statute,  that  uerision  money 
after  having  been  received  by  the  pen- 
sioner, so  long  as  the  same  can  be 
identified  as  a  fund  in  his  hands  for 
his  use,  is  within  the  zone  of  exemp- 
tion. 

[a]  In  Mcintosh  v.  Aubrey,  185 
U.  S.  122,  22  Sup.  Ct.  561,  46  L.  ed. 
834,  the  court  said:  "The  section  of 
itself  seems  to  present  no  difficulty. 
.  .  .  We  think  the  purpose  of  Congress 
is   clearly   expressed.     It   is  not   that 


pension  money  shall  be  exempt  from 
attachment  in  all  of  its  situations  and 
transmutations.  It  is  only  to  be  ex- 
empt in  one  situation,  to-wit,  when 
'due  or  to  become  due.'  From  that 
situation  the  pension  money,"  having 
been  paid  to  the  pensioner  and  con- 
verted into  other  property,  "...  had 
departed. ' ' 

[b]  Transfer  and  Investment  of 
Check. — In  Sims  v.  Walsham,  9  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  912,  7  S.  W.  557,  "The  money 
did  not,  in  this  case,  actually  come  to 
the  hands  of  the  pensioner,  but  a 
check  therefor  did,  and  that  he  trans- 
ferred to  another  person  with  di- 
rections to  cash  it  and  deliver  the 
money  to  his  two  sons,  appellees,  to 
be  used  by  them  in  paying  for  the 
land  in  controversy."  The  court  said: 
"If  the  pensioner  had  applied  the 
check  or  proceeds  of  it  to  the  pur- 
chase of  the  land  in  his  own  name 
and  for  his  own  benefit,  he  could  not, 
under  the  ruling  of  this  court,  have 
claimed  a  homestead  exemption  against 
the  pre-existing  debt  of  appellant.  And 
no  more  can  his  two  sons,  who  hold 
the  laud  by  what  is,  in  the  meaning 
of  the  statute,  a  voluntary  conveyance, 
without  valuable  consideration  from 
their  father,  prevent  it  being  subjected 
to  that  debt." 

[c]  In  Pennsylvania  (1)  it  is  held 
"that  the  pensioner  may  use  the  money 
in  any  manner  he  may  see  proper,  for 
his  own  benefit  and  to  secure  the  com- 
fort of  his  family,  free  from  attacks 
of  creditors."  Accordingly,  where  the 
pensioner  indorsed  his  pension  cheek 
and  gave  it  to  his  wife,  who  drew  the 
money  and  applied  it  to  the  purchase 
of  real  estate,  taking  the  title  in  her 
own  name,  it  was  held  that  such  real 
estate  was  not  liable  to  seizure  and 
sale  for  the  husband's  debt.  Holmes 
D.'Tallada,  125  Pa.  133,  17  Atl.  238, 
11  Am.  St.  Eep.  880,  3  L.  E.  A.  219, 
distingidsMng  Eozelle  v.  Ehodes,  116 
Pa.  129,  9  Atl.  160,  2  Am.  St.  Eep. 
591.  (2)  But  where  the  pensioner 
makes  the  transaction  by  which  the 
property  is  acquired,  though  taking  the 
property  in  his  wife's  name,  it  is 
liable  to  execution  for  his  debts. 
Burtch  V.  Burtch,  14  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  482. 

Property  or  money  in  lieu  of  ezemp- 
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this  proposition  there  are  authorities  to  the  contrary.'* 

The  state  statutes  are  generally  broader  in  their  terms  than  the  fed- 
eral law;"  they  are  not  intended  to  be  as  limited  in  their  operation 
in  protecting  pension  money  in  the  hands  of  the  pensioner.^^  Some 
expressly  provide  for  the  exemption  of  pension  money  whether  in 
the  hands  of  the  pensioner,  or  deposited,  loaned  or  invested  by  him,^' 
Under  such  statutes,  pension  money  deposited  in  a  bank  has  been 
held  exempt.*"  So  also,  property  capable  of  identification  purchased 
or  acquired  with  such  money,*^  together  with  all  the  increase  there- 


tion  as  exempt,  se«  infra,  II,  B,  6,  a, 
(XX). 

36.  Eatliff  V.  Elwell,  141  Iowa  312, 
119  N.  W.  740,  20  L.  ,E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
223;  Marquardt  v.  Mason,  ?7  Iowa 
136,  54  N.  W.  72;  Crow  4!.  Brown,  86 
Iowa  741,  53  N.  W.  131,  s.  c.  81  Iowa 
344,  46  N.  W.  993,  25  Am.  St.  Eep. 
501,  11  L.  E.  A.  110  {overruling  prior 
decisions  to  the  contrary);  Dean  v. 
Clark,  81  Iowa  753,  46  N.  W.  995.  See 
also  Cook  V.  Allee,  119  Iowa  226,  93 
N.  W.  93.  But  see  Foster  v.  Byrne, 
76  Iowa  295,  35  N.  W.  513,  41  N.  W. 
22;  Baugh  ■;;.  Barrett,  69  Iowa  495,  29 
N.  W.  425;  Farmer  v.  Turner,  64  Iowa 
690,  21  N.  W.  140;  Triplett  v.  Gra- 
ham, 58  Iowa  135,  12  N.  W.  143;  Webb 
V.  Holt,  57  Iowa  712,  11  N.  W.  658. 
See  Goble  &  Co.  v.  Stephenson,  68  Iowa 
270,  26  N.  W.  433. 

[a]  Reason. — If  force  and  effect  is 
to  be  given  to  that  clause  of  congress 
which  provides  that  pension  money 
"shall  inure  wholly  to  the  benefit  of 
the  pensioner,"  to  the  exclusion  of  his 
creditors,  there  appears  to  us  to  be 
no  escape  from  the  conclusion  that  the 
property  purchased  with  pension  money 
is  exempt.  Any  other  construction  of 
the  law  would  permit  creditors  to  sub- 
ject the  money  as  soon  as  it  reaches 
the  hands  of  the  pensioner.  Crow  v. 
Brown,  81  Iowa  344,  46  N.  W.  993,  25 
Am.  St.  Eep.  501,  11  L.  E.  A.  110. 

37.  Burgett  v.  Fancher,  35  Hun  (N. 
T.)  647. 

38.  Burgett  V.  Fancher,  35  Hun  (N. 
r.)   647. 

39.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc., 
§690,  subdiv.  20;  Treadway  v.  Board 
of  Directors,  14  Cal.  App.  75,  111  Pac. 
111.  Colo.— Ann.  St.,  1911,  §3631. 
la.— Code,  1897,  §4009. 

[a]  Where  Pensioner  Insane. — Pension 
money  received  by  one  who  is  an  in- 
mate of  an  insane  asylum  is  exempt 
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from  claims  by  the  state  or  the  coun- 
ty for  his  support,  even  though  in  the 
hands  of  his  representatives.  State  v. 
Cole,  155  Iowa  654,  136  N.  W.  887. 

[b]  Under  the  Texas  statute  of 
1874,  the  exemption  of  a  pension  bond 
from  forced  sale  continued  only  while 
the  bond  was  in  the  hands  of  the  orig- 
inal owner;  after  his  death  it  became 
property  to  be  administered  as  part  of 
his  estate.  Heard  v.  Northington,  49 
Tex.  439,  approving  Hubbard  v.  Home, 
24  Tex.  270,  decided  under  an  earlier 
statute. 

40.  Price  v.  Society  for  Savings,  64 
Conn.  362,  30  Atl.  139,  42  Am.  St. 
Eep.  198  (savings  deposit);  Stockwell 
V.  Nat.  Bank,  36  Hun  (N.  Y.)  583 
(deposit  on  interest);  Burgett  ».  Fan- 
cher, 35  Hun  (N.  Y.)  647,  deposit  sub- 
ject to  check,  without  interest.  Com' 
pare  In  re  Kennedy's  Estate,  3  N.  Y. 
Supp.  18,  holding  that  a  deposit  upon 
a  certificate  which  is  interest-bearing 
was  not  exempt. 

[a]  The  object  of  the  statute  "is 
to  secure  the  pensioner  in  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  this  gift  of  the  govern- 
ment, and  to  prevent  his  creditors  from 
taking  it  away.  As  far  as  possible 
the  courts  should  protect  him  in  such 
use  and  enjoyment.  If,  like  a  prudent 
man,  the  pensioner  places  his  money  in 
bank,  where  it  will  gain  a  little  in- 
terest, it  would  be  most  unjust  to 
make  this  act  the  ground  of  depriving 
him  of  that  which  the  State  intended 
that  he  should  keep  and  enjoy." 
Stockwell  V.  Nat.  Bank  of  Malone,  36 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  583. 

41.  U.  %i—In  re  EUithorpe,  111  Fed. 
163,  under  New  York  statute.  la. 
Smith  V.  Hill,  83  Iowa  684,  49  N.  W. 
1043,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  329.  See  Goble 
V.  Stephenson,  68  Iowa  270,  26  N.  W. 
433.  Neb. — Dargan  «.  Williams,  66 
Neb.  1,  91  N.  W.  862.  N.  Y.— Yates 
Co.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Carpenter,  119  N.  Y. 
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of,*^  has  been  held  exempt,  but  only  during  the  life  of  the  pensioner.*^ 

(C.)  Bounty  Monet,  etc.  —  Bounty  money,  like    pension    money,    is 

exempt  until  such  time  as  it  reaches  the  hands  of  the  person  entitled 

to  receive  it.**    But  when  it  has  been  paid  over  to  such  person,*^  or 


550,  23  N.  E.  1108,  16  Am.  St.  Eep. 
855,  7  L.  E.  A.  557;  Benedict  v.  Hig- 
gins,  165  App.  Div.  611,  151  N.  Y. 
Supp.  42;  Matter  of  Stafford,  105  App. 
Div.  48,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  194;  Toole  v. 
^oard  of  Supervisors,  13  App.  Div. 
471,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  9,  43  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1160^  Buffum  V.  Forster,  77  Hun  27,  28 
N.  Y.  Supp.  285;  King  v.  Warren,  42 
Misc.  31-7,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  609;  Matter 
of  Liddle,N35  Misc.  173,  71  N.  Y.  Supp. 
173;  Tyler  \  Ballard,  31  Misc.  540,  65 
N.  Y.  Supp. '557,  31  Civ.  Proc.  63,  7 
Ann.  Cas.  465;  St.  Lawrence  State  Hos- 
pital V.  Fowler,  15  Misc.  159,  37  N.  Y. 
Supp.  12,  72  N.  "?.  St.  164;  Country- 
man V.  Countryman,  ^  Civ.  Proe.  161, 
28  N.  Y.  Supp.  258. 

[a]  "The  money  may  be  applied  to, 
his  support  and  maintenance,  may  be 
saved  intact  for  future  use,  or  may 
be  invested  by  the  beneficiary  in  real 
or  personal  property  necessary  for  the 
maintenance  and  support  of  himself 
and  family.  Such  property  is  exempt 
as  long  as  it  can  be  strictly  identified 
as  the  actual  proceeds  of  the  pension. 
If  the  pension  is  embarked  in  business 
enterprises  or  employed  in  speculation, 
which  results  in  intermingling  the 
bounty  of  the  government  with  other 
property  interests  and  rendering  the 
pension  funds  incapable  of  identifica- 
tion, then  the  statutory  exemption  is 
lost.  Bank  v.  Carpenter,  119  N.  Y. 
550,  23  N.  E.  1108,  7  L.  E.  A.  557, 
16  Am.  St.  Eep.  855."  In  re  Elli- 
thorpe.  111  Fed.  163. 

[b]  The  discharge  of  a  mortgage 
debt  by  pension  money  operates  to  ex- 
empt the  property  so  affected,  the  same 
as  if  the  pensioner  had  purchased  the 
same.  Dargan  v.  Williams,  66  Neb.  1, 
91  N.  W.  862. 

[c]  Property  received  in  exchange 
for  property  purchased  with  pension 
money  is  exempt  from  execution. 
Smith  V.  Hill,  83  Iowa  684,  49  N.  W. 
1043,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  329;  Dargan 
V.  Williams,  66  Neb.  1,  91  N.  W.  862. 

[d]  The  exemption  is  limited  to  the 
amount  of  pension  money  put  into  such 
property;  a  surplus  above  such  amount 
18  not  exempt.     Countryman  v.  Coun- 


tryman, 23  Civ.  Proc.  161,  28  N.  Y. 
Supp.  258. 

[e]  Claimant  must  prove  (1)  that 
pension,  money  was  invested  in  the 
property.  Matter  of  King,  24  App. 
Div.  605,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  1.  (2;  He 
must  show  how  much  pension  money 
was  invested  in  such  property.  Lee  v. 
Grimm,  106  Iowa  37,  75  N.  W.  655. 

Property  or  money  in  lieu  of  exemp- 
tion, see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (XX). 

42.  Dargan  v.  Williams,  66  Neb.  1, 
91  N.  W.  862. 

[a]  But  the  provisions  of  the  Iowa 
code  (1)  do  "not  operate  to  exempt 
the  increase  or  produce  derived  from 
the  property  which  is  exempt  as  pro- 
cured with  pension  money."  Smyth  v. 
Hall,  126  Iowa  627,  102  N.  W.  520; 
Haefer  v.  Mullison,  90  Iowa  372,  57 
N.  W.  893,  48  Am.  St.  Eep.  451;  Dia- 
mond V.  Palmer,  79  Iowa  578,  44  N.  W. 
819.  (2)  Crops  on  land  purchased  with 
pension  money  are  not  exempt,  at  least 
where  it  is  not  shown  that  the  land  is 
a  homestead.  Haefer  v.  Mulliaon,  90 
Iowa  372,  57  N.  W.  893,  48  Am.  St. 
Eep.  451. 

43.  Beecher  v.  Barber,  6  Dem.  Sur. 
129  {disapproving  Hodge  v.  Leaning,  2 
Dem.  Sur.  553);  Matter  of  Winans,  5 
Dem.  Sur.  138;  Smith  v.  Blood,  106 
App.  Div.  317,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  667; 
Matter  of  Liddle,  35  Misc.  173,  71  N. 
Y.  Supp.  173. 

44.  Manchester  v.  Burns,  45  N.  H. 
482;  Brown  v.  Heath,  45  N.  H.  168; 
Whiting  V.  Barrett,  7  Lans.  (N.  Y.) 
106;  Youmans  v.  Boomhower,  3  Thomp. 
&  C.  (N.  Y.)  21. 

Compare,  supra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (III), 
(B). 

[a]  After  Death. — A  bounty  which 
is  not  received  by  a  soldier  in  his 
lifetime  is  not  subject  to  seizure  in 
the  course  of  transmission  to  the  per- 
son entitled  thereto  after  his  decease. 
Fish  V.  Hays,  6  Ky.  Op.  108. 

45.  Morse  v.  Towns,  45  N.  H.  185. 
[a]     Exemption  does  not  extend  to 

property  purchased  with  bounty  money, 
when  it  is  impossible  to  identify  the 
fund  in  the  various  articles  of  prop- 
erty in  which,  through  numerous  and 
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to  a  third  person,  by  his  orders,*'  it  then  becomes  subject  to  levy. 

other  gratuities  from  the  government  are  entitled  to  the  same  exemp- 
tions as  pensions  and  bounty  money.*^ 

(D.)  Insurance  Money.^s — (1.)  In  the  Absence  of  Statute.  — In  the  ab- 
sence of  an  exemption  law,  life  insurance  payable  to  the  insured  or 
his  estate  stands  on  the  same  footing  as  other  nonexempt  personalty 
of  the  decedent.*®  So  also,  where  mad?  payable  to  a  beneficiary,  the 
proceeds  are  subject  to  the  debts  of  the  beneficiary  in  the  absence  of 
statute  providing  otherwise."" 

(2.)  Vnder  Statute. —  (a.)  In  General.  —  Statutes  have  been  enacted 
in  most  states  exempting  from  execution  the  proceeds  of  insurance 
policies.'^  The  scope  and  extent  of  the  exemption  is  dependent  on 
the  construction  and  application  of  the  statute  under  which  the 
exemption  is  claimed."^  Some  statutes  allow  an  exemption  only  when 
the  policy  is  made  payable  to  particular  beneficiaries."^  But  under  a 
statute  exempting  all  moneys  growing  out  of  life  insurance,  it  is 
immaterial  whether  the  policy  is  made  payable  to  the  wife  or  to  the 


sneeessive  changes,  it  had  become  in- 
vested. Wynant  v.  Smith,  2  Lans.  (N. 
Y.)  185.  As  to  exemption  of  property 
purchased  with  pension  money,  see 
iupra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (III),  (B). 

[b]  Title  to  Property  Purchased 
Taken  in  Name  of  Wife.— Under  a 
statute  exempting  personal  property  of 
a  volunteer  during  his  term  of  service, 
real  estate  purchased  after  the  expira- 
tion of  such  term  with  bounty  money 
received  as  a  volunteer  is  not  exempt, 
though  title  thereto  is  taken  in  the 
name  of  the  wife.  Knapp  v.  Beattie, 
70  Me.  410. 

46.  Manchester  v.  Burns,  45  N.  H. 
482;  Yates  v.  Hurst,  41  Vt.  556. 

47.  Heirs  of  Emerson  v.  Hall,  13 
Pet.  (U.  S.)  409,  10  L.  ed.  223. 

48.  Exemption  of  money  generally, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (III). 

49.  Wright  v.  Wright,  100  Tenn. 
313,  45  S.  W.  672. 

60.  la. — Smedley  ©.  Felt,  43  Iowa 
607.  Mo. — ^Meyer  v.  Lodge,  etc.,  72  Mo. 
App.  350.  N.  Y. — Crosby  v.  Stephan, 
32  Hun  478. 

Bl.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following;  HI. — Houston  v.  Mad- 
dux, 179  111.  377,  53  N.  E.  599.  Mass. 
Saunders  v.  Bobinson,  144  Mass.  306, 
10  N.  E.  815.  N.  Y.— Baron  v.  Brum- 
mer,  100  N.  Y.  372,  3  N.  E.  474;  Barry 
V.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc,  59  N".  Y. 
587,  593;  Amberg  v.  Manhattan  L.  Ins. 
Co.,  56  App.  Div.  343,  67  N.  Y.  Supp. 
872;  Ettenson  ».  Schwartz,  38  Misc. 
669,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  231;  Leonard  v. 
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Clinton,  26  Hun  288;  Smillie  v.  Quinn, 
25  Hun  332.  Ohio.  —  KUnckhamer 
Brwgi  Co.  V.  Cassman,  21  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  465,  12  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  141.  Tex. 
Dulaney  v.  Walsh,  37  S.  W.  615. 

[a]  That  a  paid  up  policy  shares  In 
the  annual  dividends  does  not  destroy 
its  essential  character  as  a  purely  life 
insurance  policy  and  take  it  out  of 
the  statute.  Allen  v.  Central  Wisconsin 
Trust  Co.,  143  Wis.  381,  127  N.  W. 
1003,  139  Am.  St.  Eep.  1107. 

[b]  Constitutionality  of  Statutes. 
Statutes  exempting  proceeds  of  life  in- 
surance policies  are  constitutional. 
Williams  v.  Donough,  6  Ohio  N.  P.  418. 

52.  See  Holmes  v.  Marshall,  145  Cal. 
777,  79  Pac.  534,  104  Am.  St.  Eep.  86, 
2  Ann.  Cas.  88,  69  L.  R.  A.  67. 

[a]  Life  insurance  taken  out  before 
marriage  is  exempt  under  a  statute  pro- 
viding for  exemption  of  "a  life  in- 
surance effected  by  a  husband  on  his 
own  life"  in  favor  of  his  widow  and 
next  of  kin.  Rose  v.  Wortham,  95 
Tenn.  505,  32  S.  W.  458,  30  L.  E.  A. 
609. 

53.  See  the  statutes,  and  Allen  v. 
Central  Wisconsin  Trust  Co.,  143  Wis. 
381,  127  N.  W.  1003,  139  Am.  St.  Eep. 
1107.  ^ 

[a]  Under  a  statute  exempting  the 
Uf e  insurance  of  a  husband  in  favor  of 
his  widow  and  children,  a  policy  of  an 
unmarried  man  payable  to  his  estate  is 
not  exempt.  Wright  «.  Wright,  100 
Tenn.  313,  45  S.  W.  672. 
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estate  of  the  insured.^*  Under  some  statutes,  the  exemption  applies 
only  to  insurance  issued  by  a  company  or  association  incorporated 
within  the  state."^  The  exemption  of  the  proceeds  continues  after 
their  receipt  and  deposit  in  a  bank.°°  The  proceeds  of  an  insurance 
policy  taken  out  by  a  wife  on  her  husband's  life  cannot  be  reached  by 
the  creditors  of  the  husband.'^ 

From  Whose  Jiehts.  —  The  statutes  of  many  states  exempt  the  pro- 
ceeds of  a  life  insurance  policy  from  execution  upon  the  debts  of  the 
insured  only.^^    Under  such  a  statute,  the  funds  are  not  exempt  from 


[b]  A  reservation  of  the  right  to 
change  the  beueficiaiy  does  not  afCect 
the  right  to  exemption  in  the  proceeds 
of  an  insurance  policy.  Allen  v.  Cen- 
tral Wisconsin  Trust  Co.,  143  Wis.  381, 
127  N.  W.  1003,  139  Am.  St.  Rep. 
1107. 

[e]  Where  Payable  to  Insured  or 
Representatives. — Under  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  "the  amount  of  any  life 
insurance  policy  .  .  .  shall  inure  to 
the  party  or  parties  named  as  the 
beneficiaries  thereof,  freed  from  all 
liabilities  for  the  debts  of  the  per- 
sons paying  the  premiums  thereon," 
where  a  policy  is  made  payable  to  the 
insured,  his  executors,  administrators 
or  assigns,  he  .is  the  real  beneficiary 
and  the  proceeds,  being  liable  for  his 
debts,  cannot  be  claimed  as  exempt  by 
his  heirs.  Rice  v.  Smith,  72  Miss.  42,  16 
So.  417.  But  the  statute  under  which  this 
case  was  decided  was  amended,  so  that 
it  now  secures  the  exemption  to  the  heirs 
and  legatees,  of  a  deceased  insured, 
even  though  he  leave  no  wife  or  chil- 
dren. Coates  V.  Worthy,  72  Miss.  575, 
17  So.  606. 

54.  Holmes  v.  Marshall,  145  Cal. 
777,  79  Pac.  534,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  86, 
2  Ann.  Cas.  88,  69  L.  R.  A.  67;  Rose 
V.  Wortham,  95  -Tenn.  505,  32  S.  W. 
458,  30  L.  R.  A.  609. 

[a]  Where  one  policy  is  payable  to 
the  estate  and  one  to  the  widow,  and 
both  are  collected  and  deposited  by 
her  in  one  account,  the  proceeds  are 
exempt  from  execution,  and  it  is  im- 
material that  she  received  one  directly 
as  beneficiary  and  one  indirectly 
through  the  estate.  Holmes  v.  Mar- 
shall, 145  Cal.  777,  79  Pac.  534,  104 
Am.  St.  Rep.  86,  2  Ann.  Cas.  88,  69 
L.  R.  A.  67. 

[b]  In  Florida  the  statute  declares 
that  when  any  person  dies  leaving  in- 
surance on  his  life,  the  proceeds  shall 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  husband  or 


wife  and  children  of  such  person  or 
to  the  person  named  therein  exclusive 
of  his  creditors.  If  a  husband  dies 
after  the  wife  and  leaves  no  children, 
the  proceeds  of  a  policy  payable  to 
himself  are  not  exempt.  Gilchrist  v. 
Jeffcoat,  64  Pla.  79,  59  So.  243. 

55.  Briggs  v.  McCuUough,  36  Cal, 
542.  But  for  law  in  California  at  pres- 
ent, see  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §690, 
subd.  18;  Presbyterian  Mut.  Assn. 
Fund  V.  Allen,  106  Ind.  593,  7  N.  E. 
317. 

56.  Holmes  v.  Marshall,  145  Cal. 
777,  79  Pac.  534,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  86, 
2  Ann.  Cas.  88,  69  L.  R.  A.  67. 

[a]  The  statute  of  California  ex- 
empts insurance  money,  and  the  money 
is  still  money  and  protected  although 
deposited  in  a  bank.  It  has  not  lost 
its  identity  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
the  identical  coins  or  bills  deposited 
are  not  returned.  Holmes  v.  Marshall, 
145  Cal.  777,  79  Pac.  534,  104  Am.  St. 
Rep.  86,  2  Ann.  Cas.  88,  69  L.  R.  A. 
67. 

57.  Baron  v.  Brummer,  100  N.  T, 
372,  3  N.  E.  474,  explained  in  Com- 
mercial Traveler's  Assn.  v.  Newkirk,  16 
N.  Y.  Supp.  177. 

[a]  Even  though  the  husband  takes 
the  policy  In  his  own  name,  if  the  wife 
pays  the  premiums  from  her  own  money 
he  is  regarded  merely  as  her  agent. 
Jacob  V.  Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.,  13 
Ohio  Dec.  696,  1  Cine.  Sup.  519. 

58.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  U.  S. — ^Frederick  v. 
Metropolitan  Life  Ins.  Co.,  235  Fed. 
639.  Ala. — Kimball  v.  Cunningham 
Hdw.  Co.,  192  Ala.  223,  68  So.  309; 
Young  V.  Thomason,  179  Ala.  454,  60 
So.  272;  Heflin  v.  AUem,  160  Ala.  241, 
48  So.  695;  Mitchell  v.  AUis,  157  Ala. 
304,  47  So.  715.  Fla. — ^Eppinger,  Rus- 
sell &  Co.  V.  Canepa,  20  Fla.  262.  Miss. 
Code,  1906,  §1552;  Dobbs  v.  Chandler, 
84    Miss.    372,    36    So.    388;    Cozine   v. 
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seizure  for  the  debts  of  the  beneficiary.'''  The  statutes  of  some  states, 
however,  exempt  the  fund  fromi  seizure  fot  debts  of  the  beneficiary 
also,  either  entirely  or  under  particular  circumstances."" 

From  What  Debts.  —  Some  statutes  exempt  the  proceeds  of  the  policy 
generally  from  liability  for  any  debt  without  specifying  the  time  when 


Grimes,  76  Miss.  294,  24  So.  197; 
Coates  V.  Worthy,  72  Miss.  575,  17  So. 
606.  Mo. — Gibbs.  v.  Knights  of  Pythias, 
173  Mo.  App.  34,  156  S.  W.  11.  Wis. 
St.,  1898,  §2982,  subd.  19;  Allen  v. 
Central  Wisconsin  Trust  Co.,  143  Wis. 
381,  127  N.  W.  1003,  139  Am.  St.  Bep. 
1107. 

[a]  Funeral  expenses  (1)  are  not  a 
debt  of  a  decedent  within  a  statute 
providing  that  insurance  money  shall 
inure  to  the  heirs  or  legatees  freed  from 
all  liability  for  the  debts  of  the  de- 
cedent (Dobbs  V.  Chandler,  84  Miss. 
3'?2,  36  So.  388);  (2)  but  a  claim  for 
nirse's  hire  is.  Dobbs  v.  Chandler, 
supra. 

[b]  Attorney's  fees  of  an  adminis- 
trator are  not  debts  of  a  decedent. 
Dobbs  V.  Chandler,  84  Miss.  372,  36  So. 
388. 

59.  Kan. — Crumley  «.  Fuller,  8  Kan. 
App.  857,  57  Pac.  47;  Eeighart  v.  Har- 
ris, 6  Kan.  App.  339,  51  Pac.  788. 
Mass. — Saunders  v.  Eobinsoii,  144  Mass. 
306,  10  N.  E.  815;  Troy  v.  Sargent,  132 
Mass.  408;  Norris  v.  Mass.  Mutual  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  131  Mass.  294.  Mich. — 'Beao^ 
</.  Commercial  Sav.  Bank,  142  Mich. 
479,  106  N.  W.  82,  7  Ann.  Cas.  754, 
5  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  472.  Miss.— Yale 
V.  McLaurin,  66  Miss.  461,^5  So.  689. 
Mo. — Meyer  v.  Supreme  Lodge  K.  & 
L.  H.,  72  Mo.  App.  350.  Ohio. — Klinck- 
hamer  Brwg.  Co.  v.  Cassman,  12  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  141,  21  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  465. 

60.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Cal. — Holmes  v.  Mar- 
shall, 145  Cal.  777,  79  Pac.  534,  104 
Am.  St.  Eep.  86,  2  Ann.  Cas.  88,  69 
L.  E.  A.  67.  la.— Code,  1897,  §1182; 
Cook  V.  AUee,  119  Iowa  226,  93  N.  W. 
93;  Murdy  «.  Skyles,  lOl  Iowa  549,  70 
N.  W.  714,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  411.  See 
Larrabee  v.  Palmer,  101  Iowa  132,  70 
N.  W.  100;  In  re  Conrad's  Est.,  89 
Iowa  396,  56  N.  W.  535;  Murray  v. 
Wells,  53  Iowa  256,  5  N.  W.  182; 
Smedley  v.  Felt,  43  Iowa  607,  decided 
before  the  amendment  of .  the  statute 
exempting  the  fund  from  debts  of  the 
beneficiary  also.  Kan. — Emmert  v. 
Schmidt,    65    Kan.    31,    68    Pac,    1072, 

Vol.  XVI 


overruling  Eeighart  v.  Harris,  6  Kan. 
App.  339,  51  Pac.  788.  N.  Y.— Baron 
V.  Brummer,  100  N.  Y.  372,  3  N.  E. 
474;  Austin  v.  McLaurin,  1  N.  Y. 
Supp.  209,  16  N.  Y.  St.  806.  Wash. 
German-American  State  Bank  v.  God- 
man,  83  Wash.  231,  145  Pac.  221;  Eeifl 
V.  Armour  &  Co.,  79  Wash.  48,  139  Pae. 
633,  L.  E.  A.  1915A,  1201.  See  In  re 
Blattner's  Est.,  89  Wash.  412,  154  Pac. 
796;  Northwestern  Mutual  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Chehalis  Co.  Bank,  65  Wash. 
374,  118  Pac.  326,  construing  Eem.  & 
Bal.  Code,  §6158,  which  has  been  re- 
pealed by  the  "Insuraneo  Code," 
§6059-238. 

[a]  ^he  words  "exempt  from  exe- 
cution" are  clearly  intended  to  apply 
tg  moneys  coming  from  the  life  insur- 
ance to  the  hands  of  the  beneficiary. 
It  is  exempt  from  execution  as  to  all 
strangers  or  parties  who  have  no  claim 
to  it  without  any  provision  of  stat- 
ute. The  words  mean  "exempt  from 
any  execution."  Holmes  v.  Marshall, 
145  Cal.  777,  79  Pac.  534,  2  Ann.  Cas. 
88,  104  Am.  St.  Eep.  86,  69  L.  E.  A.  67. 

[b]  In  Iowa  (1)  it  is  provided  that 
the  avails  of  all  policies  of  life  insur- 
ance payable  to  the  surviving  widow 
of  the  insured,  shall  be  exempt  from 
liabilities  for  all  debts  of  such  bene- 
ficiary contracted  prior  to  the  death  of 
the  assured.  Code,  1897,  §1182.  (2) 
To  meet  the  requirements  of  the  stat- 
ute it  must  be  shown  that  the  assured 
is  dead,  that  the  widow  was  the  bene- 
ficiary and  that  the  debts  w^e  con- 
tracted prior  to  the  death  of  the  as- 
sured. Murdy  v.  Skyles,  101  Iowa  549, 
70  N.  W.  714,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  411. 

[c]  Under  the  statute  and  under  a 
policy  providing  that  in  the  event  of 
the  husband's  total  disability  a  cer- 
tain sum  shall  be  paid  to  him  or  in 
the  event  of  his  death  to  the  widow, 
the  funds  paid  to  the  husband,  on  his 
total  disability  and  by  him  given  to 
his  wife  are  not  exempt  from  her  debts. 
Murdy  v.  Skyles,  101  Iowa  549,  70  N. 
W.  714,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  411. 

[d]  In  New  York  insurance  effected 
by  a  husband  for  the  benefit  of  his 
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such  debt  must  have  been  ineurred,^^  whereas  other  statutes  expressly 
limit  the  exemption  to  those  debts  of  the  beneficiary  incurred  prior 
to  the  death  of  the  assured.^^  Some  statutes  exempt  the  proceeds  from 
all  claims  of  the  person  effecting  the  insurance.^'  Such  exemption 
statutes  are  not  retroactive.** 

(b.)  Limitation  as  to  Amount. —  The  statutes  sometimes  limit  the 
amount  of  the  exemption.'^  '  If  the  amount  paid  in  annual  premiums 
exceeds  the  statutory  limitation,  the  amount  of  premiums  paid  in 
excess  is  not  exempt."^    Under  some  statutes  the  creditor's  rights  are 


wife  and  children  is  exempt  from  his 
or  her  creditors.  Baron  v.  Brummer, 
100  N.  Y.  375,  3  N.  E.  475:  Smillie 
V  Quinn,  90  N.  Y.  492,  497;  Brummer 
V.  Cohn,  86  N.  Y.  11;  Barry  v.  Equit- 
able Life  Ins.  Co.,  59  N.  Y.  587;  Badie 
V.  summon,  26  N.  Y.  9,  82  Am.  Dee. 
395. 

[e]  In  Bolt  V.  Keyhoe,  30  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  619,  after  reviewing  these  author- 
ities it  is  said  that  they  simply  decide 
that  a  policy  of  insurance  issued  to  a 
wife  upon  the  life  of  her  husband  is 
not  assignable  while  he  is  living  and 
that  her  interest  is  not  such  that  it 
can  be  seized  while  the  contract  is 
executory. 

[f]  Where  the  policy  provides  for 
payment  to  the  wife  on  a  certain  date, 
the  policy  on  that  date  ripens  into  a 
debt  due  and  collectible  and  is  subject 
to  her  creditors.  Amberg  v.  Manhat- 
tan Life  Ins.  Co.,  32  Misc.  89,  67  N, 
Y.  Supp.  872. 

61.  See  the  statutes,  and  German- 
American  State  Bank  v.  Godman,  83 
Wash.  231,  145  Pae.  221;  EeifE  v.  Ar- 
mour &  Co.,  79  Wash.  48,  139  Pae.  633, 
L.  E.  A.  1915A,  1201. 

[a]  Subsequently  Incurred  Debts. 
Under  a  statute  exempting  the  pro- 
ceeds of  life  and  accident  insurance 
from  all  liability  for  any  debt,  the  pro- 
ceeds are  exempt  from  the  debts  of 
the  beneficiary  existing  at  the  time 
the  policy  is  made  available  to  his  use 
but  not  from  his  after  incurred  debts. 
German-American  State  Bank  v.  God- 
man,  83  Wash.  231,  145  Pae.  221;  EeiflE 
V.  Armour  &  Co.,  79  Wash.  48,  139  Pae. 
633,  L.  E.  A.  1915A,  1201. 

[b]  Expenses  of  funeral  and  last 
sickness  cannot  be  recovered  from  in- 
surance money,  under  such  a  statute. 
German-Am.  St.  Bank  v.  Godman,  83 
Wash.  231,  145  Pae.  221. 

62.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
Booth  V.  Martin,  158  Iowa  434,  139  N. 


W.  888;  Murdy  v.  Skyles,  101  Iowa 
549,  70  N.  W.  714,  63  Am.  St.  Eep. 
411. 

[a]  Note  Given  for  Previous  Indebt- 
edness.— Where  the  widow  signed  a 
note  given  by  the  husband  in  his  life- 
time for  necessaries  for  which  she  was 
also  liable,  the  signing  of  the  note 
merely  changed  the  evidence  of  her 
original  indebtedness  and  did  not  con- 
vert it  into  a  debt  contracted  after 
the  death  of  the  insured.  Booth  v. 
Martin,  158  Iowa  434,  139  N.  W.  888. 

63.  Emmert  v.  Schmidt,  65  Kan.  31, 
68  Pae.  1072. 

64.  In  re  Bonvillain,  232  Ted.  370. 
But  see  Bartram  v.  Hopkins,  71  Conn. 
505,  42  Atl.  645. 

65.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
In  re  How,  59  Minn.  415,  61  N.  W. 
456. 

[a]  Limitation  of  Premium  Applies 
to  Single  Policy. — (1)  A  statute  which 
limits  the  exemption  to  the  proceeds 
accruing  from  not  to  exceed  a  specified 
annual  premium,  applies  only  to  single 
policies  and  the  premiums  of  several 
policies  cannot  be  lumped  to  limit  the 
exemption.  Hinch  v.  D'Utassy,  1  Ohio 
Dec.  372.  (2)  Contra,  Bartram  v.  Hop- 
kins, 71  Conn.  505,  42  Atl.  645. 

[b]  For  a  construction  of  the  lilis- 
Sissippi  statutes,  see  Cozine  v.  Grimes, 
76  Miss.  294,  24  So.  197. 

66.  Bartram  v.  Hopkins,  71  Conn. 
505,  42  Atl.  645;  Houston  v.  Maddux, 
179  111.  377,  53  N.  B.  599. 

[a]  Under  the  California  statute, 
life  insurance  policies,  the  annual  pre- 
miums of  which  exceed  five  hundred 
dollars,  cannot  as  to  any  portion  there- 
of be  set  apart  to  the  widow  and  chil- 
dren as  property  exempt  from  execu- 
tion. Estate  of  Brown,  123  Cal.  399, 
55  Pae.  1055,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  74. 

[b]  Effect  of  Intent  of  Insured. 
The  fact  that  the  husband  paid  the 
excess  premiums  with  intent  to  defraud 
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limited  to  the  excess  of  premiums  paid/'  but  under  otHers  he  may 
claim  a  pro  rata  share  in  the  proceeds  of  the  policy.'*  The  fact  that 
the  husband  was  insolvent  at  the  time  of  paying  the  premiums  would 
not  give  the  creditors  any  rights  in  the  insurance  if  the  amount  paid 
does  not  exceed  the  statutory  limitation.'" 

(c.)  Endowment  PoUoies.  —  Under  some  statutes  it  has  been  held  that 
the  exemption  extends  to  endowment  policies  as  well  as  life  policies 
where  the  statute  was  broad  enough  to  embrace  such  policies;'"  but 
some  courts  hold  that  an  endowment  policy  is  in  the  nature  of  an  in- 
vestment with  insurance  as  an  incidental  feature  and  that  such  a 
policy  is  not  exempt.'^    But  where  the  investment  feature  has  been 


Ms  creditors  would  not  give  the  cred- 
itors any  claim  upon  the  policy  except 
as  to  excess  premiums.  Kiely  v. 
Hickcox,  70  Mo.  App.  617.  Compare, 
Weber  v.  Paxton,  48  Ohio  St.  266,  26 
N.  E.  1051. 

[c]  Creditor's  claim  must  have  ac- 
crued prior  to  the  payment  of  the  pre- 
miums. Baron  v.  Brummer,  100  N.  Y. 
372,  3  N.  E.  474. 

67.  Kiely  v.  Hickcox,  70  Mo.  App. 
617. 

68.  Cross  V.  Armstrong,  44  Ohio  St. 
613,  10  N.  E.  160. 

[a]  But  it  must  first  be  determined 
that  the  other  assets  of  the  estate  are 
insuflScient  to  satisfy  the  claims  against 
the  estate,  and  policies  assigned  by  the 
wife  and  her  husband  before  his  death 
cannot  be  reckoned  in  computing  the 
statutory  limitation  or  charged  against 
the  wife  in  determining  the  amount  of 
insurance  to  which  she  is  entitled.  Kit- 
tel  V.  Domeyer,  175  N.  Y.  205,  67  N.  E. 
433;  Matter  of  Palmer,  3  Dem.  Sur. 
(N.  Y.)  129. 

69.  Ala. — Young  v.  Thomason,  179 
Ala.  454,  60  So.  272;  Fearn  v.  Ward, 
65  Ala.  33.  Colo. — Hendrie,  etc.  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Piatt,  13  Colo.  App.  15,  56  Pac. 
209.  N.  H.— Mellows  v.  Mellows,  61 
N.  H.  137.  Va. — Mahoney  v.  James,  94 
Va.  176,  26  S.  E.  384. 

70.  U.  S.— Holden  v.  Stratton,  198 
U.  S.  202,  25  Sup.  Ct.  656,  49  L.  ed. 
1018;  In  re  Sawyer,  2  Hask.  153,  21 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,393.  Cal.— Holmes  ». 
Marshall,  145  Cal.  777,  79  Pac.  534, 
104  Am.  St.  Eep.  86,  69  L.  E.  A.  67; 
Briggs  V.  McCuUoch,  36  Cal.  542,  550. 
Me.— Pulsifer  v.  Hussey,  97  Me.  434, 
54  Atl.  1076.  Mass. — Brigham  v.  Home 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  131  Mass.  319.  Wash. 
Flood  V.  Libby,  38  Wash.  366,  80  Pac. 
533,  107  Am.  St.  Eep.  851. 

[a]    A   statute    exempting    moneys, 
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benefits,  rights,  privileges,  or  immun- 
ities accruing  or  in  any  manner  grow- 
ing out  of  any  life  insurance  covers 
and  exempts  the  proceeds  of  an  endow- 
ment policy.  Briggs  v.  McCuUoch,  36 
Cal.  542,  550. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  exempting  the 
proceeds  of  all  life  insurance  from 
liability  for  all  debts,  life  insurance 
which  has  a  present  cash  surrender 
value  to  the  holder  is  exempt  from 
liability  for  his  debts.  Flood  v.  Libby, 
38  Wash.  366,  80  Pac.  533,  167  Am. 
St.  Eep.  851. 

[c]  Under  Bankruptcy  Act.  —  But 
the  cash  surrender  value  of  a  life  in- 
surance policy  payable  to  the  estate  of 
a  debtor  passes  to  a  trustee  in  bank- 
ruptcy and  is  not  exempt  by  virtue  of 
§70a  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act.  Bur- 
lingham  v.  Crouse,  228  IT.  S.  459,  33 
Sup.  Ct.  564,  57  L.  ed.  920. 

71.  U.  S.— In  re  Churchill,  198  Fed. 
711,  under  Wisconsin  statute.  Ala. 
Tompkins  v.  Levy,  87  Ala.  263,  6  So. 
346,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  31.  Neb.— Tal- 
cott  V.  Field,  34  Neb.  611,  52  N.  W. 
400,  33  Am.  St.  Eep.  662.  N.  Y. 
Kratzenstein  v.  Lehman,  18  Misc.  590, 
42  N.  Y.  Supp.  237,  26  Civ.  Proc.  157, 
affirmed,  19  Misc.  600,  44  N.  Y.  Supp. 
369;  Scobie  v.  Connor,  157  N.  Y.  Supp.-, 
567.  Wis.— Ellison  ».  Straw,  119  Wis. 
502,  97  N.  W.  168. 

[a]  See  also  Allen  v.  Central  Trust 
Co.,  143  Wis.  381,  127  N.  W.  1003,  139 
Am.  St.  Eep.  1107,  where  the  twenty- 
year  period  had  expired,  and,  through 
one  of  the  options,  the  assured,  prior 
to  bankruptcy,  made  his  wife  the  sole 
beneficiary,  thereby  transforming  the 
contract  and  giving  it  the  essential 
character  of  a  pure  life  insurance 
agreement,  and  the  court,  while  sus- 
taining the  claim  of  exemption,  inti- 
mated! that,  except  for  the  transforma- 
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eliminated  by  the  payment  of  the  surplus  to  the  insured  at  the  end 
of  the  tantine  period,  the  policy  remains  strictly  a  paid  up  life  insur- 
ance policy  and  is  exempt.''^ 

(fl.)  Fraternal  Insurance.  —  By  virtue  of  statute  or  provisions  in  the 
charters  of  benefit  associations,  the  proceeds  of  benefit  certificates  are 
exempt  from  liability  for  the  debts  of  the  deceased  or  the  beneficiary/' 
Statutes  relating  to  fraternal  societies  sometimes  provide  that  when 
a  fund  in  such  society  is  set  apart  to  be  paid  to  the  family  of  the 
deceased,  such  fund  is  exempt  from  execution  and  shall  not  be  liable 
to  be  seized  to  pay  any  debts  of  the  deceased  miember/*    Some  stat- 


tiou  which  had  oeeurred  prior  to  bank- 
ruptcy, the  policy  would  be  deemed  to 
be  non-exempt,  because  by  its  terms 
the  fund  was  payable  to  the  assured  in 
his  lifetime. 

[b]  "Where  the  money  or  a  con- 
siderable portion  of  it  is  to  be  repaid 
in  the  lifetime  of  the  insured  the  trans- 
action partakes  more  of  the  character 
of  a  loan  and  the  fund  is  liable  to 
claims  of  creditors."  Talcott  v.  Field, 
34  Neb.  611,  52  N.  W.  400,  33  Am. 
St.  Rep.  662. 

[c]  Where  Sum  To  Be  Paid  on  a 
Contingency. — Stipulations  in  a  life  in- 
surance policy  that  the  insured  in  a 
certain  event  should  be  paid  person- 
ally a  part  of  the  proceeds,  will  not 
subject  the  policy  to  his  debts  where 
the  contingency  does  not  happen.  Kim- 
ball V.  Cunningham  Hdw.  Co.  (Ala.), 
68  So.  309. 

[d]  Surplus  Liable  to  Creditors. — Al- 
though the  wife  of  the  assured  is  the 
beneficiary  in  a  life  insurance  policy, 
the  accumulated  surplus  thereon  which 
is  payable  absolutely  to  the  assured 
at  the  expiration  of  a  certain  period 
if  he  survives  that  period  and  the 
policy  is  then  in  force  is  not  exempt 
from  the  claims  of  the  creditors  of  the 
assured.  Ellison  v.  Straw,  119  Wis. 
502,  97  N.  W.  168. 

72.  Allen  v.  Central  Wisconsin  Trust 
Co.,  143  Wis.  381,  127  N.  W.  1003,  139 
Am.  St.  Rep.  1107. 

73.  Matter  of  Palmer,  3  Dem.  Sur. 
(N.  T.)  129;  Ogle  v.  Barron,  247  Pa. 
19,  92  Atl.  1071;  Kinsloe  v.  Davis,  167 
Pa.  519,  31  Atl.  934,  935;  Zinn's  Es- 
tate, 14  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  33. 

[a]  Exemption  of  Money  Due  a 
Member  as  Creditor. — Under  a  charter 
of  an  insurance  company  providing 
that  "no  part  of  the  stock  or  inter- 
est which  any  member,  or  his  widow 
or  children,  may  have  in  said  institu- 


tion shall  be  subject  to  any  debt, 
liability,  or  legal  or  equitable  process 
against  him  or  any  of  them,"  money 
due  a  deceased  member  is  not  an  in- 
terest in  such  institution,  and  may  be 
subjected  to  the  debts  of  such  repre- 
sentatives. Geiger  v.  McLin,  78  Ky. 
232. 

[b]  Where  the  beneficiary  dies  be- 
fore receiving  the  fund  from  a  policy 
the  exemption  would  still  exist  and 
it  would  go  to  her  administrator  free 
from  liability  for  debts.  Grand  Lodge 
A.  O.  U.  W.  V.  Dister,  77  Mo.  App. 
608. 

[c]  Exempting  Benefits  of  Society 
With  Ritual. — Under  a  statute  provid- 
ing that  all  benefits  due  from  a  fra- 
ternal society  with  a  ritualistic  form 
of  work  shall  be  exempt,  the  benefits 
due  from  a  mutual  aid  association 
which  has  no  ritual  of  its  own  are 
not  exempt.  And  the  fact  that  all  the 
members  of  such  association  are  mem- 
bers of  an  order  having  the  prescribed 
ritual  is  immaterial.  Miles  &  Co.  v. 
Odd  Fellows  Mut.  Aid  Assn.,  76  Conn. 
132,  55  Atl.  607. 

74.  See  the  statutes,  and  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  How,  65  Minn.  187,  67  N.  W. 
994;  Lake  v.  Minn.  M.  R.  Assn.,  61 
Minn.  107,  63  N.  W.  263;  In  re  How, 
59  Minn.  415,  61  N.  W.  456;  Brown  v. 
Balfour,  46  Minn.  68,  48  N.  W.  604, 
12  L.  R.  A.  373. 

[a]  Exemption  of  Contingent  Fund. 
This  statute  exempts  only  the  bene- 
ficiary or  mortuary  funds.  The  re- 
maining contingent  fund  received  for 
the  general  purposes  of  the  association 
is  not  exempt.  Lake  v.  Minnesota  Ma- 
sonic Relief  Assn.,  61  Minn.  107,  63 
N.  W.  263. 

[b]  From  Whose  Debts. — This  stat- 
ute exempts  the  fund  from  seizure  by 
the  creditors  of  the  beneficiary  as  well 
as  from  seizure  by  the  creditors  of  the 
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utes  speeifieally  exempt  the  fund  from  liability  for  the  debts  of  the 
beneficiary  also."  As  the  statutes  are  generally  limited  to  funds  to 
be  paid,  the  fund  is  no  longer  exempt  when  it  has  been  paid  over," 
though  under  some  statutes  the  exemption  is  extended  to  the  funds 
after  they  are  paid.''^ 

(e.)  Waiver  of  EpcempUon.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  the  right  of  ex- 
emption may  be  waived  by  the  insured/* 

{IV j)  Wages  er  Salaiy.79  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  In  nearly  all  the  states 
the  statutes  provide  for  an  exemption  of  the  earnings  of  a  debtor  or 
at  least  a  portion  thereof,  under  certain  circumstances.*"  There  are 
two  common  classes  of  statutes,  those  exempting  "wages,"  or  "wages 


deceased  member.  Schillinger  v.  Boas, 
85  Ky.  357,  3  S.  "W.  427;  In  re  How, 
59  Minn.  415,  61  N.  W.  456;  Brown  v. 
Balfour,  46  Minn.  68,  48  N.  W.  604, 
,  12  L.  E.  A.  373.  Contra,  Crosby  v. 
Stephan,  32  Hun  (N.  T.)  47^;  Bolt  v. 
Keyhoe,  30  Hun  (N.  Y.)  619.  But  for 
present  'law  of  New  York  see  next  fol- 
lowing note. 

75.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Mo.— Rev.  St.,  1909, 
§712i);  Meyer  v.  Supreme  Lodge,  72 
Mo.  350,  decided  before  the  statute. 
Neb. — Coleman  v.  McGrew,  71  Neb.  801, 
99  N.  W.  663.  N.  H.— Pub.  St.  &  Sess. 
Laws,  p.  581,  Laws,  1895,  ch.  86,  §10. 
And  see  Mellows  v.  Mellows,  61  N.  H. 
137.  N.  Y.— Laws,  1901,  oh.  397,-  quoted 
in  Ettenson  v.  Schwartz,  38  Misc.  669, 
78  N.  Y.  Supp.  231. 

76.  lU.— Hamilton  v.  Darley,  266  HI. 
542,  107  N.  E.  798;  Eumbold  v.  Supreme 
Council  Royal  League,  206  111.  513,  69 
N.  E.  590;  Martin  v.  Martin,  187  111. 
200,  58  N.  E.  230.  Me.— Hathorn  v. 
Eobinson,  96  Me.  33,  51  Atl.  236;  Friend 
V.  Garcelon,  77  Me.  25,  52  Am.  Eep. 
739.  Mich. — ^Recer  v.  Commercial,  etc. 
Bank,  142  Mich.  479,  106  N.  W.  82, 
7  Ann.  Cas.  754,  5  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
472.  N.  y.— Bull  V.  Case,  4i  App.  Div. 
391,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  774  (distinguishing 
In  re  Lynch,  83  Hun  462,  31  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1038,  as  that  was  under  a  differ- 
ently worded  statute);  Bolt  v.  Keyhoe, 
30  Hun  619. 

Contra,  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  How,  65 
Minn.  187,  67  N.  W.  994;  In  re  How, 
61  Minn.  217,  63  N.  W.  627. 

77.  Mo.  Eev.  St.,  1909,  §7120.  See 
Meyer  v.  Supreme  Lodge,  etc.,  72  Mo. 
App.  350;  Ettenson  v.  Schwartz,  38 
Misc.  669,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  231. 

[a]  Under'  a  statute  extending  the 
'exemption  "to  that  part  of  such  bene- 
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ficiary  fund  paid  to  the  widow"  the 
exemption  applies  to  a  fund  paid  io 
her.  In  re  Lynch,  83  Hun  462,  31  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1038,  affirmed  in  150  N.  Y. 
560,  44  N.  E.  1125. 

[b]  Debts  Contracted  After  Re- 
ceipt of  Fund. — And  where  the  statute 
exempts  the  fund  from  "any  debt  or 
liability ' '  the  fund  is  exempt  from  debts 
contracted  after  as  well  as  before  the 
receipt  of  the  fund.  Clark  v.  Lynch, 
83  Hun  462,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  1038. 

78.  See  Larrabee  v.  Palmer,  101 
Iowa  132,  70  N.  W.  100. 

79.  Garnishment  of  wages  and  sal- 
ary, see  the  title  "Garnishment." 

80.  See   generally   the   statutes. 

[a]  The  Illinois  act  of  1901,  par. 
14,  is  mandatory  upon  the  employer 
and  compels  him  to  pay  exempt  "wages 
when  due  upon  receiving  the  affidavit 
of  the  employe  that  he  is  the  head  of 
a  family  and  residing  with  the  same, 
notwithstanding  such  affidavit  may 
afterwards  prove  to  be  false.  Illinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Cowles,  127  III.  App. 
456. 

[b]  Exemption  Cannot  Be  Asserted 
Against  Claim  by  Wife  for  AUmony. 
As  to  accrued  earnings  for  services 
rendered  within  the  statutory  peTiod, 
exemption  cannot  be  asserted  against 
the  debtor's  wife  in  a  suit  to  enforce 
payment  of  alimony,  since  she  is  the 
party  for  whose  benefit  the  exemption 
IS  made.  Valentine  v.  Williams.  159 
N.  Y.  Supp.  815. 

[c]  feffect  of  Statute  as  to  Exemp- 
tion of  Money  Upon  Exemption  of 
Wages.— A  statute  forbidding  a  debtor 
to  claim  as  exempt  money  due  him, 
does  not  abrogate  the  right  of  a  debtor 
to  hold  his  wages  as  exempt.  Eeade  v. 
Kerr,  52  111.  App.  467. 
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and  salary, "51  and  those  exempting  "personal  earnings"  or  "earnings 
for  personal  services.  "^^  And  in  some  states  it  is  provided  that  on  a 
proper  showing  an  order  may  be  obtained  directing  that  execution 
issue  against  the  debtor's  wages.*^ 

(B.)  To  Whom  Exemption  Statutes  Applt. —  (1.)  In  General.  —  The  stat- 
utes of  some  jurisdictions  limit  the  exemption  to  those  debtors  who 
are  heads  of  families.^* 

(2.)  Where  Statute  Exempts  Wages.  —  The  right  to  exemption,  under 
a  statute  exempting  wages,  is  determined  chiefly  by  the  nature  of  the 
debtor's  employment.^®    Under  a  statute  exempting  the  wages  of  any 


81.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
infra,  II,  B,  5,  c,  (H),  (B). 

82.  la. — MiUington  v.  Laurier,  89 
Iowa  322,  56  N.  W.  533,  49  Am.  St. 
Eep.  385;  Banks  v.  Bodenbach,  54  Iowa 
695,  7  N.  W.  152;  McCoy  v.  Cornell,  40 
Iowa  457.  Mont. — Dayton  v.  Ewart^  28 
Mont.  153,  72  Pae.  420,  98  Am.  St.  Eep. 
549.  N.  Y. — Matter  of  Wyman,  76  App. 
Div.  292,  78  N.  T.  Supp.  546;  Miller 
V.  Hooper,  19  Hun  394.  Ohio. — Beck- 
ett V.  Wishon,  5  Ohio  N.  P..  155,  5  Ohio 
Dec.  257.  Okla.— Youst  v.  "Willis,  5 
Okla.  170,  49  Pac.  56,  all  current  wages 
and  earnings  for  personal  or  profes- 
sional services.  Wis. — Brown  v.  Heb- 
ard,  20  Wis.  326,  344,  91  Am.  Dec. 
408.  And  see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (IV), 
(B),  (3). 

83.  Laird  v.  Carton,  196  N.  T.  169, 
89   N.  E.   822. 

84.  U.  S. — ^Holland  v.  Steamship 
Helene,  etc.  Co.,  1  U.  S.  Dist.  Haw. 
281.  Miss.— McLarty  v.  Tibbs,  69  Miss. 
357,  12  So.  557.  Mo.— Dinkins  v.  Crui\- 
den-Martin  Woodenware  Co.,  91  Mo. 
App.  209. 

85.  Ga. — Franklin  v.  Southern  E. 
Co.,  119  Ga.  855,  47  S.  E.  344;  Pike 
V.  Sutton,  115  Ga.  688,  42  S.  E.  58; 
Moore  v.  Hendry,  111  Ga.  863,  36  8.  E. 
921;  Ensel  v.  Adler,  110  Ga.  326,  35 
S.  E.  334;  Boynton  v.  Pelham,  108  Ga. 
794,  33  S.  E.  876;  McPherson  v.  Stroup, 
100  Ga.  228,  28  S.  E.  157;  Cox  v. 
Bearden,  84  Ga.  304,-  10  S.  E.  627,  20 
Am.  St.  Eep.  359;  Lamar  v.  Chisholm, 
77  Ga.  306.  HI. — Davis  v.  Siegel, 
Cooper  &  Co.,  80  111.  App.  278.  La. 
State  V.  Land,  108  La.  512,  32  So.  433, 
92  Am.  St.  Eep.  392,  58  L.  E.  A.  407. 
Miss. — Williams  v.  Link,  64  Miss.  641, 
1  So.  907.  Tex.— Vern.  Sayle's  St., 
1914,  art.  3785  (all  current  wages  for 
jiersonal  services) ;  Bell  v.  Indian  Live 
Stock  Co.,  11  S.  W.  344;  Sydnor  v.  Gal- 
veston (Tex.  App.),  15  8.  W.  202. 


[a]  Compensation  for  the  Following 
Occupations  Has  Been  Held  To  Be  Ex- 
empt as  "Wages." — (1)  Locomotive 
engineer  (Johnson  v.  Hicks,  120  Ga. 
1002,  48  S.  E.  383;  Sanner  v.  Shivers, 
76  Ga.  335.  Contra,  State  v.  Land, 
108  La.  512,  32  So.  433,  92  Am.  St. 
Eep.  392,  58  L.  E.  A.  407;  (2)  a  house 
and  sign  painter  (Waite  v.  Eranciola, 
90  Tenn.  191,  16  8.  W.  116);  (3)  an' 
iron  puddler  who  is  ■  paid  so  much  per 
ton  (Adeock  v.  Smith,  97  Tenn.  373, 
37  S.  W.  9,  56  Am.  St.  Eep.  810);  (4) 
a  miner,  mining  coal  at  so  much  per 
ton  and  employing  a  common  laborer 
to  assist  him  (Pennsylvania  Coal  Co.  v. 
Costello,  33  Pa.  241);  (5)  an  auditor 
and  comptroller  of  a  railroad  where 
bis  salary  is  payable  in  equal  monthly 
instalments  (Bovard  v.  Kansas  City, 
etc.  E.  E.,  83  Mo.  App.  498;  (6)  fore- 
man in  a  planing  mill  (Stothart  v. 
Melton,  117  Ga.  460,  43  S.  E.  801); 
(7)  a  etreet  car  conductor  (Stuart  v. 
Poole,  112  Ga.  818,  38  S.  E.  41,  81 
Am.  St.  Eep.  81);  (8)  a  commercial 
traveler  (Briscoe  v.  Montgomery  &  Co., 
93  Ga.  602,  20  8.  E.  40,  44  Am.  St, 
Eep.  192.  See  also  Jumper  v.  Moore, 
110  Me.  159,  85  Atl.  485);  (9)  a  for- 
warding clerk  (Claghorn  e.  Saussy,  51 
Ga.  576;  McCarty  v.  Clark,  46  Ga.  466; ; 
(10)  stenographer  to  president  of  a 
railroad  (Empire  Inv.  Co.  «.  Sullivan, 
133  Ga.  391,  65  S.  E.  882.  See  also 
Cohen  v.  Aldrich,  5  Ga.  App.  256,  62 
S.  E.  1015);  (11)  a  night  watchman  a 
part  of  whose  duties  consisted  in  firing 
a  boiler  (McAdams  v.  Ellis,  5  Ga.  App. 
262,  62  S.  E.  1001);  (12)  a  manager 
of  a  live  stock  company  at  a  salary 
of  $200  per  rnonth  who  is  also  a  stock- 
holder. Bell  V.  Indian  Live  Stock  Co. 
(Tex.),  11  S.  W.  344. 

[b]  The  compensation  of  the  fol- 
lowing held  not  to  be  exempt  as 
"wages":     (1)    A    traveling  salesman 

Vol.  XVI 


40      JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFOBCEMENT  OF 


laboring  man,  a  laborer  is  held  to  be  one  whose  services  are  manual 
or  menial,  and  who  is  responsible  for  no  independent  action.^*  If 
the  compensation  of  the  debtor  is  for  manual  labor,  it  is  wages,  and 
exempt,^'  but  if  it  is  for  any  employment  that  calls  for  the  exercise 
of  intellectual  or  mental  skill  or  business  acumen,  the  compensation 
is  deemed  to  be  a  salary  and  is  not  exempt.^^    Some  statutes  in  making 


taking  orders  from  samples  (Wildner  v. 
Ferguson,  42  Minn.  112,  43  N.  W.  794, 
18  Am.  St.  Rep.  495,  6  L.  E.  A.  338; 
Bamberger  v.  Marcus,  157  Pa.  137,  27 
Atl.  681,  37  Am.  St.  Eep.  719);  (2) 
a  civil  engineer  (Penn.  &  Delaware  E. 
E.  D.  Leuffer,  84  Pa.  168) ;  (3)  a  master 
mechanic  in  charge  of  a  passenger 
train  (State  v.  Land,  108  La.  512,  32 
So.  483,  92  Am.  St.  Eep.  392,  58  L.  E. 
A.  407);  (4)  trustee  (In  re  Pears,  205 
Fed.  255,  123  C.  C.  A.  459);  (5)  cap- 
tain of  a  canal  boat  (Shimer  v.  Eugg, 
_  7  North.  Co.  Eep.  (Pa.)  248) ;  (6)  a 
conductor  on  a  train  (Miller  v.  Dugas, 
77  Ga.  386);  (7)  a  "boss"  in  an  ex- 
tensive factory  (Kyle  v.  Montgomery, 
73  Ga.  337);  (8)  a  teacher  (Schwaeke 
V.  Langton,  12  Phila.  [Pa.]  402);  (9) 
a  photographer  (Mathewson  v.  Shew- 
make,  15  Ga.  App.  706,  84  S.  E.  174) ; 
(10)  president  of  a  railroad.  South  & 
N.  A.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Falkner,  49  Ala. 
115. 

[c]  The  fees    of    (1)    a   physician 

(Staples  V.  Keister,  81  Ga.  772,  8  S.  E. 
421);  or  (2)  attorney  (First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Graham,  3  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  [Tex.], 
§462),  are  not  exempt  from  process  where 
the  hiring  is  not  by  the  day,  week, 
month  or  year.  (3)  But  where  a 
physician  is  employed  on  a  salary  for 
a  definite  time,  his  wages  are  "current 
wages"  within  the  Texas  statute.  Syd- 
Dor  V.  Galveston  (Tex.  App.),  15  S.  W. 
202. 

[d]  Wages  of  Minor  Son  Exempt  to 
Father  as  Wages. — Under  a  statute  ex- 
empting the  wages  of  a  laborer  from 
garnishment  the  wages  of  his  uneman" 
cipated  minor  child  would  also  be  ex- 
empt. Darlington  v.  Watson,  49  Pa. 
Super.  611. 

[e]  One  who  works  in  any  capacity 
for  another  for  a  stated  compensation 
is  a  wage  earner,  and,  if  the  head  of 
a  family,  is  entitled  to  the  statutory 
exemption  of  wages.  Koppen  v.  TJnion 
Iron  &  Foundry  Co.,  181  Mo.  App.  72, 
163  S.  W.  560.  ' 

86.  Wildner  v.  Ferguson,  42  MiiiTi. 
112,   43    N.   W.   794,  18   Am.    St.    liej.. 
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495,  6  L.  E.  A.  338;  Wakefield  v.  Far- 
go, 90  N.  Y.  213.  See  also  Smith  v. 
Brooke,  49  Pa.  147;  Pennsylvania  Coal 
Co.  V.  Costello,  33  Pa.  241;  Heebner 
V.  Chave,  5  Pa.  115;  Schwaeke  v.  Lang- 
ton,  12  Phila.   (Pa.)   402. 

[a]  The  Test. — If  the  contract  of 
employment  contemplated  that  the 
clerk's  services  were  to  consist  mainly 
of  work  requiring  mental  skill  or  busi- 
ness capacity  and  involving  the  exer- 
cise of  his  intellectual  faculties  rather 
than  work,  the  doing  of  which  proper- 
ly would  depend  upon  a  mere  physical 
power  to  perform  ordinary  manual 
labor  he  would  not  be  a  "laborer." 
If  on  the  other  hand  the  work  which 
the  contract  required  the  clerk  to  do 
was  in  the  main  to  be  the  perform- 
ance of  such  labor  as  that  last  above 
indicated  he  would  be  a  "laborer." 
Oliver  1).  Macon  Hdw.  Co.,  98  Ga.  249, 
25  S.  E.  403;  Georgia  Ey.  &  P.  Co. 
V.  High  Co.,  15  Ga.  App.  243,  82  S.  B. 
932. 

[b]  Skilled  Labor. — A  statute  ex- 
empting laborer's  wages  exempts  the 
wages  of  laborers  on  farms,  planta- 
tions, factories  and  other  places  where 
workmen  possess  no  particular  skill. 
Skilled  labor  in  trades  is  not  exempt. 
Mechanical  engineers,  electrical  engi- 
neers, clerks,  agents,  cashiers  of  banks, 
and  bookkeepers  are  not  laborers.  State 
V.  Land,  108  La.  512,  32  So.  433,  92 
Am.  St.  Eep.  392,  58  L.  E.  A.  407. 

[e]  A  contractor  is  not  a  laborer 
and  is  not  entitled  to  exemption  of  his 
compensation.  Heard  v.  Crum,  73  Miss. 
157,  18  So.  934,  55  Am.  St.  Eep.  520; 
Biley  v.  Warden,  2  Exch.  Eep.  (Eug.) 
59. 

87.  Wildner  v.  Ferguson,  42  Minn. 
112,  43  N.  W.  794,  18  Am.  St.  Eep.  495, 
6  L.  E.  A.  338. 

88.  Ala.— Southern,  etc.  Ala.  E.  Co. 
V.  Falkner,  49  Ala.  115.  Ga.— Buchanan 
V.  Echols,  8  Ga.  App.  565,  70  S.  E.  28. 
Mo.— Bovard    v.   Ford,     83     Mo.    App. 

498. 

Contra.— Bell  v.  Indian  Live  Stock 
Go.    (Tex.),   11   S.  W.   344,  holding  no 
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exemptions  use  the  phrase  "wages  or  salary,"  which  obviates  the 
necessity  for  distinguishing  between  the  two  terms.*^ 

(3.)  Where  Statute  Exempts  Personal  Earnings.  —  Statutes  exempting 
"personal  earnings"  or  "earnings  for  personal  services"  are  much 
broader  than  statutes  exempting  wages  only,  and  operate  to  exempt 
compensation  for  services  regardless  of  the  character  of  the  service 
or  contract  of  employment.'"  Under  such  a  statute  the  earnings  of 
professional  men  as  well  as  those  of  mechanics  and  laborers  are  ex- 
empt.'^ 

(4.)  PiibUe  Officers. —  In  some  states  statutes  exempt  the  salaries  of 
persons  in  public  employment,  from  seizure  upon  judicial  process.'^ 
In  many  states,  on  grounds  of  public  policy  the  salary  of  a  public 
officer  is  held  not  subject  to  execution,  but  this  is  not  a  matter  of 
exemption,  and  is  elsewhere  treated.'^ 

(5.)    Seamen.si — The  wages  of  a  seaman  are  exempt'^  under  a  federal 


distinction   should    be    made    between 
wages  and  salary. 

89.  U.  S.—In  re  Pears,  205  T'ed.  255, 
123  C.  C.  A.  459,  applying  Pennsylvania 
statute.  Ala. — Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4165 
("wages,  salary  or  other  compensation 
of  laborers  or  employes");  Southern, 
etc.  Ala.  E.  Co.  v.  Falkner,  49  Ala. 
115.  Md. — Moore  v.  Heaney,  14  Md. 
558.  Pa. — Hamberger  v.  Marcus,  157 
Pa.  133,  27  Atl.  681,  37  Am.  St.  Eep. 
719;  Scott  V.  Watson,  36  Pa.  342;  Cat- 
lin  V.  Ensign,  29  Pa.  264;  Hartman  v. 
Mitzel,  8  Pa.  Super.  22. 

90.  la. — ^McCoy  v.  Cornell,  40  Iowa 
457.  N.  Y. — Miller  v.  Hooper,  19  Hun 
394.  Ohio. — Beckett  v.  Wishon,  5  Ohio 
Dee.  257,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  155. 

[a]  The  compensation  of  the  super- 
intendent of  a  county  infirmary  are 
"personal  earnings,"  and  when  he  is 
the  head  of  the  family  it  is  exempt. 
Beckett  v.  Wishon,  5  Ohio  Deo.  257, 
5  Ohio  N.  P.  155. 

[b]  The  salary  of  flour  inspector  is 
esempt  as  "personal  earnings."  Brown 
V.  Hebard,  20  Wis.  326,  344,  91  Am. 
Dec.  408. 

[c]  Money  due  a  sub-contractor, 
where  the  material  to  be  used  was  to 
be  pstid  for  by  the  principal  contractor,* 
is  "personal  earnings"  according  to 
Banks  v.  Eodenbaeh,  54  Iowa  695,  7 
N.  W.  152. 

91.  Millington  v.  Laurer,  89  Iowa 
322,  56  N.  W.  533,  49  Am.  St.  Eep. 
385. 

[a]  Money  due  a  practicing  physi- 
cian for  services  within  the  statutory 
period  of  limitation,  is  exempt  as  per- , 


sonal  earnings  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  McCoy  v.  Cornell,  40  Iowa 
457. 

92.  Ga.^ — Holt  V.  Experience,  26  Ga. 
113.  La. — Moll  V.  Sbisa,  51  La.  Ann. 
290,  25  So.  141;  Wild  v.  Ferguson,  23 
La.  Ann.  752.  Ohio. — Driscoll  v.  Kelly, 
4  Ohio  S.  &  C.  PI.  Dec.  124,  5  Ohio  N. 
P.  243.  Pa. — Catlin  v.  Ensign,  29  Pa. 
264. 

[a]  The  salary  of  a  clerk  of  a 
recorder's  court  is  exempt.  Moll  v. 
Sbisa,  51  La.  Ann.  290,  25  So.  141. 

93.  See  svipra,  II,  B,  3;  and  the 
title  "Garnishment." 

94.  See  generally  the  title  "Sea- 
men." 

95.  Act  March  4,  1915,  ch.  153,  §12; 
V.  S.   Comp.  St.,  1916,   §8325a. 

[a]  The  reason  for  this  exemption 
is  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Benedict,  in 
an  exhaustive  opinion,  to  be  that  a 
seaman's  wages  "cannot  be  paid  him 
day  by  day,  but  must  be  allowed  to 
accumulate  in  the  hands  of  an  unknown 
owner.  When  the  voyage  is  over  he 
must  at  once  provide  himself  with 
temporary  shelter  and  with  food,  and 
for  that  purpose  he  must  have  money 
in  his  hand.  Therefore  it  is  that  his 
wages  are  nailed  to  the  ship,  and 
therefore  it  is  that,  .  .  .  the  law  is 
forced  to  declare  that  no  man  can  be 
permitted  to  say  anything  or  do  any- 
thing to  deprive  the  seaman  of  the 
right  to  demand  his  wages  when  he 
leaves  the  ship."  McCarty  v.  Steam- 
Propeller  City  of  New  Bedford,  4  Fed. 
818. 
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statute,  which  protects  them  against  both  attachment  and  execution.^^ 
But  after  the  wages  have  come  into  the  seaman's  hands  or  those  of 
his  attorney  the  exemption  ceases.^'  And  as  to  seamen  engaged  in 
coast-wise  trade,  the  statute  was  repealed  in  1874.'^ 

(C.)  What  Are  Wages  and  Earnings.  —  (1.)  In  General.  ' —  The  term 
"wages"  under  a  statute  exempting  wages  from  seizure  upon  judicial 
process,  is  defined  to  be  the  earnings  of  a  laborer  by  his  personal 
manual  toil.'* 

The  term  "wages"  does  not  include  profits  which  a  contractor 
derives  from  an  enterprise,^  or  from  the  labor  of  others,^  even  though 
the  debtor  himself  does  a  part  of  the  work.^  Nor  does  the  statute 
exempt  the  amount  due  a  debtor  for  wages  of  other  men  employed 
by  him.* 

Eaomings.  —  The  statute  exempting  from  seizure  the  personal  earn- 
ings of  a  debtor  does  not  exempt  the  proceeds  of  a  business  or  enter- 


[b]  A  person  serving  on  a  ferry 
boat  •  is  a  seaman  within  the  United 
States  Statute,  §4536,  exempting  the 
"wages  of  seamen  and  apprentices 
from  attachment  or  arrest."  Hitchcock 
V.  The  St.  Louis,  48  Fed.  312. 

[c]  A  fisherman  has  been  held  not 
to  be  included  in  the  term  "seaman." 
Telles  V.  Lynde,  47  Fed.  912. 

96.  Wilder  v.  Inter-Island  Steam 
Nav.  Co.j  211  IT.  S.  239,  29  Sup.  Ot. 
58,  53  L.  ed.  164,  15  Ann.  Cas.  127, 
reviewing  the  previous  conflicting 
cases. 

97.  Ayer  v.  Brown,  77  Me.  195. 
Compare,  Eutter  v.  Shumway,  16  Colo. 
95,  26  Pao.  321. 

98.  Inter-Island  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v. 
Byrns,  289  U.  S.  459,  36  Sup.  Ct.  132, 
60  L.  ed.  382. 

99.  Swift  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Henderson,  99 
Ga.  136,  25  S.  E.  27;  Smith,  etc.  v. 
Brooke,  49  Pa.  147;  Peni;isylvania  Coal 
Co.  V.  Costello,  33  Pa.  241;  Heebner 
V.  Chave,  5  Pa.  115;  Schwacke  v.  Lang- 
ton,  12  Phila.  (Pa.)  402. 

[a]  "Wages"  are  defined  to  be  com- 
pensation paid  by  the  week,  month  or 
day  for  the  services  of  laborers  or 
other  subordinate  or  menial  employes. 
Adcoek  v.  Smith,  97  Tenu.  373,  37  S. 
W.  91;  56  Am.  St.  Bep.  810. 

[b]  "Current  wages"  (1)  under  the 
Texas  statute  are  such  compensation 
for  personal  services  as  are  to  be  paid 
periodically,  or  from  time  to  time,  as 
the  services  are  rendered;  as  where 
the  services  are  to  be  paid  for  by  the 
hour,  day,  week,  month,  or  year.  Demp- 
sey   V.   lytcKennell,   2    Tex.    Civ.    App. 
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284,  23  S.  W.  525;  Sydnor  v.  Galves- 
ton (Tex.  App.),  15  S.  W.  202.  (2) 
The  exemption  would  not  include  money 
due  under  a  liquidated  demand  for  set- 
tlement of  a  liability  of  an  insurance 
company,  even  though  the  premiums 
were  paid  from  wages  which  were  ex- 
empt. Mitchell  V.  Western  Casualty 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  163  S.  W.  630. 

[c]  Illustrations. — (1)  Commission- 
er's costs  taxed  upon  a  partition  of 
land  (Porter  v.  Cobb,  4  Lea  [Tenn.J 
481),  and  (2)  debts  due  a  blacksmith 
(Tatum  V.  Zaehry,  86  Ga.  573,  12  S.  E, 
940),  are  not  wages. 

1.  Schwake  v.  Langton,  12  Phila. 
(Pa.)   402. 

[a]  Money  due  a  schoolteacher  for 
tuition  is  not  exempt  where  he  is  con- 
ducting a  school  as  a  business  enter- 
prise. Schwake  v.  Langton,  12  Phila. 
(Pa.)  402.  Compare,  Miller  v.  Hooper, 
19  Hun   (N.  Y.)   394. 

2.  Smith  V.  Brooke,  49  Pa.  147. 

3.  Heard  v.  Crura,  73  Miss.  157,  18 
So.  934,  55  Am.  St.  Eep.  520;  Biley  v. 
Warden,  2  Exeh.  (Eng.)  59. 

[a]  But  in  Eikerd  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Chrouch,  135  Mich.  703,  98  N.  W.  739, 
106  Am.  St.  Eep.  416,  an  exemption 
was  allowed  to  a  debtor  who  did  work 
for  a  total  sum  for  the  job  and  who 
employed  others  to  aid  in  the  work. 

[b]  Profits  made  by  a  carpenter  or 
builder,  above  what  he  receives  as 
wages  for  himself  and  the  men  em- 
ployed by  him,  are  not  exempt.  Smith 
V.  Brooke,  49   Pa.   147. 

4.  Braiuard  v.  Shannon,  60  Me.  342. 
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prise  carried  on  by  the  debtor,^  unless  tbe  business  is  carried  on  by 
him  alone  so  that  his  labors  are  the  chief  factor  in  it." 

Wages  Recovered  by  Action.  —  The  fact  that  the  debtor  is  obliged  to 
sue  at  law  for  his  wages  does  not  affect  his  right  to  claim,  them  as 
exempt.' 

(2.)  Effect  of  Frovisions  of  the  Contract — It  is  immaterial  by  ■yhat 
standard  the  wages  are  to  be  estimated  or  determined,  whether  by 
the  time  spent,^  or  the  work  done,^  or  that  the  debtor  does  the  work 
for  a  total  sum  for  the  job  ;^''  and  it  is  equally  unimportant  how  the 
payment  is  to  be  made.^^    The  mere  fact  that  no  rate  of  compensation 


5.  la.— Shelley  v.  Smith,  59  Iowa 
453,  13  N.  W.  419.  N.  Y.— Matter  of 
Wyman,  76  App.  Div.  292,  78  N.  T. 
Supp.  546;  Prince  v.  Brett,  21  App. 
Div.  190,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  402;  Mulford 
V.  Gibbs,  9  App.  Div.  490,  41  N.  T. 
Supp.  273;  Sehafer  v.  Tyroler,  94  Misc. 
127,  158  N.  Y.  Supp.  1090.  Okla. 
Youst  V.  Willis,  5  Okla.  170,  49  Pae. 
56. 

[a]  Amounts  due  a  farmer  for  milk 
sold  to  condensary  are  not  exempt  as 
"earning  for  personal  services."  In 
re  French,  281  Fed.  255;  Matter  of  Wy- 
man, 76  App.  Div.  292,  78  N.  Y.  Supp. 
546. 

[b]  The  money  due  from  boarders 
to  a  boarding  house  keeper  is  not  ex- 
empt as  personal  earnings,  where  the 
debtor  hires  help  and  furnishes  sup- 
plies to  carry  on  the  business  of  board- 
ing house  keeper.  Shelly  v.  Smith,  59 
Iowa  453,  13  N.  W.  419. 

[c]  Moneys  received  by  a  saloon 
keeper  in  the  usual  course  of  his  busi- 
ness are  not  exempt  as  "earning  for 
his  personal  services."  Prince  v.  Brett, 
21  App.  Div.  190,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  402. 

[dj  The  proprietor  of  a  school  who 
derives  his  sole  income  from  tuition 
paid  by  his  patrons  is  entitled  to  the 
exemption  of  such  tuition  as  personal 
earnings.  Miller  v.  Hooper,  19  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  394.  Compare,  Schwake  v.  Lang- 
ton,  12  Phila.  (Pa.)  402. 

6.  Sehafer. «.  Tyroler,  94  Misc.  127, 
158  N.  Y.  Supp.  1090;  McSkimin  v. 
Knowlton,  14  N..  Y.  Supp.  283.  Com- 
pare, Matter  of  Wyman,  76  App.  Div. 
292,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  546,  not  deciding 
but  stating  it  to  be  the  opinion  of  the 
court  that  even  if  the  debtor  alone 
does  the  work  on  a  farm,  the  proceeds 
of  milk  sold  would  not  be  personal 
earnings. 

[a]  Gold  dust  dug  by  a  miner  is 
"personal  earnings."     Dayton  v.  Ew- 


art,  28  Mont.  153,  72  Pae.  420,  98  Am. 
St.  Eep.  549. 

7.  Cox  V.  Bearden,  84  Ga.  304,  10 
S.  E.  627,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  359. 

8.  Hamberger   v.   Marcus,    157    Pa. 
133,  27  Atl.  681,  37  Am.  St.  Eep.  719; 
Seiders'  Appeal,  46  Pa.  57;  Wentroth's  , 
Appeal,  3  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  248. 

9.  Swift  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Henderson,  99 
Ga.  136,  25  S.  E.  27. 

[a]  Piece  Work. — Though  the  com- 
pensation is  to  be  a  certain  number  of 
cents  per  hank  for  the  manufacture 
of  yarn,  the  compensation  is  neverthe- 
less wages  and  exempt  from  garnish- 
ment. Swift  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Henderson, 
99  Ga.  136,  25  8.  E.  27. 

[b]  Payment  by  Piece  or  Commis- 
sion.— The  miner  who  is  paid  by  the 
ton,  the  mechanic  who  is  paid  by  the 
piece  and  the  clerk  or  salesman  who 
is  paid  by  commissions  on  his  sales 
are  within  the  statute.  Moore  v.  Hen- 
dry, 111  .Ga.  863,  36  S.  E.  921;  Swift 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Henderson,  99  Ga.  136,  25 
S.  E.  27;  Hamberger  v.  Marcus,  157 
Pa.  133,  27  Atl.  681,  37  Am.  St.  Eep. 
719. 

10.  Eikerd  Lumber  Co.  v.  Chrouch, 
135  Mich.  703,  98  N.  W.  739,  106  Am. 
St.  Eep.  416. 

[a]  Percentage  of  Cost  of  Construc- 
tion.— Compensation  under  a  contract 
providing  for  the  payment  of  a  cer- 
tain per  cent,  of  the  cost  of  construc- 
tion of  a  building  in  consideration  of 
superintending  the  construction  there- 
of is  "wages."  Moore  v.  Heaney,  14 
Md.  558. 

11.  Mason  v.  Ambler,  6  Allen 
(Mass.)    124. 

[a]  Wages  to  be  applied  toward  the 
rent  of  a  house  are  exempt.  Mason  v. 
Ambler,  6  Allen  (Mass.)  124. 

[b]  Wages  To  Be  Applied  on  Land 
Bought. — Where  A  sold  a  lot  of  ground 
to   B  to   be  paid  for   by  labor,   and 

Vol.  XVI 


44      JUDGMENTS  AND  DEGREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 

is  agreed  upon/^  or  that  the  debtor  under  his  contract  can  ask  for 
his  earnings  at  any  time  during  service,^'  does  not  affect  his  right  to 
exemption. 

(D.)  When  Mingled  or  Combined  'WiiTH  Non-Exempt  Claim.  —  The  stat- 
utes do'  not  exempt  the  sums  due  a  debtor  into  which  other  matters 
beside  his  personal  labor  not  capable  of  being  distinguished  from  it, 
go  to  form  the  sum  which  he  is  to  receive,^*  but  it  is  otherwise  where 
they  can  be  distinguished.^" 

(E.)  ErFECT  OF  Payment  and  Investment  of  Proceeds.is  —  The  term 
wages  is  not  limited  to  such  wages  as  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  em- 
ployer," but  the  exemption  may  be  claimed  after  they  have  been  paid.^' 
The  wages  or  earnings  will  remain  exempt  as  long  as  they  are  capable 
of  identification, ^°  and  the  fact  that  the  debtor  has  given  his  exempt 
wages  to  his  wife,^"  or  has  invested  them  in  her  property  or  property 


after  B  performed  part  of  the  servicesj 
A  repudiated  the  contract,  the  amount 
owing  by  A  to  B  is  wages  for  labor. 
Scott  V.  Watson,  36  Pa.  342. 

12.  Dempsey  v.  McKennell,  2  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  284,  23  S.  W.  525. 

13.  Prothro  v.  Grubbs,  71  Ga.  863. 

14.  Me. — Brainard  v.  Shannon,  60 
Me.  342.  N.  H.— Steer  v.  Dow,  75  N. 
H.  95,  71  Atl.  217,  20  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
263;  Gray  v.  Fife,  70  N.  H.  89,  47  Atl. 
641,  85  Am.  St.  Eep.  603;  Bobbins  v. 
llice,  18  N.  H.  507.  Pa. — Heebner  v. 
Chave,  5  Pa.  115,  disapproved  in  Penn- 
sylvania Coal  Co.  V.  Costello,  33  Pa. 
241. 

[a]  A  fund  created  in  part  by  the 
labor  of  others  than  defendant's  wife 
and  minor  children  is  not  exempt  un- 
less the  amount  due  for  the  privileged 
labor  can  be  specified.  Steer  v.  Dow, 
75  N.  H.  95,  71  Atl.  217,  20  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   263. 

[b]  Where  Sum  Included  Is  Nom- 
inal.— The  personal  earnings  of  an 
artist  will  not  lose  their  exemption 
because  the  amount  thereby  secured 
includes  a  nominal  sum  for  the  cost 
of  material.  Millington  v.  Laurer,  89 
Iowa  322,  56  N.  W.  533,  48  Am.  St. 
Eep.  385. 

[c]  Where  Use  of  Team  Is  Included. 
(1)  A  claim  due  partly  for  wages  and 
partly  for  use  of  a  team  is  not  exempt 
when  they  form  an  inseparable  debt. 
Gray  v.  Fife,  70  N.  H.  89,  47  Atl.  541, 
85  Am.  St.  Eep.  603;  Bobbins  v.  Bice, 
IS  N.  H.  507.  (2)  But  the  earnings 
of  an  exempt  team  may  be  included 
in  a  debtor's  "personal  earnings." 
111.  Bev.  Stats.,  1916,  p.  1317;  Kuntz 
V.  Kinney,  33  Wis.  510. 
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15.  Banks  v.  Eodenbach,  54  Iowa 
695,  7  N.  W.  152. 

[a]  When  a  sub-contractor  agrees 
to  furnish  materials  and  labor  for  the 
stone  work  of  a  building,  materials  to 
be  paid  for  by  the  general  contractor 
and  credited  on  the  sum  to  be  paid 
to  the  sub-contractor,  the  remainder 
after  deducting  the  payment  for  mate- 
rials is  "earnings"  and  exempt  under 
the  statute.  Banks  v.  Eodenbach,  54 
Iowa  695,  7  N.  W.  152. 

16.  As  to  right  to  claim  exemption 
in  proceeds  of  exempt  property,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (XIX). 

17.  Butter  v.  Shumway,  16  Colo.  95, 
26  Pac.  321. 

18.  Butter  v.  Shumway,  16  Colo.  95, 
26  Pac.  321.  But  see  Ayer  v.  Brown, 
77  Me.  195. 

[a]  Where  in  the  Hands  of  Another. 
The  exemption  continues  while  the 
wages  or  earnings  are  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  debtor,  although  temporarily 
in  the  hands  of  another.  Elliott  v. 
Hall,  3  Idaho  421,  31  Pac.  796,  35  Am. 
St.  Eep.  285,  18  L.  B.  A.  586. 

19.  Butter  v.  Shumway,.  16  Colo.  95 
26  Pa.  321;  Elliot  v.  Hall,  3  Idaho  421, 
31  Pac.  796,  35  Am.  St.  Eep.  285,  18 
L.  E.  A.  586. 

[a]  But  see  Mitchell  v.  Western 
Casualty  &  G.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
163  S.  W.  630,  holding  that  the  pro- 
ceeds of  a  claim  under  an  accident  in- 
surance policy  are  not  exempt  as  ' '  cur- 
rent wapes"  though  the  premiums 
thereon  were  paid  by  exempt  wages. 

20.  Cushing  v.  Quigley,  11  Mont. 
577,  29  Pac.  337. 
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for  her,^^  does  not  entitle  his  creditors  to  look  to  the  property  or  pro- 
ceeds in  her  hands,  for  the  satisfaction  of  their  debts. 

(P.)  Limitation  as  to  Extent  op  Exemption.  — The  statutes  usually 
limit  the  exemption  of  the  debtor's  wages  or  earnin|fc  to  a  specific 
amount  or  to  wages  for  a  specified  time  or  both."^  But  it  seems  that  the 
non-exempt  portion  of  wages  or  earnings  may  be  claimed  under  a  gen- 
eral exemption  statute,^^  unless  the  statutes  provide  to  the  contrary.^* 
In  some  states  there  must  be  a  showing  that  the  earnings  or  wages  are 
necessary  for  the  support  of  the  debtor's  family.^'  Under  such  stat- 
utes only  such  an  amount  earned  during  the  statutory  period  as  is 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  support  of  the  defendant's  family  is 
exempt.^^  Where  earnings  during  a  specified  period  only  are  exempt, 
the  exemption  must  be  confined  to  that  period,^'  which  is  not  extended 
by  leaving  the  wages  in  the  hands  of  the  employer,^*  or  in  the  hands 


21.  Eobb  V. .  Brewer,  60  Iowa  539, 
15  N.  W.  420;  Stump  v.  Frary,  13  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  619,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  357. 

22.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  la. — ^McCoy  v.  Cornell, 
40  Iowa- 457;  Davis,  Watson  &  Co. 
V.  Humphrey,  22  Iowa  137.  Me. 
Jumper  v.  Moore,  110  Me.  159,  85  Atl. 
485;  Haynes  v.  Hussey,  72  Me.  448. 
Minn. — ^Bean  v.  Germania  L.  Ins.  Co., 
54  Minn.  366,  56  N.  W.  127.  IMiss. 
Chapman  v.  Berry,  73  Miss.  437,  18 
So.  918,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  546.  Mo. 
Mangold  v.  Dooley,  89  Mo.  Ill,  1  S. 
W.  126;  Cooper  v.  Seyoc,  104  Mo.  App. 
414,  79  S.  W.  751.  N.  Y.— MeCuUough 
V.  Carragan,  24  Hun  157.  Ohio. — Snook 
«.  Snetzer,  25  Ohio  St.  516.  Pa.— Lit- 
tle V.  Balliette,  9  Pa.  Super.  411.  Wyo. 
Lafferty  v.  Sistalla,  11  Wyo.  360,  72 
Pac.  192. 

[a]  Iiimitations  as  to  Time  and 
Amount  Not  Cumulative. — Where  a 
statute  exempts  the  wages  of  a  debtor 
earned  by  him  in  a  period  of  one  month 
and  provides  that  ten  dollars  shall  be 
exempt  in  all  eases,  the  amounts  stated 
are  not  cumulative  and  the  lesser  sum 
would  be  included  in  the  greater.  Pike 
V.  Bannon    (Me.),  98  Atl.  68. 

[b]  Maximum  Limit  Construed  as 
Minimum  Also. — A  statute  exempting 
one-half  of  the  earnings  of  a  debtor  for 
services  rendered  within  sixty  days  and 
providing  there  shall  be  exempt  in  all 
eases  a  sum  not  to  exceed  fifty  dollars, 
means  that  in  no  ease  shall  the  exemp- 
tion be  less  than  fifty  dollars.  Laffer- 
ty V.  Sistalla,  11  Wyo.  360,  72  Pae. 
192. 

23.  En^or  v.  Hurt,  76  Ala.  595. 

24.  Finlen  «.  Howard,  26  111.  App.  66. 


25.  See  the  statutes,  and  New  Mex- 
ico Nat.  Bank  v.  Brooks,  9  N.  M.  113, 
49  Pac.  947;  Snook  v.  Snetzer,  25  Ohio 
St.  516;  Vandal  v.  Daiber,  10  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  355,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  585,  but  where 
the  justice's  act  applies  protecting  the 
earnings  of  a  head  of  a  family,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  earnings  be 
necessary  to  the  support  of  his  family. 

[a]  The  word  "necessary"  as  used 
in  this  connection  does  not  mean  that 
the  debtor's  wages  must  be  absolutely 
indispensable  to  the  bare  subsistence  of 
his  family  and  that  the  family  could 
not  live  without  them,  but  is  used  in 
a  broader  and  less  rigid  sense  looking 
rather  to  the  comfort  and  well  being 
of  the  family  and  contemplates  the  fur- 
nishing of  whatever  is  necessary  to  its 
comfort  and  well  being  as  distinguished 
from  luxuries.  Cushing  v.  Quigley,  11 
Mont.  577,  29  Pac.  337.      . 

As  to  method  of  asserting  claim,  see 
11  Standard  Proc.  483,  et  seq. 

As  to  form  of  afldavlt,  see  9  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  571. 

26.  New  Mexico  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Brooks,  9  N.  M.  113,  49  Pac.  947. 

[a]  If  all  is  necessary,  the  debtor 
is  entitled  to  exemption  of  all  his 
earnings  during  the  statutory  period. 
Vandal  v.  Daiber,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  355, 
6  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  585. 

27.  Me. — Haynes  v.  Hussey,  72  Me. 
448.  IVQnn. — Bean  v.  Germania  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  54  Minn.  366,  56  N.  W.  127. 
S.  O. — Union  Bank  v.  Northrop,  19  8. 
C.  473.  Wis. — Bloodgood  v.  Meissner, 
84  Wis.  452,  54  N.  W.  772. 

28.  Seligmann  v.  Heller  Bro.  Cloth- 
ing Co.,  69  Wis.  410,  34  N.  W.  232. 
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of  the  debtor's  wife,^'  or  because  suit  is  necessary  to  recover  them.*" 
But  a  creditor  will  not  be  permitted  to  evade  the  statute  by  using 
his  process  in  such  a  manner  as  to  tie  up  the  debtor's  wages  or  earn- 
ings until  tha^tatutory  period  has  expired,  or  until  the  amount  of 
the  wages  due  the  debtor  is  sufficiently  great  to  take  it  out  of  the 

statute.^^ 

(V.)  Furniture,  Pictures,  Musical  Instruments,  etc.  —  (A.)  In  GbnebaIi. 
The  statutes  generally  exempt  all  or  a  part  of  the  household  furniture 
of  a  debtor.'^  The  debtor's  right  to  this  exemption  is  not  affected 
by  his  ownership  of  other  property.^* 

The  term  "household  furniture"  has  been  very  broadly  and  liberally 
construed  and  has  been  held  to  include  nearly  everything  for  neces- 
sary use  or  convenience  about  a  house.^*    Generally  it  is  not  limited 


[a]  Current  Wages.  — (1)  Wagea 
past  due,  voluntarily  left  with  the  em- 
ployer, are  not  current  and  exempt. 
Bell  V.  Indian  Live-Stock  Co.  (Tex.), 
11  S.  W.  344;  Childress  v.  Franks  (Tex. 
Civ.'App.),  44  S.  W.  868;  Davidson  v. 
Logeman  Chair  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
41  S.  W.  824.  (2)  But  if  left  with 
the  employer  involuntarily,  current 
wages  do  not  lose  their  exemption. 
Childress  v.  Pranks  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
44  S.  W.  868. 

29.  Bloodgood  v.  Meissner,  84  Wis. 
452,  54  N.  W.  772. 

30.  Chadwick  v.  Stout,  112  Iowa  167, 
83  N.  W.  901,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  334. 

31.  Bustad  V.  Bishop,  80  Minn.  497, 
83  N.  W.  449,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  282,  50 
L.  E.  A.  168;  Chapman  v.  Berry,  73 
Miss.  437,  18  So.  918,  55  Am.  St.  Eep. 
546;  Chandler  v.  White,  71  Miss.  161, 
14  So.  454. 

32.  Montague  v.  Biehardson,  24 
Conn.  338,  63  Am.  Dec.  173;  Mueller 
V.  Biehardson,  82  Tex.  361,  18  S.  W. 
693;  Alsup  v.  Jordan,  69  Tex.  300,  6 
S.  W.  831,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  53;  Ham- 
mer V.  Woods,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  179, 
24  S.  W.  942;  Neeper  v.  Irons,  3  Wills. 
Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §180.  And  see  gen- 
erally the  statutes. 

33.  Bray  &  Bros.  «.  Laird,  44  Ala. 
295. 

[a]  He  Is  not  obliged  to  offer  otber 
property  in  lieu  of  the  exempt  prop- 
erty. Bray  &  Bros.  v.  Laird,  44  Ala.- 
295. 

34.  Conn. — ^Hitchcock  v.  Holmes,  43 
Conn.  528;  Montague  v.  Biehardson,  24 
Conn.  338,  63  Am.  Dec.  173.  Ga. 
Butler  V.  Shiver,  79  Ga.  172,  4  S.  E. 
115;  Sasser  v.  Boberts,  68  Ga.  252; 
Mitchell   V.    Hay,    37    Ga.    581.     Kan. 
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Easure  v.  Hart,  18  Kan.  340,  26  Am. 
Eep.  772.  Mass. — ^Day  v.  Lawrence, 
167  Mass.  371,  45  N.  E.  751;  Manan 
V.  Merritt,  11  Allen  582;  Davlin  v. 
Stone,  4  Cush.  359.  Tenn. — Tipton  v. 
Pickens,  1  Swan  25.  Tex. — Mueller  v. 
Biehardson,  82  Tex.  361,  18  S.  W.  693; 
Alsup  V.  Jordan,  69  Tex.  300,  6  S.  W. 
831,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  53.  Vt.— Leavitt 
V.  Metcalf,  2  Vt.  342,  19  Am.  Dec. 
718;  Crocker  v.  Spencer,  2  D.  Chip: 
68. 

[a]  Household  furniture  belonging 
to  the  vrife  of  the  debtor  is  exempt. 
Harrison  v.  Poster,  94  Kan.  284,  146 
Pae.  355. 

[b]  A  silver  card  receiver  used  on 
a  hat  rack  is  embraced  in  the  expres- 
sion "household  furniture  necessary  for 
the  use  and  comfort  of  the  family" 
as  used  in  the  statute.  Phillips  v. 
Phillips,  151  Ala.  527,  44  So.  391,  125 
Am.  St.  Eep.  40,  15  Ann.  Cas.  157. 

fe]  A  cooking  stove  is  exempt,  as 
household  furniture.  Hart  v.  Hyde,  5 
Vt.  328;  Crocker  v.  Spencer,  2  D.  Chip. 
(Vt.)  68.  But  see  Brown  v.  Wait,  19 
Pick.  (Mass.)  470,  31  Am.  Dec.  154. 
Compare,  Eev.  Laws  of  Mass.,  1902,  p. 
1598,  not  exceeding  $300.00  in  value. 

[d]  A  watch  and  chain  (1)  habitu- 
ally carried  upon  the  person  of  the 
debtor,  for  his  own  convenience  is  not 
exempt  as ' '  household  furniture. ' '  Brown 
V.  Edmonds,  5  S.  D.  508,  59  N.  W.  731. 
(2)  But  in  Leavitt  v.  Metcalf,  2  Vt. 
342,  an  only  timepiece  was  held  exempt 
under  a  statute  exempting  "suitable 
apparel,  bedding,  tools,  arms  and  arti- 
cles of  household  furniture." 

Watch  as  wearing  apparel,  see  supra, 
11,  B    5,  a,  (VI),  (B). 

[e]  A  gun  is  not  exempt  as  household 
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/ 
to  such  furniture  as  is  actually  needed  by  the  family,^^  nor  to  such 
articles  as  were  deemed  necessary  when  the  statute  in  question  was 
passed.'^  Nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  furniture  claimed  as  exempt 
be  in  actual  use,''  though  it  has  been  held  that  it  must  be  constructive- 
ly ii;i  use  or  destined  so  to  be.^*  The  term  "household  furniture"  will 
not  include  furniture  used  in  a  shop  or  office."  In  deciding  what  is 
necessary  househeld  furniture,'  the  owner 'A  vocation  may  be  con- 
sidered.*** In  some  states  a  piano  is  held  to  be  exempt  as  household 
furniture,*^  but  in  others  it  has  been  held  not  exempt  under  the 


furniture,  though  in  the  ease  of  a  hunt- 
er or  frontiers  man,  it  might  be  exempt 
as  necessary  apparatus  to  his  occupa- 
tion.   Choate  v.  Bedding,  18  Tex.  579. 

[f]  Iiace  curtain,  a  pier  glass  and 
an  expensive  clock  were  held  not  to  be 
exempt  under  a  statute  providing  for 
the  exemption  of  "household  furniture 
necessary  for  supporting  life."  Hitch- 
cock V.  Holmes,  43  Conn.  528. 

[g]  Dentist's  chair  is  not  within  a 
statute  exempting  "one  table  and  set 
of  chairs  sufficient  for  the  use  of  the 
family."  Burt  v.  Stocks  Coal  Co.,  119 
Ga.  629,  46  S.  E.  828,  100  Am.  St.  Eep. 
203. 

[h]  A  traveling  trunk  is  not  house- 
hold furniture  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  Towns  v.  Pratt,  33  N.  H. 
345,  66  Am.  Dee.  726. 

[i]  A  debtor  though  unmarried  is 
entitled  to  the  exemption  of  one  bed  and 
bedding  under  the  statute.  Brown  v. 
Wait,  19  Pick,  (lilass.),  470,  31  Am. 
Dec.  154. 

35.  lU.— Amend  v.  Murphy,  69  HI. 
337.  Mass. — ^Davlin  v.  Stone,  4  Cush. 
359.  Compare  Glidden  v.  Smith,  15 
Mass.  170,  decided  under  an  early  stat- 
ute. Wis. — Heath  v.  Keyes,  35  Wis. 
668..   , 

[a]  Family,  Relatives  and  Visitors. 
The  exemption  is  not  necessarily  re- 
stricted to  the  use  of  the  debtor  him- 
self. Reasonable  provision  may  be 
made  for  wife  and' children,  for  domes- 
tics, for  dependent  relatives  who  may 
be  residing  with  and  constitute  a  part 
of  the  family  and  for  visitors.  Weed 
V.  Dayton,  40  Conn.  293. 

[b]  Not  Limited  to  Furniture  Ee- 
quired  for  Immediate  Use. — The  fact 
that  the  number  of  beds  claimed  as 
exempt  was  greater  than  was  required 
for  the  immediate  use  of  the  family 
is  no  objection  to  the  exemption  as 
such  a  construction  of  the  statute 
Would  be  too  narrow.    Haswell  v.  Par- 


sons, 15  Cal.  266,  76  Am.  Dee.  480.  But 
see  Glidden  v.  Smith,  15  Mass.  170. 

36.  Montague  v.  Bichardson,  24 
Conn.  338^  346,  63  Am.  Dec.  173. 

37.  Weed  v.  Dayton,  40  Conn.  293; 
Ott  V.  Odenwelder,  10  North.  Co.  Eep. 
(Pa.)  133. 

[a]  The  fact  that  furniture  is  in 
storage  does  not  make  it  open  to  at-" 
tachment,  or  levy  or  sale.  Weed  v. 
Dayton,  40  Conn.  293. 

38.  Conner  v.  Hawkins,  66  Tex.  639, 
2  S.  W.  520;  McCoy  v.  Thompson  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  138  S.  W.  1062. 

39.  Conn. — Seeley  v.  Gwillim,  40  Conn. 
106.  la. — Turrill  v.  McCarthy,  114  Iowa 
681,  87  N.  W.  667.  La. — Farmers,  etc. 
Bank  v.  Franklin,  1  La.  Ann.  393.  But  see 
Harrison  v.  Mitchell,  13  La.  Ann.  260. 
Pa. — Kessler  v.  McConachy,  1  Eawle 
435. 

[a]  An  exemption  of  a  stove  is  con- 
fined to  that  which  is  used  by  the  fam- 
ily and  does  not  extend  to  include  one 
used  by  the  debtor  in  his  shop.  Kess- 
ler V.  McConachy,  1  Eawle   (Pa.)   435. 

40.  Weed  v.  Dayton,  40  Ctmn.  293, 
since  it  may  increase  his  personal  needs. 
"His  personal  wants  and  those  of  his 
family  may  depend  largely  upon  the 
nature  of  the  business  whereby  he  is 
seeking  a  livelihood." 

41.  Ala.— Phillips  v.  Phillips,  151 
Ala.  527,  44  So.  391,  125  Am.  St.  Eep. 
40,  15  Ann.  Cas.  157.  N.  Y.— See  Couk- 
lin  V.  McOauley,  41  App.  Div.  452,  58 
N,  T.  Supp.  879.  Okla.— Cook  v.  Ful- 
ler, 35  Okla.  339,  130  Pac.  140,  Ann. 
Cas.  i914D,  507,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
76.  E.  I.— Von  Storch  v.  Winslow  13 
E.  I.  23,  43  Am.  Eep.  10.  Tex. — ^Alsup 
V.  Jordan,  69  Tex,,  300,  6  S.  W.  831,  5 
Am.  St.  Eep.  53;  Betz  v.  Maier,  12  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  219,  33  S.  W.  710. 

[a]  But  Only  When  It  Is  Being 
Used  as  Household  Furniture. — Hence 
if  it  has  been  offered  for  sale  because 
the  owner  has  quit  housekeeping,  and 
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statute.*^  A  sewing  machine  is  household  furniture,*'  and  some  stat- 
utes expressly  exempt  sewing  machines.** 

(B.)    Furniture  in  Hotels  and  Boabding  Houses Under     a     statute 

exempting  such  furniture  as  is  necessary  to  the  personal  comfort  of 
the  debtor's  family,  furniture  used  by  a  debtor. only  as  a  means  of 
profit  to  accommodate  boarders,  is  not  exempt.*"  And  under  a  statute 
exempting  "all  household  and  kitchen  furniture,"  personal  property 
held  only  for  the  purpose  of  business,  such  as  that  of  a  hotel  or  res- 
taurant, is  not  wifhin  the  statute,*'  though  it  has  been  held  that  fur- 
niture used  in  boarding  houses  is  exempt.*^  But  furniture  used  by 
the  hotel  or  boarding  house  keeper  for  the  use  and  convenience  of  his 
family  is  exempt.*^  And  where  the  primary  purpose  of  the  furniture 
is  the  protection,  comfort  and  convenience  of  the  family,  it  is  not 
subject  to  process  because  incidentally  it  may  be  used  for  the  tem- 
porary support  of  the  family.*' 

(C.)    Family  Pictures,  Books,  etc Family   pictures   are   sometimes 


placed  in  a  salesroom,  it  is  not  exempt. 
McCoy  V.  Thompson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.j, 
138  S.  W.  1062. 

[b]  A  piano  used  by  the  debtor  for 
the  education  of  her  children  is  "house- 
hold and  kitchen  furniture"  within  the 
meaning  of  a  statute  exempting  "ali 
household  furniture."  Cook  v.  Fuller, 
35  Okla.  339,  130  Pac.  140,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914  D,  507,  44  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   76. 

Exemption  of  piano  as  an  implement 
of  trade,  see  II,  B,  5,  a,  (IX),  (A),  (3). 

As  a  musical  instrument,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  5,  a,  (V),  (D). 

fc]  It  is  a  question  for  the  jury 
whether  a  piano  is  an  article  neces- 
sary for  the  personal  use  of  a  wife. 
Hamilton  v.  Lane,  138  Mass.  358. 

42.  Ky. — Speers  v.  Eeed,  4  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  894.  Mich.— Kehl  v.  Dunn,  102 
Mich.  581,  61  N.  W.  71,  47  Am.  St. 
Eep.  561.  Vt. — Dunlap  v.  Edgerton,  30 
Vt.  224.  Wis. — Tanner  v.  Billings,  18 
Wis.  163,  86  Am.  Dec.  755. 

[a]  A  piano  belonging  to  the  wife 
of  a  debtor  who  was  a  dentist  was  held 
not  to  be  exempt,  even  though  the  wife 
was  a  music  teacher  and  contributed  to 
the  support  of  the  family.  Smith  v. 
Rogers,  16  Ga.  479. 

43.  Von  Storch  v.  Winslow,  13  E.  I. 
23,  43  Am.  Eep.  10. 

44.  And  see  the  statutes. 

Sewing  machine  as  a  necessary  tool, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,   (IX),   (A),   (4). 

45.  Weed  v.  Dayton,  40  Conn.  293. 
[a]     A  bureau  kept  for  the  mere  use 

of  boarders  is  not  exempt,  but  if  in 
consequence   of  keeping  boarders,  the 
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debtor  needed  for  her  personal  use  a 
bureau,  although  in  ordinary  house- 
keeping she  might  have  dispensed  with 
it,  the  bureau  is  exempt.  Weed  v.  Day- 
ton, 40  Conn.  293. 

46.  Mueller  v.  Richardson,  82  Tex. 
361,  18  S.  W.  693;  Heidenheimer  Bros. 
V.  Blumenkron,  56  Tex.  308;  Hammer 
V.  Woods,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  179,  24  S. 
W.  942;  Frank  «.  Bean,  3  Wills.  Civ. 
Cas.  (Tex.),  §211;  Bond  v.  Ellison,  2 
Pos.  Unrep.  Cas.  (Tex.)  387. 

47.  Harrison  v.  Foster,  94  Kan.  284, 
146  Pac.  355;  Easure  v.  Hart,  18  Kan. 
340,  26  Am.  Eep.  772,  under  statute 
exempting  "all  other"  household  fur- 
niture. 

[a]  A  boarding  house  keeper  who  is 
a  householder  is  entitled  to  the  same 
exemptions  as  any  other  householder, 
and  the  household  furniture  purchased 
for  the  purpose  of  keeping  a  boarding 
house  is  exempt  to  the  statutory 
amount,  even  against  a  judgment  for 
the  purchase  price.  Vanderhorst  v. 
Bacon,  38  Mich.  669,  31  Am.  Eep.  328. 

48.  Myers  v.  Esray,  8  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
281;  Mueller  v.  Eichardson,  82  Tex. 
361,  18  S.  W.  693. 

[a]  Servant. — In  reckoning  the  fam- 
ily it  would  be  proper  to  include  a 
servant.  Weed  v.  Dayton,  40  Conn. 
293. 

_  fb]  A  boarding  house  keeper  is  en- 
titled to  the  same  exemption  as  any 
other  person.  Vanderhorst  v.  Bacon, 
38  Mich.  669,  31  Am.  Eep.  328. 

49.  Mueller  v.  Biehardson,  82  Tex. 
361,  18  S.  W.  693. 
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exempted  by  the  statute,^"  but  such  exemption  does  not  extend  to  the 
private  gallery  of  a  connoisseur.^^  Likewise  the  family  library,  bibles, 
etc,  are  exempt  in  nearly  all  jurisdictions.^? 

(D.)  Musical  Instruments.  —  Statutes  sometimes  exempt  musical  in- 
struments.^' In  the  absence  of  express  statute  they  are  sometimes 
exempt  as  tools  of  trade,°*  or  household  furniture."' 

(VI.)  Wearing  Apparel  and  Ornaments.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  Wearing 
apparel  is  exempt  from  seizure  both  at  common  law,""  and  by  virtue 
of  the  statutes  regulating  exemptions,^'  which  generally  exempt  from 
execution  all  the  wearing  apparel  of  a  debtor  and  his  family,^*  or  his 
necessary  wearing  apparel.''^ 

(B.)  Construction  of  Teems.— The  phrase  "  wearing  apparel"  when  used 
in  exemption  statutes  is  construed  according  to  its  usual  and  ordinary 
meaning.*"  The  word  "necessary"  is  not  to  be  understood  in  its 
most  rigid  sense  implying  something  indispensable,  but  as  equivalent 


60.  Basure  v.  Hart,  18  Kan.  340,  26 
Am.  Eep.  772;  M'Micken  V.  Directors, 
3  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  429.  And  see 
the  statutes. 

51.  M'Micken  v.  Directors,  3  Ohio 
Dee.    (Eeprint)   429. 

52.  Mass. — Davlin  v.  Stone,  4  Cush. 
359.  Tex. — ^Mueller  v.  Eiehardson,  82 
Tex.  361,  18  S.  W.  693;  Alsup  v.  Jor- 
dan, 69  Tex.  300,  6  S.  W.  831,  5  Am. 
SI.  Eep.  53.  Vt. — Leavitt  v.  Metcalf, 
2  Vt.  342,  19  Am.  Dec.  718. 

See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  The  Ijooks  of  a  professional 
man,  to  a  reasonable  extent,  are  ex- 
empt as  a  part  of  his  "family  library." 
Eobinson's  Case,  3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  T.) 
466. 

[b]  An  exemption  of  a  "family  li- 
brary" will  include  books  of  a  miscel- 
laneous but  instructive  character  .'with- 
out reference  to  the  scientific  books 
which  may  be  the  chief  means  of  the 
debtor's  support.  The  head  of  a  fam- 
ily whose  vocation  is  a  learned  pro- 
fession will  be  protected  to  a  reason- 
able amount  in  scientific  books  as  well 
as  books  for  the  use  of  his  family. 
Eobinson's  Case,  3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  T.) 
466. 

Professional  man's  books,  see  11,  B, 
5,  a,  (IX),  (B). 

53.  See   generally  the   statutes. 

[a]  A  piano  is  a  musical  instru- 
ment within  the  meaning  of  the  exemp- 
tion statute.  Thompson  v.  Peterson, 
122  Minn.  228,  142  N.  W.  307. 

54.  See  II,  B,  5,  a,  (IX),  (A),  (3). 

55.  See  supra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (V),  (A), 

56.  In   re   Steel,   22   Fed.   Cas.   No. 


13,346;  Bumpus  v.  Maynard,  38  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  626. 
67.     See  generally  the  statutes. 

58.  U.  S^—In  re  Evans  &  Co.,  158 
Fed.  153,  construing  the  Delaware  stat- 
ute; In  re  Jones,  97  Fed.  773  (under 
the  Wisconsin  statute);  In  re  Smith, 
96  Fed.  832  (construing  the  Texas  stat- 
ute). N.  J. — ^Frazier  v.  Barnum,  19  N. 
J.  Eq.  316,  97  Am.  Dec.  666.  S.  D.— 
Brown  v.  Edmonds,  8  S.  D.  271,  66  N. 
W.  310,  59  Am.  St.  Eep.  762. 

[a]  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  ar- 
ticles serve  a  useful  end  in  order  that 
they  be  wearing  apparel.  In  re  Evans 
&  Co.,  158  Fed.  153,  characterizing  a 
contrary  dictum  in  In  re  Smith,  96  Fed. 
832,  as  an  untenable  theory. 

59.  U.  S.— Sellers  l).  Bell,  94  Fed. 
801,  36  C.  C.  A.  5021,  construing  the 
Alabama  statute.  Ga. — Hendricks  v. 
Lewis,  E.  M.  Charlt.  105.  Mass. — Cooke 
V.  Gibbs,  3  Mass.  193.  N.  Y. — ^Bumpus 
V.  Maynard,  38  Barb.  626.  Tenn.— Bell 
V.  Douglass,  1  Terg.  397. 

[a]  Sufficient  leather  to  provide  shoes 
for  the  family.  Vincent  v.  Vincent,  1 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)   333. 

60.  Eothschild  v.  Boulter,  18  Minn. 
361;  Stewart  v.  McClung,  12  Ore.  431, 
8  Pac.  447,  53  Am.  Eep.  374. 

[a]  In  Eothschild  v.  Boelter,  18 
Minn.  361,  the  court  said:  "The  words 
are  to  be  construed,  in  this  case,  ac- 
cording to  the  common  and  approved 
usage  of  the  language  (Gen.  St.  c.  4, 
§1),  namely,  as  referring  to  garments 
or  clothing  generally  designed  for 
wear  of  the  debtor  and  his  family." 
But  compare  In  re  Evans  &  Co.,  158 
Fed.  153- 
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to  "convenient"  or  "comfortable.""  And  where  any  doubt  arises 
as  to  whether  an  article  should  be  exempt  as  necessary  wearing  ap- 
parel, the  term  "necessary"  should  receive  a  liberal  construction." 
The  ordinary  meaning  of  the  term  "wearing  apparel"  is  vesture, 
garments,  dress,  that  which  is  worn  or  appropriated  to  the  person.^'' 
The  term  includes  all  clothing  which  has  been  appropriated  to  the 
use  of  a  particular  wearer  and  his  family,**  but  clothing  kept  for  sale 
will  not  be  included  in  the  exemption.*^  Cloth  which  has  been  left 
with  a  tailor  to  be  made  into  garments  for  use  of  the  debtor  is  ex- 
empt on  the  ground  that  it  has  been  appropriated  to  the  use  of  the 
proposed  wearer:'*  and  this  would  also  include  all  necessary  trim- 
mings as  well  as  the  cloth.*'  Besides  clothing  the  term  "wearing  ap- 
parel" will  include  articles  intended  and  adapted  to  be  worn  on  the 
person  which  are  necessary  to  or  promotive  of  protection  of  the  per- 
son against  the  elements,  or  personal  comfort  or  decency.**  And  it> 
will  include  articles  usually  or  customarily  worn  on  the  person  solely 
for  ornament.**     But  statutes  which  exempt  necessary  wearing  ap- 


61.  Davlin  v.  Stone,  4  Cush.  (Mass.) 
359. 

62.  Cooke  v.  Gibbs,  3  Mass.  193; 
Brackett  v.  Watkins,  21  "Wend.  (N.  T.) 
68;  Hall  v.  Penney,  11  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
44,  25  Am.  Dec.  601. 

[a]  The  exemption  statutes  were 
enacted  for  the  relief  of  debtors.  Their 
purpose  is  to  prevent  a  debtor  from 
being  deprived  of  articles  necessary 
for  his  comfort  and  decent  appear- 
ance in  society.  Sellers  v.  Bell,  94  Fed. 
.801,  36  C.  C.  A.  502. 

63.  Stewart  v.  McClung,  12  Ore.  431, 
8  Pac.  447,  53  Am.  Eep.  374. 

64.  In  re  Lents;,  97  Fed.  486. 

[a]  A  masonic  regalia  (1)  was  held 
to  be  exempt  under  a  statute  exempting 
all  wearing  apparel.  In  re  Jones,  97 
Fed.  773.  (2)  But  in  Vermont  under  a 
statute  exempting  suitable  apparel 
necessary  for  sustaining  life,  the  hat 
alone,  of  Masonic  regalia  consisting  of 
a  hat,  belt  and  sword,  is  exempt,  it 
being  such  a  hat  as  when  worn  would 
answer  all  purposes  of  a  hat.  In  re 
Everleth,  129  Fed.  620. 

65.  In  re  Lentz,  97  Fed.  486;  Shaw 
V.  Davis,  55  Barb.  (N.  T.)  389. 

66.  Ordway  v.  Wilbur,  16  Me.  263, 
33  Am.  Dec.  663;  Richardson  ■».  Bus- 
well,  10  Met.  (Mass.)  506,  43  Am.  Dec. 
450. 

67.  Eichardson  v.  Buswell,  10  Met. 
(Mass.)    506,   43   Am.   Dec.   450. 

68.  U.  S.—In  re  Evans  &  Co.,  158 
Fed.  153;  Sellers  v.  Bell,  94  Fed.  801, 
36   C.    C.   A.   502.     N.   H.— Beverly   v. 
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Savles,,  10  N.  H.  356.  S.  D. — ^Brown  v. 
Edwards,  8  S.  D.  271,  66  N.  W.  310,  59 
Am.  St.  Eep.  762.  Can. — ^Eobertson  v. 
Honan,  24  Quebec  Super.  512. 

[a]  A  suitable  overcoat  and  clothes 
for  Sunday  held  to  be  "necessary" 
wearing  apparel.  Beverly  v.  Sayles,  10 
N.  H.   356. 

69.  In  re  Evans  &  Co.,  158  Fed.  153, 
characterizing  as  an  untenable  theory 
a  statement  of  In  re  Smith,  96  Fed. 
832,  that  an  article  worn  as'  a  mere  or- 
nament and  intended  for  display  with- 
out serving  a  useful  purpose  is  not  ex- 
empt under  a  statute  exempting  "all 
wearing  apparel. ' '  But  see  Eothsehild 
V.  Boelter,   18   Minn.   361. 

[a]  The.  phrase  "all  wearing  ap< 
parel"  occurring  in  a  statutory  exemp- 
tion" includes,  among  other  things, 
articles  usually  or  customarily  worli  on 
the  person  solely  for  ornament.  Tho 
fact  that  they  are  worn  and  adapted  to 
be  worn  for  that  purpose  imparts  to 
them  the  character  6f  wearing  apparel, 
for  ornamentation  of  the  person  is  one 
of  the  legitimate  uses  and  ends  of  such 
apparel.  The  buttons  on  the  back  or 
sleeves  of  a  coat  are  worn  solely  as 
ornaments,  answering  no  useful  end 
whatsoever.  Yet  they  are  wearing  ap- 
parel, whether  consisting  of  cloth, 
bone,  gutta-percha,  composition,  mother 
of  pearl,  brass,  silver,  or  gold.  They 
may  or  may  not  be  inseparably  at- 
tached to  the  garment  they  adorn.  If 
buttons  of  mother  of  pearl  or  other 
delicate  or  precious  material  be  sO  ad- 
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justed  to  the  back  or  sleeves  of-  a  coat 
as  to  be  removable  in  order  to  avoid 
injury  when  the  garment  is  pressed  or 
cleaned,  they  do  not  by  such  remov- 
ability or  removal  cease  to  be  part 
and  parcel  of  the  wearing  apparel,  al- 
though intended  and  used  purely  for 
adornment.  A  thin  lace  collar  on  a 
woman's  neck  may  not  be  necessary 
to  decency  or  promotive  of  physical 
comfort.  It  may  be  worn  solely  for 
ornamentation;  yet  undoubtedly,  it  is 
part  of  her  wearing  apparel.  If,  in- 
stead of  a  lace  collar,  a  band  or  neck- 
lace of  pearls  is  worn  for  precisely 
the  same  purpose,  it  is'  equally  wearing 
apparel,  unless  a  distinction  is  to  be 
recognized  based  wholly  upon  a  dif- 
ference of  material.  But  such  a  dis- 
tinction is  clearly  unsound.  Similar 
considerations  are  applicable  to  the 
substitution  of  a  jeweled  bracelet  for 
a  purely  ornamental  wristband  or  of  a 
brooch  for  a  bow  of  ribbon  on  the 
breast.  So,  in  the  case  of  men,  there 
can  be  no  '  doubt  that  gold-fringed 
epaulets,  or  shirt  studs,  stick  pins, 
cravat  rings,  cufE  button^,  watch  chains, 
fob  chains,  or  ribbons,  cigar  cutters  at- 
tached to  ribbons  and  chains,  and  worn 
as  charms,  and  other  articles  custom- 
arily worn  on  or  in  connection  with  the 
clothing  by  way  of  ornamentation, 
whether  conducive  to  physical  eomfort 
or  other  useful  ends  or  not,  may  prop- 
erly be  treated  as  attire  or  wear- 
ing apparel  under  the  general  language 
of  the  Delaware  statute.  Nor  am  I 
able  to  distinguish  in  principle  between 
kid  gloves  worn  merely  for  the  sake 
of  appearance  and  metal  rings  worn  on 
the  fingers  for  the  same  purpose,  or 
between  such  rings  so  worn  and  orna- 
ments of  gold,  silver,  and  precious 
stones  displayed  on  other  parts  of  the 
person.  The  fact  that  articles  worn 
on  the  person  solely  for  ornamentation 
may  be  detached  from  or  unconnected 
with  the  clothing  or  other  articles  of 
attire  cannot  exclude  them  from  the 
category  of  wearing  apparel.  A  small 
triangular  piece  of  lace,  or  a  bow  of 
ribbon,  worn  on  a  woman's  head  for 
ornamentation  alone,  is  none  the  less 
T.'earing  apparel  because  unconnected 
with  other  parts  of  her  dress.  A  nar- 
row velvet  ribbon  worn  around  her 
throat  above  and  separate  from  a  neck- 
lace of  jewels  or  precious  metal,  .  .  . 
worn  only  for  display,  is  undoubtedly 
wearing  apparel,  and  as  such  would  ba 


exempt  under  the  Delaware  statute.^ 
The  necklace  is  equally  wea.ring'  ap' 
parel,  and  one  is  irresistibly  Jed  to  the 
conclusion  that  a  bracelet  of  jewels  oi 
precious  metal  and  a  finger  ring  of 
gold  or  precious  stones  equally  come 
within  the  same  category.  It  is  im- 
possible to  discriminate  between  the 
necklace,  the  bracelet,  and  the  finger 
ring.  They  are  all  worn  solely  as  orna- 
ments, and  are  unconnected  with  other 
portions  of  the  dress  or  attire.  If 
finger  rings  and  other  articles  worn  by 
women  solely  for  display  and  uncon- 
nected with  their  clothing  be  wearing 
apparel,  I  can  perceive  no  reason  to 
justify  the  court  in  holding  that  finger 
rings  and  other  articles  worn  by  men 
for  the  same  purpose  and  so  uncon- 
nected are  not  wearing  apparel,  within 
the  general  unrestrained  language  of 
the  statutory  exemption  in  Delaware. 
The  notion  that  articles  usually  worn 
for  ornament  only  must  selrve  to  con- 
nect the  clothing  of  the  person  in  order 
to  be  wearing  apparel  has  no  sound  or 
reasonable  basis."  In  re  Evans  &  Co., 
158  Fed.  153. 

[b]  The  following  articles  have  been 
held  to  be  exempt  under  a  statute  ex- 
empting all  wearing  apparel:  A  set  of 
cuff  links,  two  watch  fobs,  a  gold  ring 
with  sapphire  setting,  a  pearl  scarf 
pin,  a  ruby  scarf  pin,  a  match  safe 
and  a  set  of  shirt  studs;  also  badges, 
medals,  insignia  and  regalia  intdnded 
to  be  worn  on  the  person  indicative  of 
rank,  oflSce,  title  or  distinction  though 
not  useful  in  the  sense  of  conducing 
to  bodily  comfort  or  decency  but  only 
ornamental.  In  re  Evans  &  Co.,  158 
Fed.  153. 

[c]  A  diamond  shirt  stud  was  held 
to  be  exempt  where  it  was  habitually 
worn  by  the  debtor  for  several  years 
for  the  purpose  of  fastening  his  shirt, 
there  being  no  circumstance  tending  to 
show  fraud  toward  creditors.  In  re 
Smith,   96   Fed.  832. 

[d]  A  ring  and  watch  and  chain 
were  held  exempt  to  the  widow  and 
children  as  being  the  wearing  apparel 
of  the  deceased  father  and  husband. 
Phillips  V.  Phillips,  151  Ala.  527,  44  So. 
391,  125  Am.  St.  Eep.  40,  15  Ann.  Cas. 
157. 

fe]  But  the  following  articles  have 
been  held  not  to  be  exempt: — A  breast 
pin  (In  re  Ludlow,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,599;  Towns  v.  Pratt,  33  N.  H.  345, 
66  Am.  Dec.  726);  a  ring  (In  re  Gem- 
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parel  only,  may  well  exclude  articles  which  are  merely  ornamental.^" 
Watches. —  Some  courts  hold  that  watches  are  exempt  as  constituting 
wearing  apparel,'^  or  necessary  wearing  apparel,^^  but  in  some  juris- 
dictions the  contrary  has  been  held.'^ 

(C.)  Effect  op  Eank  and  Condition  of  Debtok Under  a  statute  ex- 
empting from  execution  all  wearing  apparel  of  a  debtor,  the  con- 
dition of  the  debtor  as  to  rank  and  property  cannot  be  inquired  into 
in  determining  whether  he  may  claim  as  exempt -certain  articles.  The 
only  question  is  whether  the  debtor  purchased  the  property  in  good' 
faith  as  wearing  apparel,''*  or  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  cred- 


mill,  155  Fed.  551;  Frazier  v.  Barnum, 
19  N.  J.  Eq.  316,  97  Am.  Dec.  666);  a 
Masonic  belt  and  sword  (In  re  Ever- 
leth,  129  Fed.  620);  rings  and  jewelry. 
Frazier  v.  Barnum,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  316,  97 
Am.  Dee.  666;  Towns  V.  Pratt,  33  N. 
H.  345,  66  Am.  Dec.  726.     , 

70.  In  re  Evans  &  Co.,  158  Fed.  153. 
Compare  Sellers  v.  Bell,  94  Fed.  801, 
3G  C.  C.  A.  502,  holding  "necessary 
and  proper  wearing  apparel"  includes 
what  is  reasonable  and  customary  in 
the  way  of  ornament. 

[a]  "jewelry  Usefully  Employed. 
While  including  such  articles  of  jewelry 
as  are  usefully  employed  in  connecting 
or  fastening  together  parts  of  one's 
clothing,  the  term  "necessary  wearing 
apparel"  may  exclude  jewelry  not  so 
used.     In  re  Evans  &  Co.,  158  Fed.  153. 

71.  U.  S.—In  re  Evans  &  Co.,  158 
Fed.  153;  In  re  Jones,  97  Fed.  773. 
Ohio. — Beckett  v.  Wishon,  5  Ohio  Dec. 
257,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  155.  S.  D.— Brown  v. 
Edmonds,  8  S.  D.  271,  66  N.  W.  310, 
5&  Am.  St.  Eep.  762. 

[a]  A  watch  and  chain  of  moder- 
ate value  owned  and  habitually  worn 
by  the  debtor  are  exempt  as  "wearing 
apparel."  Beckett  v.  Wishon,  5  Ohio 
Dec.  257,  5  Ohio  N.  P.  155. 

Exemption  of  watch  as  household  fur- 
niture, see  II,  B,  5,  a,   (V),   (A). 

As  tf>  exemption  of  watch  as  tool  of 
trade,  see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (IX),  (A), 
(3). 

72.  Sellers  v.  Bell,  94  Fed.  801,  36 
C.  C.  A.  502  (under  statute  exempting 
"all  necessary  and  proper  wearing 
apparel");  Stewart  v.  McClung,  12 
Ore.  431,  8  Pac.  447,  53  Am.  Eep.  374. 

73.  U.  S.—In  re  Turnbull,  106  Fed. 
667,  under  statute  exempting  necessary 
wearing  apparel.  Minn. — Rothschild  v. 
Boelterj  18  Minn.  361,  under  statute 
exempting  all  wearing  apparel.  Vt. 
In    re   Everleth,    129    Fed.    620,    under 
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statute  exempting  suitable  apparel  nec- 
essary  to   sustaining  life. 

[aj  A  watch  worn  merely  as  an  or- 
nament is  not  exempt  as  wearing  ap- 
parel. Peck  V.  Mulvihill,  2  City  Ct. 
Eep.   (N.  Y.)   424. 

[b]  Two  watches  cannot  be  claimed 
as  exempt.  Smith  v.  Sogers,  16  Ga. 
479. 

74.  In  re  Evans  &  Co.,  158  Fed. 
153;  In  re  Jones,  97  Fed.  773;  In  re 
Smith,  96  Fed.  832;  Frazier  v.  Barnum, 
19  N.  J.  Eq.  316,  97  Am.  Dec.  666. 

[a]  Value  and  Amount  Immaterial. 
Under  a  statute  exempting  "all  the 
wearing  apparel ' '  the  value  and  amount 
of  the  articles  is  wholly  immaterial 
save  in  so  far  as  such  value  or  amount 
may  be  indicative  of  mala  fldes  on  the 
part  of  the  debtor  or  an  intent  to  de- 
fraud his  creditors.  If  the  wearing 
apparel  claimed  as  exempt  be  so  exces- 
sive in  amount  er  value  as  te  create  a 
conviction  that  the  demand  is  made  for 
the  purpose  of  defrauding  creditors, 
due  regard  being  had  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  particular  case  includ- 
ing condition  and  style  of  living,  such 
claim  will  be  disallowed  in  whole  or  in 
part  by  reason  of  the  fraud.  Nor  will 
one  be  allowed  t«  invest  inordinately 
large  sums  of  money  in  wearing  ap- 
parel with  an  intent  to  hinder  and  de- 
fraud his  creditors  and  effectuate  his 
wrongful  purpose  by  wearing  or  in- 
tending to  wear  it,  in  whole  or  in  part. 
But  fraud  must  be  strictly  proved.  In 
re  Evans  &  Co.,  158  Fed.  153. 

[b]  A  lace  shawl  worth  $300.00  was 
the  article  in  question  in  the  case  of 
Frazier  v.  Barnum,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  316, 
318,  97  Am.  Dec.  666,  and  the  court 
said:  "Whether  the  shawl  is  of  greater 
value  than  she  ought  to  wear  in  her 
condition  in  life  as  to  property  cannot 
be  inquired  into.  It  was  bought  for 
her  use  before  the  complainant's  judg- 
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itors.     It  is  otherwise  where  the  statute  exempts  necessary  wearing 
apparel  only.''^ 

(VII.)  Provisions.  —  The  exemption  statutes  generally  allow  to  the 
debtor  a  certain  amount  of  provisions  or  provisions  sufficient  for  com- 
fortable subsistence  of  his  family  for  a  specified  time/^  Some  stat- 
utes specifically  enumerate  various  items  for  the  nourishment  of  the 
family,^'  or  exempt  necessary  provisions  for  the  -current  year."  These 
statutes  are  for  the  benefit  only  of  a  debtor  who  uses  the  provisions 
exempted  for  himself  or  his  family.''^  The  word  "family"  in  this 
connection  will  include  children  who  are  over  age  as  well  as  minors 


ment  or  claim.  The  only  inquiry  which 
could  be  made  is  whether  it  is  held  in 
good  faith  as  wearing  apparel  or  pur- 
chased for  the  purpose  of  putting  its 
price  beyond  the  reach  of  creditors." 

75.  Stewart  v.  MeClung,  12  Ore.  431, 
8  Pae.  447,  53  Am.  Kep.  374. 

fa]  What  Is  Necessary  Wearing  Ap- 
parel.—Sellers  V.  Bell,  94  Fed.  801,  36 
C.  C.  A.  502,  construing  "wearing  ap- 
parel" under  a  statute  exempting  "all 
necessary  and  proper  wearing  apparel" 
holds  it  to  include  all  articles  of  dress 
generally  worn  by  persons  in  the  call- 
ing and  condition  of  life  and  in  the 
locality  of  the  residence  of  the  person 
claiming  the  exemption.  It  includes 
whatever  is  necessary  to  a  decent  ap- 
pearance and  to  protection  against  ex- 
posure to  changes  of  weather  and  also 
what  is  reasonably  proper  and  custom- 
ary in  the  way  of  ornament. 

76.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
Tolbert  v.  Freeman,  130  La.  47,  57  So. 
580;  Phelan  v.  Lacey  (Okla.),  151  Pac. 
1079. 

[a]  All  provision  and  forage  on 
hand  for  home  consumption  is  exempt 
in  Texas.  Anderson  v.  I/arremore, 
1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §947. 

[b]  A  barrel  of  flour  purchased  by 
the  debtor  and  made  from  grain  never 
owned  by  the  debtor,  is  not  exempt 
Tucker  v.  Lane,  23  Me.  537. 

77.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Oats  are  not  included  under  an 
exemption  of  "corn  and  grain."  Blake 
V.  Baker,  41  Me.  78. 

78.  La.  Code  of  Pr.,  art.  645;  Ry- 
nella  Mill  &  Merc.  Co.  v.  Segura,  128 
La.  643,  55  So.  2;  Hinton  v.  Eoane,  124 
La.  927,  50  So.  798,  134  Am.  St.  Eep. 
526;  Dejean  &  Bro.  v.  Lee,  124  La.  239, 
50  So.  25. 

[a]  Seventy  bushels  of  corn  is  not 
an  excessive  amount  for  a  debtor  hav- 
ing a  family  and  ten  minor  children. 


De,iean  &  Bros.  v.  Lee,  124  La.  239,  50 
So.  25. 

[b]  A  current  year  does  not  mean  a 
calendar  year;  it  means  from  harvest 
to  harvest.  Hinton  v.  Eoane,  124  La. 
927,  50  So.  798,  134  Am.  St.  Eep.  526. 

[c]  The  statute  forbidding  the  sep- 
arate seizure  of  agricultural  imple- 
ments, and  thee  orn,  fodder,  hay,  pro- 
visions and  other  supplies  necessary  for 
carrying  on  the  plantation  to  which 
they  are  attached,  is  not  a  law 
of  exemption  but  merely  a  pro- 
hibition against  seizing  the  articles 
therein  named  separately  from  the 
land,  so  that  sugar  cane  raised  to  be 
converted  into  syrup  for  the  family,  is 
subject  to  seizure.  Hinton  v.  Eoane, 
124  La.  927,  50  So.  798,  134  Am.  St. 
Eep.  526. 

[d]  Ownership  of  Farm.— Under  a 
statute  exempting  from  seizure  sup- 
plies necessary  for  carrying  on  a  farm 
for  the  current  year,  it  is  not  required 
that  the  person  who  claims  the  exemp- 
tion own  the  farm  provided  he  be  cul 
tivating  it.  Eynella  Mill  &  Merc.  Co. 
V.  Segura,  128  La.  643,  55  So.  2;  Hinton 
V.  Eoane,  124  La.  927,  50  So.  798,  134 
Am.  St.  Eep.  526  (construing  a  statute 
exempting  corn,  etc.,  necessary  for  the 
carrying  on  the  plantation  to  which 
thev  are  attached  for  the  current  year) ; 
Bejean  &  Bro.  v.  Lee,  124  La.  239,  50 
So.  25. 

fe]  Exemption  While  Attached  by 
the  Roots. — Under  a  statute  exempting 
corn,  hay  and  fodder  necessary  for  car- 
rying on  the  plantation  to  which  they 
are  attached,  the  exemption  operates 
as  well  while  the  crop  still  hangs  by 
the  roots.  Hinton  v.  Eoane,  124  La. 
927,  50  So.  798,  134  Am.  St.  Eep.  526. 

79.  Blake  v.  Baker,  41  Me.  78,  a 
mere  boarder  cannot  claim  the  exemp- 
tion. 

[a]    Food  prepared  for  boarders  is 
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if  they  have  no  home  elsewhere  than  with  their  father.^"  The  fact  that 
the  debtor  may  have  other  property  does  not  deprive  him  of  the  right 
to  claiiti  provisions  as  exempt.*^ 

,  Grenerally  the  articles  must  be  such  as  could  be  consumed  directly 
by  the  debtor's  family;  the  exemption  does  not  extend  to  or  include 
such  articles  as  might  be  sold  or  exchanged  for  articles  of  consump- 
tion,^^ or  articles  which,  although  provisions  in  themselves,  are  kept 
for  sale  as  part  of  a  stock  of  merchandise.^^ 

The  word  "provisions"  has  been  construed  to  mean  something  in  a 
condition  to  be  consumed  as  food,  such  as  meal,  flour,  lard,  meat  and 
other  articles  of  that  kind  which 'need  no  change  but  cooking,^*  but 
a  broader  and  perhaps  better  construction  would  be  "whatever  is  fit 
for  the  food  of  families  and  is  usually  eaten  as  food."^^  The  word 
"provisions"  has  been  held  to  be  broad  enough  to  include  crops^^  not 


not  exempt  "as  necessary  provisions 
for  the  use  of  the  family."  Coffey  v. 
Wilson,  65  Iowa  270,  21  N.  W.  602. 

80.  Stilson  V.  Gibbs,  53  Mich.  280, 
18  N.  W.  815: 

81.  Ark. — Atkinson  v.  Gatcher,  23 
Ark.  101.  Mich.— Stilson  v.  Gibbs,  53 
Mich.  280,  18  N.  W.  815.  Tex.— Bur- 
ris  V.  Booth,  40  S.  W.  186. 

82.  Kan. — George  v.  Hunter,  48  Kan. 
651,  29  Pac.  1148,  30  Am.  St.  Eep.  325. 
Ky. — Herndon  D.  Waters'  Exr.,  14  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  667;  Hayden  v.  Chritchfield,  3 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  83.  Me. — Blake  v.  Baker, 
41  Me.  78.  Tex.— Seligson  &  Co.  v. 
Staples,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  §1072. 

[a]  But  tlie  fact  that  the  farmer 
was  carrying  vegetables  to  market  to 
exchange  them  for  articles  of  neces- 
sity for  .Ma  family  would  not  deprive 
the  vegetables  of  their  character  as 
"provisions  provided  for  family  use." 
Shaw  V.  Davis,  55  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  389. 

83.  Mass. — Nash  v.  Farrington,  4 
Allen  357.  Mo.— State  v.  Conner,  73 
Mo.  572.  N.  H.— Bond  d.  Tucker,  65 
N.  H.  165,  18  Atl.  653.  Ohio.— Eobin- 
ette  V.  Doyle,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint) 
391;  Donahue  V.  Steele,' 1  Ohio  Dec. 
(Eeprint)   130. 

[a]  Merchandise  in  a  grocery  store 
would  not  be  exempt  as  provisions  even 
though  the  debtor  was  accustomed  to 
carry  home  the  sustenance  for  the  fam- 
ily from  the  stock.  State  v.  Conner, 
73   Mo.  572. 

84.  Wilson  v.  McMillan,  80  Ga.  733, 
6  S.  B.  182. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  exempting  pro- 
visions actually  prepared  and  designed 
for  the  use  of  the  family,  the  debtor 
must  not  only  have  the  articles  which 
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may  be  provisions,  but  he  must  actu- 
ally have  prepared  and  appropriated 
them  to  that  use,  for  the  use  of  his  own 
family.  Donahue  v.  Steele,  1  Ohio 
Dee.  (Eeprint)  130. 

85.  Cochran  v.  Harvey,  88  Ga.  352, 
14   S.  E.  580. 

[a]  Cotton  (1)  is  not  included  in 
either  the  term  "provisions"  or  "for- 
age." Seligson  &  Co.  v.  Staples  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §1072. 
(2)  But  some  statutes  exempt  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  raw  cotton.  Vincent  v. 
Vincent,  1  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  333. 

86.  Cochran  v.  Harvey,  88  Ga.  352, 
14  S.  E.  580;  Carpenter  v.  Herrington, 
25  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  370,  37  Am.  Dec.  239. 

[a]  Whether  "provisions"  includes 
crops  planted  and  barely  visible  above 
the  ground  is  a  question  upon  which 
the  court  was  equally  divided  in  King 
V.  Moore,,  10  Mich.  538. 

[b]  Growing  Vegetables. — As  "nec- 
essary vegetables"  are  absolutely  ex- 
empt, they  will  be  protected  in  any 
stage  of  the  process  of  obtaining  them 
for  the  family  use  whether  by  planting 
them  or  in  any  other  manner.  Carpen- 
ter V.  Herrington,  25  Wend  (N.  Y.)  370, 
37  Am.  Dee.  239. 

fc]  Whether  unthreshed  wheat  is 
exempt  as  provisions  is  a  question  for 
the  jury.  Plummer  v.  Currier,  52  N. 
H.  287. 

[d]  But  a  field  of  standing  com  was 
held  not  to  be  provisions  ' '  actually  pre- 
pared and  designed  for  family  use,"  on 
the  ground  that  at  "the  time  of  the 
levy  the  debtor's  family  did  not  re- 
quire it  as  provisions  and  that  the  con- 
ditioii  of  the  family  at  that  time  would 
govern.     Eobinette   v.   Doyle,   2   Ohio 
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yet  harvested,  as  corn  in  the  husk,^^  crops  ripe  for  harvest,^*  or 
potatoes  in  the  ground.^^  The  word  "flour"  in  the  exemption  statutes 
has  been  held  to  include  corn  meal,®"  but  not  wheat,®'^  although  wheat 
may  be  claimed  under  a  statute  exempting  grain.°^ 

It  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  whether  the  provisions  seized 
were  held  by  the  debtor  for  home  consumption,^^  and  whether  the 
quantity  on  hand  is  necessary  for  the  family  use.®* 

(VIII.)  Domestic  Animals  and  Food  Therefor.  —  (A.)  In  General. 
Generally  the  statutes  exempt  to  the  debtor  a  certain  number  of  do- 
mestic animals,  such  as  cows,  swine,  sheep,  ete.'^  The  exemption  of 
specified  domestic  animals  will  generally  include  the  young  of  that 
species;®^  thus  the  exemption  of  a  cow  will  include  a  heifer.®'  The 
exemiption  of  an  animal  will  cover  the  meat  of  the  animal  after  it  has 


Dec.  (Eeprint)  391;  Donahue  v.  Steele, 
1  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  130. 

87.  Cochran  v.  Harvey,  88  6a.  352, 
14  S.  E.  580. 

88.  Mulligan  v.  Newton,  16  Gray 
(Mass.)   211. 

89.  Carpenter  v.  Herrington,  25 
Wend.  (N.  T.)  370,  37  Am.  Dec.  239. 

90.  Atkinson  v.  Gateher,  23  Ark. 
101;  Lashaway  v.  Tucker,  61  Hun  6,  15 
N.  Y.  Supp.  490. 

91.  Salsbury  v.  Parsons,  36  Hun  (N. 
Y.)   12. 

92.  George  v.  Hunter,  48  Kan.  651, 
29  Pac.  1148,  30  Am.  St.  Eep.  325. 

93.  "Ward  !>.  Gibbs,  10  Tex.  Civ. 
App.   287,  30   S.  W.   1125. 

94.  Atkinson  v.  Gateher,  23  Ark.  101. 

95.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
Vincent  v.  Vincent,  1  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
333;  Davis  v.  Bryan,  7  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 
88. 

[a]  A  hog  used  for  show  purposes 
is  not  exempt  under  a  statute  exempt- 
ing "ten  head  of  hogs  for  family  use," 
though  it  might  be  claimed  as  exempt 
under  a  statute  allowing  the  debtor  to 
select  other  property  in  place  of  that 
specified  by  the  statute.  Wabash  E. 
Co.  V.  Bow-ring,  103  Mo.  App.  158,  77 
S.  W.  106. 

[b]  Under  the  words  "other  prop- 
erty' '  a  mare  and  five  hogs  may  be  set 
apart  as  exempt  if  they  do  not  exceed 
the  statutory  limit  of  value.  Dean  v. 
King,  35  N.  C.  20. 

[c]  Exemption  to  Agriculturists. 
The  Tennessee  statute  exempts  five 
head  of  sheep  among  other  animals  to 
persons  engaged  in  agriculture.  A 
butcher  cannot  by  this  statute  claim  as 
exempt  five  head  of  sheep  purchased 
for  slaughter  and  sale.  Simons  v.  Lov- 
eU,  7  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  510. 


[d]  Pork  and  Hogs.— (1)  Where  the 
statute  exempts  "pork  on  foot"  it  will 
include  all  kinds  of  hogs  regardless  of 
whether  they  are  in  condition  to  kill 
at  the  time  of  levy  or  not.  Byous  v. 
Mount,  89  Tenn.  361,  17  S.  W.  1037. 
And  (2)  under  a  statute  exempting 
"one  swine  or  the  meat  of  one  swine" 
a  debtor  having  a  part  of  the  meat  of 
one  swine  may  nevertheless  claim  as 
exempt  his  best  remaining  swine.  In  re 
Libby,  103  Fed.  776.  But  (3)  a  statute 
which  exempts  "one  hog  and  one  pig 
and  the  pork  of  the  same  when  slaugh- 
tered" exempts  one  hog  from  attach- 
ment and  that  exemption  follows  the 
chattel  when  converted  into  pork.  It 
does  not  protect  a  hog  in  addition  to 
the  pork  of  a  slaughtered  hog.  Parker 
1).  Tirrell,  19  N.  H.  201. 

9"6.  Patterson  v.  English  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  142  S.  W.  18. 

97.  Ky. — Stirman  v.  Smith,  8  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  781.  Mass. — Johnson  «.  Bab- 
cock,  8  Allen  583;  Pomeroy  v.  Trimper, 
8  Allen  398,  85  Am.  Dee.  714.  Vt. 
Bow  V.  Smith,  7  Vt.  465,  29  Am.  Dee. 
202. 

[a]  A  heifer  (1)  forward  with  calf 
(Dow  V.  Smith,  7  Vt.  465,  29  Am.  Dec, 
202),  a  heifer(  2)  i^ot  with  calf  (Free- 
man V.  Carpenter,  IG  Vt.  433),  are  ex- 
empt, and  a  heifer  (3)  not  giving  milk 
for  more  than  a  year  after  levy  is  ex- 
empt if  the  owner  is  raising  it  for  a 
cow.  Carruth  v.  Grassife,  11  Gray 
(Mass.)  211,  71  Am.  Dec.  707. 

[b]  But  a  yearling  heifer  is  not  ex- 
empt under  a  statute  exempting  "two 
cows  and  a  calf."  Mitchell  v.  Joyce, 
69  Iowa  121,  28  N.  W.  473. 

fc]  Where  the  statute  exempts  five 
"milch  cows,"  and  the  debtor  has  only 
two  which  are  giving  milk,  he  will  be 
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been  slaughtered.^'  And,  it  has  l)een  held,  its  produee,^'  although  the 
increase  is  not_  necessarily  exempt.^  The  use  to  which  the  animals  are 
put  is  wholly  immaterial,  where  they  are  exempted  without  qualifica- 
tion.^ Of  two  animals,  one  of  which  is  mortgaged,  the  unmortgaged 
is  exempt  under  a  statute  allowing  an  exemption  in  but  one.^ 

Election.  —  Generally  the  debtor  may  select  the  animals  to  be  ex- 
empted,* though  this  right  is  not  everywhere~^recognized.° 

(B.)  Food  foe  Animals.  —  Statutes  which  exempt  domestic  animals 
generally  exempt  food  for  such  animals  either  in  a  specified  amount 
or  for  a  specified  period  of  time.®  The  fodder  or  fpod  claimed  as  ex- 
empt must  be  such  as  is  suitable  for  the  exempt  animals,^  and,  under 
some  statutes,  must  be  "on  hand"  for  home  consumption.^  If  suffi- 
cient fodder  for  a  specified  time  is  exempted,  the  running  of  the  time 
dates  from  the  levy.^  Where  the  statute  is  silent  as  to  the  period  of 
exemption,  the  food  will  be  exempted  with  reference  to  the  season.^" 
Many  states  limit  the  food  to  those  animals  owned  at  the  time  of  the 
levy,^^  though  in  some  jurisdictions  the  statute  has  been  construed  to 


allowed  to  claim  the  balance  of  his  ex- 
emption from  heifers  two  years  old  and 
with  calf,  though  they  have  never  given 
milk.  Nelson  v.  Fightmaster,  4  Okla. 
38,  44  Pae.  213. 

98.  Gibson  v.  Jenney,  15  Mass.  205. 

99.  Leavitt  v.  Metcalf,  2  Vt.  342,  19 
Am.  Dec.  718,  holding  exempt  the  but- 
ter made  from  an  exempt  cow,  even 
though  butter  was  not  enumera,ted  in 
the  statute. 

[a]  Sheep  and  Their  Fleece. — ^Under 
a  statute  exempting  a  certain  quantity 
of  sheep  with  their  fleeces  or  the  yarn 
or  cloth  manufactured  from  the  same, 
it  has  been  held  that  yarn  and  wool 
possessed  by  a  householder  was  exempt 
although  he  did  not  own  the  sheep 
which  produced  the  wool.  Braekett  v. 
Watkins,  21  Wend.  (N.  T.)  68;  Hall 
V.  Penney,  11  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  44,  25  Am. 
Dec.   601. 

1.  Citizens  Nat.  Bank  v.  Green,  78 
N.  C.  247. 

2.  Nuzman  v.  Schooley,  36  Kan.  177, 
12  Pac.  829,  cows  though  not  used  by 
the  debtor  or  necessary  to  his  sup- 
port. 

■  3.  Tryon  v.  Mansir,  2  Allen  (Mass.) 
219;  Greenleaf  v.  Sanborn,  44  N.  H. 
16. 

fa]  Where  All  Defendant's  Cattle 
Are  Mortgaged. — If  the  debtor  has 
mortgaged  his  one  cow,  his  interest  in 
the  one  cow  is  exempt.  If  he  has  more 
than  one  cow,  and  mortgages  them  all, 
the  creditor  may  attach  his  interest  in 
all  except  one.    Cooper  v.  Newman,  45 
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N.  H.  339;  Greenleaf  v.  Sanborn,  44  N. 
H.  16. 

4.  Kan. — Nuzman  v.  Schooley,  36 
Kan.  177,  12  Pac.  829.  Ky.— -Stirman 
V.  Smith,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep.  781.  Me. 
Wentworth  v.  Young,  17  Me.  70. 

[a]  Cows,  Calves  and  Heifers. — ^An 
execution  defendant  having  a  cow  and 
a  calf  and  two  heifers,  may,  under  a 
statute  exempting  two  cows  and  calves, 
elect  to  keep  the  heifers  and  give  up 
the  cow  and  calf,  but  in  the  absence 
of  such  an  election  the  cow  and  calf 
are  primarily  exempt.  Stirman  v. 
Smith,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep.  781. 

5.  Lindsey  v.  Fuller,  10  Watts  (Pa.) 
144. 

6.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

7.  Herndon  v.  Waters'  Exr.,  14  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  667;  Stephens  v.  Hobbs,  14  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  148,  36  S.  W.  287. 

[a]  Com  in  June  cannot  be  food  for 
animals  and  exempt  even  if  claimed  by 
the  debtor.  Donahue  v.  Steele,  1  Ohio 
Dec.    (Reprint)    130. 

8.  Burris  v.  Booth  (Tex.),  40  S.  W. 
186;  Stephens  v.  Hobbs,  14  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  148,  36  S.  W.  287. 

9.  Donahue  v.  Steele,  1  Ohio  Dec. 
(Eeprint)   130. 

10.  Farrell  v.  Higley,  Lalor's  Supp. 
(N.  Y.)   87. 

[a]  Although  a  part  of  the  winter 
has  passed,  the  debtor  may  claim  the 
full  exemption.  Kennedy  v.  Philbrick, 
38  Me.  135. 

11.  Kan.— Byrnes  v.  Plow  Co.,  74 
Kan.   97,   85   Pae.   819.     Me.— Poss  V. 
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mean  sufficient  to  keep  all  of  the  exempted  stock  regardless  of  whether 
the  debtor  owns  such  stock  at  the  time  of  levy  or  not."  Where  the 
amount  "necessary"  for  exempted  animals  is  exempt,  what  is  neces- 
sary is  a  question  of  fact.^^ 

(IX.)  Tools,  Implements  and  Apparatus.  —  (A.)  Op  Trade  or  Occupation.i* 
(1.)  In  General. — At  common  law  the  tools  necessary  for  a  trade  or 
occupation  were  not  exempt  from  seizure  on  judicial  process,^^  but 
in  the  United  States  it  has  long  been  the  policy  of  the  law  to  exempt 
the  tools  of  trade  whereby  the  debtor  derives  support  for  himself  and 
family.^"  This  exemption  is  sometimes  allowed  in  addition  to  those 
allowed  the  head  of  a  family,^^  and  also  to  a  debtor  who  has  no  fam- 
j]^y_is  rpjjg  statute  is  sometimes  broadened  to  include  materials,  stock 
and  othpr  things  necessary  to  carry  on  a  business  or  occupation." 

(2.)  To  What  Oceupations  Statute  Applies.  —  The  statutes  vary  as  to  the 
occupations  included.  Some  exempt  merely  the  tools  of  a  mechanic. 
Others  exempt  those  belonging  to  a  trade,  to  a  trade  or  occupation, 
or  to  a  trade  or  profession.^"    A  statute  exempting  tools  of  trade  or 


Stewart,  14  Me.  312.  Mich.— King  v. 
Moore,  10  Mich.  538.  Wis. — Cowan  V. 
Main,  24  Wis.  569. 

[a]  Amount  BeasonaMy  Necessary. 
Where  food  for  animals  for  a  specified 
time  is  exempted  only  so  much  of  such 
food  is  exempt  as  will  reasonably  be 
necessary  for  keeping  such  animals  as 
the  debtoT  has  on  hand  at  the  time  of 
levy.    King  v.  Moore,  10  Mich.  588. 

12.  Olin  V.  Fox,  79  Minn.  459,  82 
N.  W.  858;  Kimball  v.  WoodrufE,  55 
Vt.  229. 

13.  Haugen  v.  Younggren,  57  Minn. 
170,  58  N.  W.  988;  Howard  v.  England, 
35  Minn.  388,  29  N.  W.  63;  Ward  v. 
Gibbs,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  287,  30  S.  W. 
1125. 

14.  Animals  and  vehicles  as  tools 
and  implements,  see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  a, 
(XI)    and    (XIII). 

Automobile  as  tool  or  implement 
within  meaning  of  exemption  laws,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (XIII),  (D). 

15.  Me.— Martin  v.  Buswell,  108  Me. 
263,  80  Atl.  828.  N.  C— Martindale  v. 
Whitehead,  46  N.  C.  64.  Eng.— Fenton 
f.  Logan,  9  Bing.  676,  131  Eng.  Ee- 
print  767;  Simpson  v.  Hartopp,  Willis 
012,  125  Eng.  Eeprint  1295. 

16.  Ga. — Hendricks  r.  Lewis,  E.  M. 
Charlt.  105.  Me. — Martin  v.  Buswell, 
108  Me.  263,  80  Atl.  828.  Mich.— Har- 
ris V.  Haynes,  30  Mich.  140.  Tenn. 
Bell  V.  Douglass,  1  Yerg.  397. 

17.  Harrison  v.  Martin,  7  Mo.  286. 

18.  Geiger  v.  Kobilka,  26  Wash.  171, 
66  Pac.  423,  90  Am.  St.  Kep.  733. 


19.  Hutchinson  v.  Whitmore,  90 
Mich.  255,  51  N.  W.  451,  30  Am.  St. 
Eep.  431;  Stilson  v.  Gibbs,  46  Mich. 
215,  9  N.  W.  254. 

20.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  "The  word  trade  embraces 
within  its  meaning  commercial  trafidc 
and  it  also  has  a  limited  and  restricted 
significance  which  applies  to  mechan- 
ical pursuits;  but  in  its  broad  and  gen- 
eral sense  it  covers  and  embraces  all 
occupations  in  business,  with  the  pos- 
sible exception  of  the  learned  profes- 
sions and  those  that  pertain  to  liberal 
arts  and  the  pursuit  of  agriculture. 
.  .  .  Some  of  the  courts — Atwood  v.  De 
Forrest,  19  Conn.  513,  and  others — in 
giving  a  meaning  to  the  word  trade 
when  found  in  exemption  statutes  ap- 
ply the  restricted  definition,  and  hold 
it  to  embrace  only  mechanical  pur- 
suits; but  on  the  other  hand  other 
courts  hold  that  the  word  trade  in  its 
general  sense  embraces  nearly  all  oc- 
eupations and  business  with  the  excep- 
tions stated,  and  this  general  meaning 
has  been  adopted  in  preference  to  the 
restricted  one."  Betz  v.  Maier,  12  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  219,  33  S.  W.  710,  affirmed  in 
Campbell  v.  Honaker's  Heirs  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  166  S.  W.  74. 

fb]  "The  word  profession,  in  its 
larger  and  broader  meaning,  is  defined 
by  Webster  to  be  the  'occupation,  if 
not  mechanical  or  agricultural,  or  the 
like,  to  whatever  one  devotes  one's 
self;  the  business  which  one  professes 
to  understand  and  follow  for  subsist- 

Vol.  XVI 


58  JUD0MENT8  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 


occupation  exempts  the  tools  of  the  several  trades  or  classes  of  the 
laboring  eommunity.^^  It  exempts  the  tools  of  mechanics,  artisans 
or  laborers.^^  The  courts  construing  the  various  statutes  have  held 
to  be  exempt  the  tools  and  instruments  of  music  teachers,^^  musicians,^* 
dentists,''^  butchers,^^  hotel  keepers,^^  photographers,^*  insurance 
solicitors,^^  and  milliners.^"  But  the  statutes  generally  do  not  cover 
large  manufacturers^^  or  merchants.^^    The  fact  that  the  debtor  while 


ence,  calling,  vocation,  employment.' 
...  In  a  restricted  sense  it  only  ap- 
plies to  the  learned  professions." 
Betz  V.  Maier,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  219, 
33  S.  W.  7101 

[e]  In  Michigan,  the  statute  makes 
certain  exemptions  to  a  debtor  "to 
carry  on  the  profession,  trade,  occupa- 
tion or  business."  This  exempts  prop- 
erty of  a  manufacturer  as  well  as  that 
of  a  farmer,  mechanic,  merchant  or 
professional  man.  Wood  v.  Bresnahan 
(Mich.),  30  N.  W.  206.  See  also  Hutch- 
inson V.  Whitmore,  90  Mich.  255,  51  N. 
W.  451,  30  Am.  St.  Eep.  431. 

[d]  In  Which  Pilncipally  Engaged. 
To  be  entitled  to  an  exemption  under 
a  statute  exempting  property  "to  en- 
able any  person  to  carry  on  the  pro- 
fession ...  or  business  in  which  he  is 
wholly  or  principally  engaged"  the 
business  need  not  be  extensive  or  oc- 
cupy most  of  the  debtor's  time.  It 
may  be  light  and  allowing  interval  or 
heavy  and  unremitting.  Kenyon  v. 
Baker,  16  Mich.  373,  97  Am.  Dec.  158. 

21.  Wilkinson  v.  Alley,  45  N.  H. 
551. 

[a]  Conducting  and  operating  a  mo- 
tion picture  show  is  a  "trade'  or  pro- 
fession" within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  Campbell  v.  Honaker's  Heirs 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  166  S.  W.  74. 

22.  Wilkinson  v.  Alley,  45  N.  H. 
551. 

[a]  A  mechanic  is  a  workman  em- 
ployed in  shaping  and  uniting  mate- 
rials such  as  wood,  metal,  etc.,  into 
some  kind  of  structure,  machine,  or 
some  other  object,  requiring  the  use  of 
tools.  The  tools  must  be  such  as  are 
used  by,  the  workman  to  shape  or 
change  the  surface  of  lumber  or  other 
material,  or  create  an  object  by  manual 
labor.  A  photographer  and  a  painter 
are  not  mechanics.  Story  v.  Walker,  11 
Lea  (Tenn.)  515,  47  Am.  Eep.  305.  To 
same  effect,  see  Tyler  v.  Coulthard,  95 
Iowa  705,  64  N.  W.  681,  58  Am.  St. 
Eep.  452. 

23.  Amend  v.  Murphy,  69  111.  337. 
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24.  Baker  v.  Willis,  123  Mass.  194, 
25  Am.  Eep.  61;  Goddard  v.  Chaffee,  2 
Allen  (Mass.)  395,  79  Am.  Dec.  796. 

25.  Maxon  v.  Perrott,  17  Mich.  332, 
97  Am.  Dec.  191.  Compare,  Whitcomb 
V.  Eeid,  31  Miss.  567,  66  Am.  Dec.  579. 
See  infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,   (IX),   (B), 

26.  Hoyt  V.  Pullman  (Okla.),.  152 
Pac.  386;  Hammond  v.  McFarland  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W.  47  (not  if  he 
merely  sells  meat  and  is  not  himself  a 
butcher). 

27.  White  v.  Gemeny,  47  Kan.  741, 
28  Pac.  1011,  27  Am.  St.  Eep.  320. 

28.  Davidson  v.  Hannon,  67  Conn, 
312,  34  Atl.  1050,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  282, 
34  L.  E.  A.  718. 

[a]  But  a  photographer  is  not  a 
mechanic.  Storv  v.  Walker,  11  Lea 
(Tenn.)  515,  47  Am.  Eep.  305. 

29.  Davidson  v.  Sechrist,  28  Kan. 
S24;  Betz  v.  Maier,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
219,  33  S.  W.  710. 

30.  Woods  V.  Keyes,  14  Allen 
(Mass.)  236,  under  statute  exempting 
"tools,  implements  and  fixtures." 

31.  Daniels  v.  Hayward,  5  Allen 
(Mass.)  43,  81  Am.  Dec.  731;  Smith  v. 
Gibbs,  6  Gray  (Mass.)  298;  Bucking- 
ham V.  Billings,  13  Mass.  82;  Parker- 
son  V.  Wightman,  4  Strobh.  (S.  C.)  363. 
But  see  Wood  v.  Bresnahan,.  63  Mich. 
614,  30  N.  W.  206  under  the  Michigan 
statute. 

[a]  Manufacturer — Where  a  spec- 
tacle maker  and  a  blacksmith  formed 
a  partnership  and  engaged  in  jnaking 
spectacles  and  cast  iron  shears  em< 
ploying  six  workmen  besides  them- 
selves in  the  business  the  court  held 
that  they  were  manufacturers  and  that 
the  tools  except  those  suitable  for  one 
person  would  not  be  exempt.  Atwood 
V.  De  Forest,  19  Conn.  513. 

[b]  Large  Establishment. — T  h  e 
printing  or  stamping  blocks  of  a 
painter  of  oil  cloths  used  in  a  business 
requiring  an  extensive  building  and 
numerous  workmen  would  not  be  ex- 
empt as  the  "necessary  tools  of  a  worfe 
man."    Eichie  v.  MoCauley,  4  Pa.  471. 

32.  Kan. — Bequillard  u.  Bartlett,  19 
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carrying  on  his  trade  is  also  a  manufacturer'*  or  merchant,'*  will  not 
prevent  him  from  claiming  the  exemption  as  to  tools  which  he  per- 
sonally uses  in  his  trade.  The  pursuit  of  agriculture  is  not  embraced 
within  the  term  "  trade.  "'^ 

(3.)  What  Are  Tools,  Implements  and  Apparatus.  —  (a.)  Tools.  —  The  defi- 
nitions and  applications  of  the  statutes  exempting  tools  and  imple- 
ments are  not  entirely  harmonious.  Generally  the  words  are  given 
a  broad  signification.^^  Under  a  more  restricted  construction  of  the 
statute,  the  word  tool  is  defined  to  b^  some  simple  instrument  used 


Kan.  382,  27  Am.  Eep.  120.  Mass. 
Desmond  v.  Young,  173  Mass.  90,  53 
N.  E.  151;  Wallace  v.  Bartlett,  108 
Mass.  52;  Eead  v.  Neale,  10  Gray  242; 
Gibson  V.  Gibbs,  9  Gray  62;  Wilson  v. 
Elliott,  7  Gray  69.  Mich.— See  Wood 
V.  Bresnahan,  63  Mich.  614,  30  N.  W. 
206.  Okla.— See  Hoyt  v.  Pullman,  152 
Pac.  386.  Tex. — See  Hammond  v.  Mc- 
Farland  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W. 
47. 

33.  In  re  Eobb,  99  Cal.  202,  33  Pae. 
890,  37  Am.  St.  Eep.  48;  Seeley  v. 
Gwillin,  40  Conn.  106. 

34.  See  Hoyt  v.  Pullman  (Okla.), 
152  Pac.  386. 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  debtor  sells 
the  meat  he  butchers  does  not  defeat 
his  right  to  the  exemption.  Hammond 
V.  McParland  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  S. 
W.  47. 

35.  As  to  exemption  of  farm  uten- 
sils, see  infra  II,  B,  5,  a,  (IX),  (C;. 

36.  See  the  cases  following. 

[a]  The  following  articles  have  been 
held  to  be  exempt  as  "tools  of  trade':' 
(1)  A  watch,  where  it  was  needed  by 
the  debtor  in  his  daily  business  (Bit- 
ting V.  Vandenburgh,  17  How.  Pr.  [N. 
Y.]  80.  See  also  In  re  Edlunds,  35  Hun 
[N.  Y.]  367);  (2)  a  piano,  when  owned 
bv  a  music  teacher  (Amend  v.  Murphy, 
69  HI.  337.  But  see  Trieber  v.  Knabe, 
12  Md.  491,  71  Am.  Dec.  607);  (3)  a 
lathe  (In  re  Eobb,  99  Cal.  202,  33  Pac. 
890,  33  Am.  St.  Eep.  48);  (4)  a  barber's 
chair  and  mirror  (Tenn. — Terry  v.  Mc- 
Daniel,  103  Tenn.  415,  53  S.  W.  732,  46 
L.  E.  A.  559;  Tex. — ^Fore  v.  Cooper 
[Tex.],  34  S.  W.  341.  Vt.— Allen  v. 
Thompson,  45  "Vt.  472);  (5)  a  cornet 
to  one  partly  earning  his  living  by 
plaving  in  a  band  (Baker  v.  Willis,  123 
Mass.  194,  25  Am.  Eep.  61);  (6)  a 
violin  and  bow  to  a  musician  who  plays 
in  an  orchestra  (Goddard  v.  Chaffee,  2 
Allen  [Mass.J  395,  79  Am.  Dec.  796); 
(7)     nets    and    boats   of   a   fisherman 


(Sammis  v.  Smith,  1  Thomp.  &  C.  [N. 
Y.]  444);  (8)  a  jeweler's  safe  (In  re 
McManus,  87  Cal.  292,  25  Pac.  413,  22 
Am.  St.  Eep.  250,  10  L.  E.  A.  567); 
(9)  a  safe  used  by  an  insurance 
agent  (Davidson  v.  Sechrist,  28  Kan. 
324;  Betz  v.  Maier,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
219,  33  S.  W.  710);  (10)  cheese  press 
and  knives  to  a  cheese  maker  (Pish  v. 
Street,  27  Kan.  270);  (11)  a  baker's 
implements  (Jn  re  Osborn,  104  Fed. 
780;  In  re  Petersen,  95  Fed.  417);  (12; 
a  mowing  machine  to  one  whose  busi- 
ness is  cutting  hay  (Tucker  v.  Napier, 
1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  §670);  (13)  a 
new  tow  line  to  one  engaged  in  towing 
canal  boats  (Fields  v.  Moul,  15  Abb. 
Pr.  [N.  Y.]  6);  (14)  a  lamp  used  by  a 
jeweler  (Bequillard  v.  Bartlett,  19  Kan. 
S82,  27  Am.  Eep.  120);  (15)  tools,  im- 
plements and  fixtures  of  a  milliner 
(Woods  V.  Keyes,  14  Allen  [Mass.J 
236,  92  Am.  Dec.  765);  (16)  a 
photographer's  lens  used  by  a  pho- 
tographer (Davidson  v.  Hanuon,  67 
Conn.  312,  34  Atl.  1050,  52  Am. 
St.  Eep.  282,  34  L.  E.  A.  718.  But  see 
Story  V.  Walker,  11  Lea  [Tenn.]  515, 
47  Am.  Eep.  305);  (17)  pool  tables  to 
the  owner  of  a  pool  hall  (Harris  v. 
Todd  [Tex.  Civ.  App.],  158  S.  W.  1189) ; 
(J  8)  but  not  to  a  saloon  keeper 
(Goozen  v.  Phillips,  49  Mich.  7,  12  N. 
W.  889);  (19)  iron  safe,  a  set  of  ab- 
stracts, a  cabinet  and  table  to  an  in- 
surance agent.  Davidson  v.  Sechrist, 
28  Kan.  324. 

[b]  The  following  have  been  held 
not  exempt:  (1)  Cash  register  and 
refrigerator  belonging  to  a  butcher 
(Hammond  v.  McFarland  [Tex.  Civ. 
App.],  161  S.  W.  47.  But  see  Hoyt  v. 
Pullman  (Okla.),  152  Pae.  386);  (2)  a 
bread  box  used  in  peddling  bread 
(Stanton  v.  French,  91  Cal.  274,  27  Pac. 
657,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  174);  (3)  a  mill 
saw  (Batchelder  v.  Shapleigh,  10  Me. 
135,  25  Am.  Dec.  213) ;    (4)  a  seat  on 
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by  hand."  It  does  not  include  articles  known  as  appliances  or  ma- 
chines.^* But  some  courts  under  a  more  liberal  construction  hold  the 
contrary.^'    The  term  tools  does  not  include  complicated  machinery,*" 


the  stock  exchange  (Leggett  v.  Waller, 
39  Misc.  408,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  13);  (5) 
and  the  chairs  used  in  a  moving  picture 
theatre.  Campbell  v.  Honaker's  Heirs 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  166  S.  W.  74.     " 

[c]  A  building  even  though  it  is 
personal  property  owned  and  occupied 
by  a  photographer  in  the  conduct  of 
his  business  is  not  exempt  as  "tools 
of  trade."  Holden  v.  Stranahan,  48 
Iowa  70. 

[d]  Articles  necessary  in  carrying 
on  a  mercantile  business  are  not 
"tools."  Desmond  v.  Young,  173  Mass. 
90,  53  N.  E.  151.  See  also  Hammond 
«.  MoFarland  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  S. 
W.   47. 

fe]  As  to  butcher's  tools  and  im- 
plements, see  Hoyt  v.  Pullman  (Okla.), 
152  Pac.  386. 

[f  ]  But  under  a  statute  which  spe- 
ciScally  exempts  (1)  various  articles 
su«h  as  looms,  spinning  wheels,  sewing 
machine,  etc.,  the  word  "tool"  is  in- 
tended to  have  a  more  restricted  mean- 
ing. Kirksey  v.  Eowe,  114  Ga.  893,  40 
S.  E.  990,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  65.  But  see 
(2)  Eayner  v.  Whicher,  6  Allen  (Mass.) 
292  (allowing  a  debtor  to  claim  one 
sewing  machine  under  an  express  ex- 
emption of  a  sewing  machine  and  an- 
other sewing  machine  as  a  tool  and  im- 
plement), and  (3)  Cronfeldt  v.  Arrol, 
50  Minn.  327,  52  N.  W.  857,  36  Am.'  St. 
Eep.  648,  holding  the  general  exemp- 
tion of  a  sewing  machine  in  no  way 
restricts  or  qualifies  the  specific  ex- 
emption of  tools. 

[g]  Horse  as  a  tool  or  implement, 
see  'infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,   (XI),   (A),   (1). 

37.  Ga.— Kirksey  v.  Eowe,  114  Ga. 
893,  40  S.  E.  990,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  65; 
Lenoir  v.  Weeks,  20  Ga.  596.  R.  I. 
In  re  Church,  15  E.  I.  .245,  2  Atl.  761. 
Teim.— Story  v.  Walker,  11  Lea  515,  47 
Am.  Rep.  305.  Vt. — Henry  v.  Sheldon, 
35  Vt.  427,  82  Am.  Dec.  644;  Garrett 
V.  Patchin,  29  Vt.  248,  70  Am.  Dec. 
414;  Spooner  v.  Fletcher,  3  Vt.  133,  21 
Am.  Dec.  579;  Kilburn  v.  Demming,  2 
Vt.  404,  21  Am.  Deo.  543.  Can.— Dav- 
idson «/.  Eeynolds,  16  TJ.  C.  C.  P.  140. 

[a]  "The  word  tools,"  as  used  in 
these  statutes,  is  presumed  to  embrace 
such  implements  of  husbandry  or  of 
manual  labor  as  are  usually  employed 
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in,  and  are  appropriate  to,  the  business 
of  the  several  trades  or  classes  of  the 
laboring  community."  Wjilkinson  v. 
Alley,  45  N.  H.  551. 

[b]  Mere  Fact  of  Use  Insufficient. 
The  mere  fact  that  specific  items  of 
property  are  used  by  a  debtor  in  the 
conduct  of  a  business  does  not  warrant 
treating  them  as  "tools  or  imple- 
ments," if  they  are  not  ordinarily  and 
fairly  to  be  treated  as  such.  In  re 
Zimmerman,   202   Fed.   812. 

38.  Kirksey  V.  Eowe,  114  Ga.  893,  40 
S'  E.  990,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  65;  Garrett 
V  Patchin,  29  Vt.  248,  70  Am.  Dee. 
414. 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  machine  su- 
persedes a  tool  does  not  protect  it  from 
seizure.  Henry  v.  Sheldon,  35  Vt.  427, 
82  Am.  Dec.  644. 

39.  Jenkins  v.  McNall,  27  Kan.  532, 
41  Am.  Eep.  422.  See  Hoyt  «.  Pullman 
(Okla.),  152  Pac.  386;  Smith  v.  Eoads, 
29  Okla.  815,  119  Pac.  627;  Brummago 
v.  Keuworthy,  27  Okla.  431,  112  Pac. 
984,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  607. 

fa]  A  sewing  machine  is  a  tool.  Eay- 
ner V.  Whicher,  6  Allen  (Mass.)  292; 
Cronfeldt  v.  Arrol,  50  Minn.  327,  52 
N.  W.  857,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  648. 

[b]  Printing  presses  are  held  ex- 
empt by  some  courts  (Ala. — Sallee  v. 
Waters,  17  Ala.  482.  Conn. — Patten  v. 
Smith,  4  Conn.  450,  10  Am.  Dec.  166. 
Wash.— Am.  Paper  Co.  p.  Sullivan,  34 
Wash.  391,  75  Pac.  991),  but  not  by 
others.  Kan. — Jenkins  v.  McNall,  27 
Kan.  532,  41  Am.  Eep.  422.  Mass. 
Danforth  v.  Woodward,  10  Pick.  423, 
20  Am.  Dec.  531;  Buckingham  v.  Bill- 
ings, 13  Mass.  82.  Vt. — Spooner  v. 
Fletcher,  3  Vt.  133,  21  Am.  Dec.  579. 

[c]  A  printing  press  is  exempt  to 
a  debtor  who  derives  his  principal  sup- 
port from  editing  a  weekly  paper  al- 
though he  is  not  a  practical  printer  and 
most  of  the  work  is  done  by  employes. 
Bliss  V.  Vedder,  34  Kan.  57,  7  Pac. 
599,  55  Am.  Eep.  237;  Green  v.  Eay- 
mond,  58  Tex.  80,  44  Am.  Eep.  601. 

40.  Ga. — Lenoir  v.  Weeks,  20  Ga. 
596.  Mass.— Danforth  v.  Woodward, 
10  Pick.  423,  20  Am.  Dee.  531.  N.  Y. 
Ford  V.  Johnson,  34  Barb.  364.  Tex. 
Willis  V.  Morris,  66  Tex.  628,  634,  1 
S.  W.  799.     Vt.— Spooner  v.  rietcher, 
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nor  the  several  parts  composing  the  machine.**  The  fact  that  the  tools 
are  of  an  improved  and  expensive  character  will  not  affect  the  right 
of  exemption,*^  nor  will  the  fact  that  they  are  new  and  have  never 
been  used.*^  But  they  must  be  held  by  the  debtor  in  good  faith  for 
use  as  instrumients  of  labor  and  means  of  support  for  himself  and 
family." 

Personal  Use.  —  Some  authorities  limit  the  statute  to  those  tools  per- 
sonally used  by  the  debtor,*^  but  others  have  not  so  limited  the  ap- 
plication of  the  word." 

(b.)   ImpZemenfe.— It  is  difficult  to  define  accurately*^  the  word  "im- 


3  "Vt.  133,  21  Am.  Dee.  579;  Kilburn  «. 
Demming,  2  Vt.  404,  21  Am.  Dee.  543. 

[a]  The  word  "tool,"  either  in  its 
strict  meaning  or  popular  use,  is  not 
understood  as  designating  complieated 
machinery  -which  in  order  to  produce  a 
useful  effect,  must  be'  worked  by  com- 
bining several  distinct  parts  or  separ- 
ate pieces,  the  aid  of  more  hands  than 
one  being  necessary  to  perform  the 
operation.  Danforth  v.  Woodward,  10 
Pick.   (Mass.)  423,  20  Am.  Dee.  531. 

fb]  A  machine  for  the  manufacture 
of  pegs  is  not  a  tool  under  the  statute. 
Knox  V.  Chadbourne,  28  Me.  160,  48 
Am.  Dec.  487. 

[c]  Mill  and  gin  machinery  are  not 
exempt  as  "tools  of  trade."  Cullers  v. 
James,  66  Tex.  494,  1  S.  "W.  314. 

[d]  A  machine  for  splitting  leather 
operated  by  steam  or  hand  power  used 
by  a  tanner  is  not  exempt  as  a  tool. 
Henry  v.  Sheldon,  35  Vt.  427,  82  Am. 
Dec.  '644. 

[e]  A  "bill  and  jenny,"  a  ma- 
chine used  in  spinning  and  manufac- 
turing cloth,  is  not  exempt  as  a  tool. 
Kilburn  v.  Demming,  2  Vt.  404,  21  Am. 
Dec.  543. 

[f]  But  a  turning  lathe,  weighing 
600  pounds  and  operated  both  by  foot 
and  engine  power,  used  by  a  machinist 
in  his  repair  shop,  is  exempt.  Smith 
V.  Eoads,  29  Okla.  815,  119  Pae.  627. 
See  also  In  the  matter  of  Eobb,  99  Cal. 
202,  33  Pac.  890. 

41.  Danforth  v.  Woodward,  10  Pick. 
(Mass.)  423,  20  Am.  Dee.  531. 

42.  Seeley  v.  Gwillin,  40  Conn.  106; 
Parkerson  ».  Wightman,  4  Strobh.  (S. 
C.)    363. 

43.  Fields  v.  Moul,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)   6. 

44.  Minn. — ^Prosser  «.  Hartley,  35 
Minn.  340,  29  N.  W.  156,  under  statute. 
N.  H.— Bond  V.  Tucker,  65  N.  H.  165, 


18  Atl.  653.    Ohio. — ^Burgess  v.  Everett, 
9  Ohio  St.  425. 

fa]  ISTecessity  of  Immediate  Use. 
The  tools  of  occupation  of  a  farmer  are 
exempt  to  the  statutory  limit  of  value 
whether  required  for  immediate  use  or 
not.    Wilkinson  u.  Alley,  45  N.  H.  551. 

45.  Ala. — Gilchrist  v.  Gilmer,  9  Ala, 
985.  S.  C. — Parkerson  v.  Wightman,  4 
Strobh.  363.  Vt. — Garrett  v.  Patchin, 
29  Vt.  248,  70  Am.  Dec.  414. 

[a]  A  butcher's  tools  when  used  by 
him  as  a  butcher,  are  exempt;  but  if 
he  is  not  himself  a  butcher  but  carries 
6d  the  business  as  an  incident  of  a  lar- 
ger mercantile  business,  they  are  not 
exempt.  Hoyt  v.  Pullman  (Okla.),  152 
Pae.  386.  See  also  Hammond  v.  Mc- 
Parland  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W. 
47. 

46.  See  Dowling  «.  Clark,  3  Allen 
(Mass.)   570. 

[a]  A  mechanic  carrying  on  a 
small  business  employing  men  who  per- 
form the  principal  part  of  the  labor 
with  the  tools,  implements  and  fixtures 
is  within  the  statute.  Daniels  v.  Hay- 
ward,  5  Allen  (Mass.)  43,  81  Am.  Dec. 
731. 

47.  In  re  McManus,  87  Cal.  292,  25 
Pac.  413,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  250,  10  L. 
E.  A.  567. 

[a]  "Webster  gives  as  the  meaning 
of  the  word,  'Whatever  may  supply  a 
want,  especially  an  instrument  or  uten- 
sil as  supplying  a  requisite  to  an  end; 
as  the  implements  of  trade,  of  hus- 
bandry, or  of  war;'  and  'utensil'  he 
defines  as  'that  which  is  used;  an  in- 
strument; an  implement;  especially  an 
instrument  or  vessel  used  in  a  kitchen, 
or  in  domestic  and  farming  business.' 
By  the  courts,  these  words  are  accorded 
a  "broad  signification."  In  re  McManus, 
87  Cal.  292,  25  Pac.  413,  22  Am.  St. 
Eep.  250,  10  L.  E.  A.  567. 
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plements,"  but  this  word  will  include  many   things   which   are   not 

tools.*' 

(■c.)  Apparatvs.  —  The  word  "apparatus"  found  in  many  statutes  is 
a  term  which  is  most  comprehensive  and  will  include  more  than  is 
included  in  either  "tools"  or  "implements.""  This  word  is  not  used 
in  a  restricted  sense,  and  includes  any  complex  device  or  machine 
designed  or  prepared  for  the  accomplishmient  of  a  special  purpose.^" 

(4.)   Necessary  Tools.  —  Some  statutes  exempt  only  the  necessary^^  tools 


48.  In  re  McManus,  87  Cal.  292,  25 
Pae.  413,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  250,  10  L.  R. 
A.  567;  Davidson  v.  Eeynolds,  16  U. 
C.  C.  P.  (Can.)  140. 

[a]  Implements  includes  with  tools, 
utensils  of  domestic  use,  instruments  of 
trade  and  husbandry  but  not  animals. 
Davidson  v.  Eeynolds,  16  TJ.  C.  C.  P. 
(Can.)   140. 

[b]  A  lathe  and  electric  motor  used 
by  a  general  repairman  in  his  business 
are  exempt  if  their  value  is  within  the 
statutory  limitation,  and  they  are  prop- 
erly regarded  as  implements.  In  re  Eob- 
inson,   206   Ped.   176. 

[c]  A  threshing  machine  including 
tractor  engine,  belts,  separator  and  all 
parts  necessary  to  constitute  a  thresh- 
ing outfit  are  exempt  as  implements  to 
one  who  keeps  them  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  on  the  business  of  thresh- 
ing. Jackman  v.  Lamberton,  71  Kan. 
138,  80  Pac.  55. 

[d]  A  reaper  and  mower  is  exempt 
as  an  "implement  of  husbandry." 
Henry  v.  McLean,  1  White  &  W.  Civ. 
Cas.    (Tex.)    §1079. 

[e]  A  steam  engine,  shingle  ma- 
chine and  saw  gummer  in  use  or  lately 
used  in  business,  are  articles  exempt 
under  a  statute  exempting  tools  and  im- 
plements. Wood  V.  Bresnahan  (Mich.), 
30  N.  W.  206. 

49.  Brummage  v.  Kenworthy,  27 
Okla.,431,  112  Pac.  984,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C, 
607;  Green  v.  Eaymond,  58  Tex.  80,  44 
Am.  Eep.  601;  Harris  v.  Townley  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W.  5;  St.  Louis  Type 
Foundry  v.  Taylor  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
35,8.  W.  691.  ' 

50.  Harris  v.  Townley  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  161  S.  W.  5,  quoting  Standard 
Dictionary. 

[a]  The  word  "apparatus"  as  used 
in  the  Texas  exemption  statute  em- 
braces such  minor  machinery  as  may  be 
.operated  by  hand.  Willis  v.  Morris, 
66  Tex.  628,  1  S.  W.  799. 

[b]  Appliances   used   in   producing 

Vol.  XVI 


moving  pictures  are  exempt  as  appar- 
atus. Campbell  v.  Honaker'.&  Heiis 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  166  S.  W.  74. 

[c]  A  printing  press,  type,  cases, 
etc.,  used  by  a  publisher  is  exempt  as 
apparatus.  Green  v.  Eaymond,  58  Tex. 
80,  44  Am.  Eep.  601;  Harris  v.  Town- 
ley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  161  S.  W.  5. 

[d]  A  paper  cutter  operated  by 
hand  is  exempt  as  apparatus  of  a  print- 
er. Brummage  v.  Kenworthy,  27  Okla. 
431,  112  Pae.  984,  Ann.  Gas.  1912C, 
607. 

[e]  A  Turning  Lathe. — Smith  v. 
Beads,  29  Okla.  815,  119  Pac.  627. 

[f]  A  soda  water  fountain  is  not 
exempt  as  a  tool  or  apparatus  of  trade. 
McCord-Collins  Co.  v.  Lazarus  (Tex.), 
50  S.  W.  104S. 

[g]  Equipment  of  Bestaurant. 
Counters,  safe,  table  ware,  kitchen 
utenstils,  etc.,  constituting  the  equip- 
ment of  a  restaurant,  are  not  such 
"tools  or  apparatus"  as  would  be  ex- 
empt under  the  statute.  Simmang  v. 
Pennsylvania  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  102  Tex. 
39,  112  S.  W.  1044,  182  Am.  St.  Eep. 
846. 

51.  Cal.— In  the  matter  of  Eobb,  99 
Cal.  202,  33  Pae.  890,  33  Am.  St.  Eep. 
48.  Kan.— Bequillard  v.  Bartlett,  19 
Kan.  382,  27  Am.  Eep.  120.  La.— Pra- 
ther  V.  Bobo,  15  La.  Ann.  524.  Mass. 
Bayner  v.  Whioher,  6  Allen  292;  How- 
ard V.  Williams,  2  Pick.  80. 

la,]  A  weaver's  loom  is  comprised 
within  the  "necessary  tools  of  a  trades- 
man" and  is  exempt  as  such.  McDow- 
ell V.  Shotwell,  2  Whart.   (Pa.)   26. 

[b]  A  lathe  belonging  to  a  machin- 
ist together  with  its  appliances  of  the 
value  of  two  hundred  dollars  and  used 
in  carrying  on  his  business  was  held 
to  be  a  tool  necessary  to  his  trade  and 
exempt.  In  the  Matter  of  Eobb,  99  Cal. 
202,  33  Pae.  890,  33  Am.  St.  Eep.  48. 
See  also  Smith  v.  Beads,  29  Okla.  815, 
119  Pac.   627. 

fo]  A  se'wing  machine  owned  by 
a  debtor  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
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of  trade,  but  others  do  not  contain  any  such  express  limitation/^ 
though  they  do  impliedly  require  that  the  tool  or  apparatus  be- 
long to  the  trade  or  prefession  pursued  by  the  party  claiming  the 
exemption.^^  These  statutes  do  not  require,  .however,  that  the  de- 
fendant habitually  earn  his  living  by  them.^*  The  word  necessary 
should  not  receive  a  strict  construction^^  limiting  it  to  those  tools 
only  which  are  absolutely  necessary  and  without  which  the  debtor 
could  not  prosecute  his  work  at  all,°«  but  it  exempts  those  which  are 
reasonably  necessary  for  the  prosecution  of  the  work  advantageously 
and  usefully .^^ 

(5.)  Necessity  That  Debtor  Be  Engaged  in  Bis  Trade.  ■ — A  debtor  need 
not  be  engaged  in  his  trade  at  the  time  of  levy  to  claim  the  exemption 
of  his  tools  and  implements,^*  but  the  exemption  may  be  lost  by 
abandonmjent  of  the  trade  or  profession  in  which  they  are  used.^^ 


ready  made  clothing  and  necessary  to 
his  business  is  exempt  even  though  the 
owner  does  not  know  how  to  oper- 
ate it  himself.  Dowling  v.  Clark,  3 
i^Uen   (Mass.)   570. 

Sewing  machine  as  household  furni- 
ture, see  sv/pra,  II,  B,  5,  a,   (V),  (B). 

52.  Betz  V.  Maier,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
219,  33  S.  W.  710. 

[a]  A  statute  exempting  property 
"to  enable  any  person  to  carry  on" 
his  business  is  not  confined  to  articles 
absolutely  necessary  to  carrying  on  the 
business.  Kenyon  v.  Baker,  16  Mich. 
373,  97  Am.  Dec.  158.  See  Goozen  v. 
Phillips,  49  Mich.  7,  12  N.  W.  889. 

53.  Massie  v.  Atchley,  28  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  114,  66  S.  "W".  582. 

[a]  But  in  Pierce  v.  Gray,  7  Gray 
(Mass.)  67,  the  court  held  that  a  shov- 
el, '  pick  axe,  dung  fork  and  hoe  used 
by  a  debtor  in  tilling  his  garden,  are 
exempt  although  the  debtor's  principal 
business  was  the  ice  business.  "In 
the  country,  farming  and  gardening  is 
or  ought  to  be  part  of  every  man's 
business." 

[b]  Useful  and  Serviceable. — A  stat- 
ute exempting  all  tools  and  apparatus 
extends  to  all  that  may  be  embraced 
within  these  terms  that  are  useful  or 
serviceable  to  be  used  in  the  business. 
Betz  V.  Maier,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  219, 
33  S.  W.  710. 

[c]  A  typewriter  of  a  physician  is 
not  a  tool  or  apparatus  of  his  profes- 
sion. Massie  v.  Atchley,  28  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  114,  66  8.  W.  582. 

54.  Perkins  t.  Wisner,  9  Iowa  320. 

55.  In  re  Robb,  99  Cal.  202,  33  Pac. 
890,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  48. 

[a]    \Vliere  Tools  Would    Be    Sup- 


plied by  Employer. — The  mere  fact  that 
some  journeyman  machinist  can  get  em- 
ployment with  a  manufacturer  who 
will  supply  the  implement,  does  not 
render  such  implement  unnecessary  to 
the  trade,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  In  re  Robb,  99  Cal.  202,  33 
Pac.  890,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  48. 

56.  Healy  v.  Bateman,  2  R.  I.  454, 
60  Am.  Dec.  94.  Contra,  Prather  v. 
Bobo,  15  La.  Ann.  524;  Hanna  v.  Bry, 
5  La.  Ann.  651,  52  Am.  Dec.  606. 

57.  Healy  v.  Bateman,  2  E.  I.  454, 
60  Am.  Dec.  94. 

[a]  Usual  and  Convenient. — (1)  The 
tools  of  a  debtor  to  be  exempt  must 
be  such  as  are  necessary  to  carry  on 
his  trade  in  a  usual  and  convenient 
manner.  Howard  v.  Williams,  2  Pick. 
(Mass.)  80.  (2)  Necessary,  in  a  stat- 
ute exempting  tools  necessary  for  up- 
holding life,  is  construed  to  mean  con- 
venient and  useful  which  a  man  pro- 
cures for  his  own  personal  use,  unless 
extravagant.  Garrett  v.  Patchin,  29 
Vt.  248,  70  Am.  Dec.  414. 

58.  la. — Perkins  v.  Wisner,  9  Iowa 
320.  Mass. — Caswell  v.  Keith,  12  Gray 
351;  Pierce  v.  Gray,  7  Gray  67;  Dailey 
V.  May,  5  Mass.  313.  WlcTo.. — Harris 
V.  Haynes,  30  Mich.  140. 

59.  IVIich. — Harris  v.  Haynes,  30 
Mich.  140.  IMinn. — Cable  v.  Hoolihan, 
98  Minn.  143,  107  N.  W.  967,  116  Am. 
St.  Rep.  348.  Mo.— Davis  v.  Wood,  7 
Mo.  162.  N.  H.— Norris  v.  Hoitt,  18 
N.  H.  196.  Tex.— McCord-Collins  Co. 
V.  Lazarus  (Tex.),  50  S.  W.  1048;  Wil- 
lis V.  Norris,  66  Tex.  628,  1  S.  W. 
799;  Campbell  v.  Honaker's  Heirs  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  166  S.  W.  74.  Wis.— Het- 
tinger V.  Wells,  161  Wis.  640,  155  N. 
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(6.)  Where  Debtor  Is  'Engaged  in  Several  Trades.  —  Where  a  debtor  makes 
his  living  at  several  trades,  he  is  allowed  in  several  jurisdictions  to 
claim  an  exemption  in  tools  of  each,^"  but  some  courts  deny  this 
right,^^  and  the  statute  sometimes  limits  the  exemption  to  the  debtor's 
principal  business.^^ 

(7.)  Questions  of  Law  and  Fact.es  —  Whether  Certain  chattels  are  ex- 
empt as  tools  of  a  debtor's  occupation  is  generally  a  mixed  question  of 
law  and  fact  to  be  determined  upon  consideration  ©f  the  debtor's  em- 
ployment and  the  nature,  character,  and  use  of  the  chattels  claimed.^* 


W.  126.  Can.— Wright  v.  Hollingshead, 
23  Out.  App.  1. 

[a]  A  debtor  (1)  conducting  a  mov- 
ing picture  show  who  did  ndt  show  for 
two  or  three  weeks  but  who  then 
opened  up  for  two  or  three  nights  to 
some  prospective  purchaser,  and  then 
closed,  was  held  to  have  abandoned  the 
business  so  as  to  subject  the  applianaes 
to  execution.  Anthony  v.  Hardin  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  175  8.  W.  857.  (2)  But 
the  mere  fact  that  the  lease  of  a  mo- 
tion picture  theater  has  expired  and 
that  the  debtor  was  moving  his  prop- 
erty from  the  building  does  not  show 
an  abandonment  of  the  business  so  as 
to  forfeit  the  exemption.  Campbell  v. 
Honaker's  Heirs  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  166 
S.  "W.  74. 

60.  TJ.  S.—In  re  Eobinson,  206  Fed. 
176.  Conn. — ^Patten  v.  Smith,  4  Conn. 
450,  10  Am.  Dec.  166.  Mass. — ^Howard 
V.  Williams,  2  Pick.  80.  IMich.— Alvord 
V.  Lent,  23  Mich.  369;  Kenyon  v. 
Baker,  16  Mich.  373,  97  Am.  Dec.  158. 
S.  0. — Parkerson  v.  Wightman,  4 
Strobh.  363.  Tex. — Cone  v.  Lewis,  64 
Tex.  331,  53  Am.  Rep.  767;  Green 
V.  Raymond,  58  Tex.  80,  44  Am.  Rep. 
601;  Campbell  ■».  Honaker's  Heirs  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  166  S.  W.  74;  Nichols  & 
Co.  V.  Porter,  7  Tex.  Civ.  App.  302,  26 
S.  W.  859. 

[a]    "A  jack  of  all  trades"  as  a 

"trade  or  calling  is  quite  as  legitimate 
and  perhaps  no  less  useful  to  society, 
and  possibly  quite  as  efficient  as  a 
means  of  earning  a  livelihood,  as  a 
trade  or  calling  more  highly  special- 
ized. .  .  .  Suppose  that  ...  a 
mechanic  qualifies  himself  to  render  ef- 
ficient service  both  as  a  carpenter  and 
a  painter  and  purchases  the  necessary 
tools  and  appliances  for  carrying  on 
both  lines  of  work  and  depends  for 
his    livelihood    upon    his    earnings     in 
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both;  is  there  any  reason  either  in  the 
spirit  or  in  the  letter  of  the  statute, 
when  fairly  construed,  why  he  should 
not  be  permitted  to  claim  as  exempt  up 
to  the  value  of  $500.00  (the  statutory 
limitation)  the  tools  of  both  callings? 
None  is  apparent."  Dietrich,  District 
Judge,  in  In  re  Robinson,  206  Fed.  176. 

[b]  A  shoemaker  who  is  also  en- 
gaged in  carrying  on  a  small  farm  is 
entitled  to  an  exemption  of  farming 
utensils  to  a  reasonable  amount  even 
though  shoemaking  was  his  principal 
occupation.  Garrett  v.  Patehin,  29  Vt. 
248,  70  Am.  Dec.  414. 

61.  Colo. — Watson  v.  Lederer,  11 
Colo.  577,  19  Pac.  602,  7  Am.  St.  Rep. 
263,  1  L.  R.  A.  854.  Kan.— Jenkins  «. 
McNall,  27  Kan.  532,  41  Am.  Rep.  422 
(limiting  the  exemption  to  tools  of  the 
principsfl  business);  Guptil  v.  McFee, 
9  Kan.  30.  Wis.— Bevitt  V.  Crandall, 
19  Wis.  581. 

[a]  A  printing  press  belonging  to  a 
debtor  who  edited  a  paper  and  was  en- 
gaged as  agent  in  loaning  money  is 
not  exempt  unless  he  derives  his  prin- 
cipal support  from  the  printing  busi- 
ness. Jenkins  v.  McNall,  27  Kan.  532, 
41  Am.  Rep.  422. 

62.  Kenyon  v.  Baker,  16  Mich.  373, 
97  Am.  Dec.  158;  Morrill  17.  Seymour, 
3  Mich.  65. 

[a]  In  determining  which  is  the 
principal  business  of  a  debtor  the  ques- 
tion should  be  to  which  business  does 
he  devote  the  most  time  not  which  is 
the  more  productive.  Smalley  v.  Mas- 
ten,  8  Mich.  529,  77  Am.  Dec.  467. 

63.  See  generally  the  title '  'Province 
of  Judge  and  Jury." 

64.  N.  H.— Rice  v.  Wadsworth,  59 
N.  H.  100.  N.  Y.— Sammis  v.  Smith, 
1  Thomp.  &  C.  444.  Tex. — ^But  see 
Henry  v.  McLean,  1  White  &  W.  Civ. 
Cas.,   §1079. 
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Whether  a  certain  tool  is  necessary  to  carry  on  a  trade  is  a  question 
for  the  jnry.^^ 

(B.)  Books  and  Instruments  op  Profession.56  —  The  statutes  of  many 
jurisdictions  specifically  exempt  the  library  and  instruments  of  pro- 
fessional men.^^  The  exemption  must  be  kept  within  th,e  statutory 
limitation  as  to  amount,  if  any.°*  In  the  absence  of  a  specific  statute 
there  is  a  conflict  of  authorities  as  to  whether  the  exemption  can  be 
claimed  as  "tools  and  implements  of  trade,"  some  allowing  such  a 
claim,^^  and  others  denying  it.'"  To  entitle  a  professional  man  to 
the  exemption  of  his  books  and  instruments  it  is  not  necessary  to  show 


65.  In  the  Matter  of  Mitchell,  102 
Cal.  534,  36  Pac.  840;  Woods  v.  Keyes, 
14  Allen  (Mass.)  236,  92  Am.  Dee. 
765. 

66.  Books  generally,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  5,  a,  (V),  (C). 

67.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
la. — Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soc.  v. 
Goode,  101  Iowa  160,  70  N.  W.  113,  63 
Am.  St.  Eep.  378,  35  L.  E.  A.  690. 
La. — Code  Pr.,  art.  644  (exempting 
tools  and  instruments  of  a  trade  or 
profession);  State  v.  St.  Paul,  111  La. 
71,  35  So.  389;  Hanna  v.  Bry,  5  La. 
Ann.  651,  52  Am.  Dec.  606;  Lambeth 
V.  Milton,  2  Bob.  81.  Neb. — Roberts 
V.  Moudy,  30  Neb.  683,  46  N.  W.  1013, 
27  Am.  St.  Rep.  426.  N.  Y.— Robin- 
son's Case,  3  Abb.  Pr.  466;  Faxon  v. 
Mason,  76  Hun  408,  27  N.  T.  Supp. 
1025.  Tex.— Fowler  v.  Gilmore,  30  Tex. 
432;  Betz  v.  Maier,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
219,  33  S.  "W.  710;  Tucker  v.  Napier,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §670. 

[a]  Office  furniture  of  a  lawyer  is 
exempt.  Abraham  v.  Davenport,  73 
Iowa  111,  34  N.  W.  767,  5  Am.  St.  Eep. 
665. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  which  exempts 
books  but  provides  nothing  as  to  tables, 
desks  and  book  eases,  these  incidentals 
will  undoubtedly  be  treated  as  exempt 
also.  Betz  v.  Maier,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
219,  33  S.  W.  710. 

[c]  The  library  of  a  minister  is  ex- 
empt as  a  tool  and  instrument  of  a 
trade  or  profession.  State  «.  St.  Paul, 
111  X,a.  71,  35  So.  389. 

[d]  A  lawyer's  membership  in  a 
law  library.  Keiher  v.  Shipherd,  4  Civ. 
Proe.  (N.  Y.)  274. 

[e]  Surgical  instruments  under  a 
statute  exempting  tools  and  instru- 
ments of  a  trade  or  profession.  Hanna 
V.  Bry,  5  La.  Ann.  651,  52  Am.  Dee.  606. 

[f]  The  instruments  and  sign  of  a 
dentist  are  exempt  as  iustrvuueuts  of 


profession.  Duperron  v.  Communy,  6 
La.  Ann.  789.     ' 

[g]  A  safe  used  by  a  physician  as 
part  of  his  office  furniture  is  exempt 
as  a  part  of  his  tools  and  instruments 
of  his  trade.  Sterman  v.  Hann,  160 
Iowa  356,  141  N.  W.  934,  46  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)   287. 

[h]  Under  a  law  exempting  a  horse 
to  a  practicing  physician,  a  person 
practicing  medicine  without  a  di- 
ploma and  a  person  with  a  diploma 
who  does  not  practice  are  not  entitled 
to  the  exemption.  An  instruction  that 
the  question  whether  the  party  is  a 
practicing  physician  has  reference  to 
the  business  he  is  engaged  in,  rather 
than  to  the  skill  with  which  he  exer- 
cised that  business  is  erroneous  as  im- 
plying that  it  is  immaterial  whether 
he  has  any  knowledge  of  diseases  and 
remedies.  Sutton  v.  Facey,  1  Mich. 
243. 

68.  Brown  v.  Hoffmeister,  71  Mo. 
411;  Faxon  v.  Mason,  76  Hun  408,  27 
N.   Y.   Supp.   1025. 

69.  Maxon  v.  Perrott,  17  Mich.  332, 
97  Am.  Dec.  191,  a  dentist's  instro- 
ments  are  "mechanical  tools." 

70.  Ire  re  Chul-ch,  15  B.  I.  245,  2 
Atl.  761;  Demers  v.  O'Connor,  10  Que- 
bec Super.  371. 

[a]  The  books  and  library  of  a  law- 
yer are  not  exempt  as  tools  and  Imple- 
ments of  trade.  Lenoir  «.  Weeks,  20 
Ga.  596;  In  re  Church,  15  E.  I.  245, 
2  Atl.  761. 

[b]  Dental  instruments  are  not  tools 
but  instruments  of  profession.  Whit? 
comb  V.  Eeid,  31  Miss.  567,  66  Am. 
Dec.  579. 

[c]  A  dentist  chair  is  not  exempt 
as  a  "common  tool  of  trade"  nor  as 
a  chair  suitable  for  the  use  of  a  fam- 
ily. Burt  V.  Stocks  Coal  Co.,  119  Ga. 
629,  46  S.  E.  828,  100  Am.  St.  Eep. 
203. 
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that  lie  habitually  earns  his  living  by  his  profession.''^  Nor  is  it  neces- 
sary that  he  be  the  head  of  a  family,  in  the  absence  ef  statute  prO' 
viding  otherwise.^^ 

(C.)    Farming  Implements.— (1.)    In  General Some  statutes  exempt 

specific  tools  or  implements  employed  in  farming/^  others  exempt 
generally  "farming  utensils  or  implements  of  husbandry  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor.'"'* 

(2.)  statutes  Exempting  Farming  Utensils  Generally.  —  (a.)  To  What 
Debtor's  Statute  Applies. —  It  is  not  required  that  the  debtor  should  de- 
vote himself  exclusively  to  farming,'^  but  agriculture  must  form  at 
least  a  part  of  his  means  of  livelihood  in  order  to  exempt  the  im'- 
plcment,'"  although  some  statutes  are  broad  enough  te  include  any 
debtor  whether  he  is  a  farmer  or  not.''  It  is  not  required  that  the 
farmer  claiming  the  exemption  have  a  homestead,'^  or  that  he  should 
be  actively  engaged  in  farming  at  the  time  of  the  levy  if  he  habitually 
earns  his  living  as  a  farmer.'®  Under  a  statute  exempting  all  imple- 
ments of  husbandry  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  family,*"  the  fact  that 
the  debtor  and  his  wife  reside  in  different  parts  of  the  state  either 
temporarily  or  permanently  does  not  destroy  the  family  and  deprive 
it  of  its  exemptions.*^ 

(b.)  What  utensils  Are  Exempt — The  expressions  farming  utensils 
and  implements  of  husbandry  are  very  broad  and  comprehensive,®* 


71.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Soe.  v. 
Goods,  101  Iowa  160,  70  N.  W.  113, 
63  Am.  St.  Bep.  378,  35  L.  E.  A.  690; 
Perkins  v.  "Wisner,  9  Iowa  320. 

72.  Eoberts  v.  Moudy,  30  Neb.  683, 
46  N.  "W.  1013. 

73.  See  the  statutes  generally,  and 
State  V.  Haggard,  1  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
390. 

[a]  Articles  not  specifically  named 
are  not  exempt  under  a  statute  such 
as  that  stated  in  the  text.  Martin  v. 
Buswell,  108  Me.  263,  80  Atl.  828. 

74.  See  the  statutes  and:  Cal. 
Spence  v.  Smith,  121  Cal.  536,  53  Pac. 
653,  933,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  62.  Tex. 
Smith  V.  McBryde  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
173  S.  W.  234.  Wis.— Humphrey  «. 
Taylor,  45  Wis.  251,  30  Am.  Eep.  738; 
Bevitt  V.  Crandall,  19  Wis.  581. 

[a]  A  reaping  and  mowing  machine 
is  a  farming  utensil  and  exempt  from 
levy  of  execution.  Voorhees  v.  Patter- 
son,, 20  Kan.  555. 

75.  MeCue  v.  Tunstead,  65  Cal.  506, 
4  Pae.  510;  Smith  v.  McBryde  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  173  S.  W.  234. 

76.  Howell  V.  Boyd,  2  Cal.  App.  486, 
84  Pac.  315;  Tucker  v.  Napier,  1  White 
&  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §670. 

[a]  Hotel  Keeper. — A  grain  drill  is 
wot  exempt  as  a  farming  implement,  tp 
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the  widow  of  a  hotel  keeper,  even 
though  he  owns  two  farms,  where  he 
hires  the  work  on  the  farms  done. 
Eeed  v.  Cooper's  Admr.,  30  Kan.  574, 
1  Pae.  822. 

[b]  A  merchant  having  a  plow  and 
harrow  for  sale  cannot  claim  them  as 
exempt.  Files  v.  Stevens,  84  Me.  84, 
24  Atl.  584,  30  Am.  St.  Eep.  333. 

77.  Humphrey  v.  Taylor,  45  Wis. 
251,  30  Am.  Eep.  738;  Knapp  v.  Bart- 
lett,   23   Wis.   68,   99   Am.   Dec.   109. 

[a]  Although  the  debtor  is  not  a 
farmer  and  is  not  engaged  in  any  busi- 
ness requiring  the  use  of  a  mower,  he 
is  entitled  to  claim  the  mower  exempt 
as  a  farming  utensil.  Humphrey  v. 
Taylor,  45  Wis.  251,  30  Am.  Eep.  738. 

78.  Smith  v.  McBryde  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  173  S.  W.  234. 

79.  Pease  v.  Price,  101  Iowa  57,  69 
N.  W.  1120;  Hickman  v.  Cruise,  72  Iowa 
528,  34  N.  W.  316. 

80.  Vern '  Sayles '  Tex.  Civ.  St.,  1914. 
art.  3785. 

81.  Smith  V.  McBryde  (Tex,  C5v. 
App.),  173  S.  W.  234. 

82.  See   cases  following. 

[a]  Befinition. — "Farming  utensils 
or  implements  of  husbandry"  means 
such  utensils  or  implements  as  are 
needed  and  used  by  the  farmer  in  con- 
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and  will  include  improved  and  complicated  implements.^^  In  the  ab- 
sence of  statute,  it  is  not  required  that  the  implement  be  necessary,^* 
but  generally  it  must  be  shown  that  the  implement  is  suitable  to  the 
occupation  of  the  debtor. ^°  Where  a  farmer  is  engaged  in  several 
kinds  of  husbandry  the  implements  suitable  and  necessary  to  each  of 
them  are  exempt.**'  The  statute  exempts  those  implements  of  husbandry 
used  by  the  tenants  and  employes  of  a  farmer  as  well  as  those  used 
by  himself  directly.*' 

Utensils  Used  for  Hire. —  The  fact  that  a  debtor  uses  a  necessary 
utensil  for  hire  after  doing  his  own  work  with  it,  does  not  work  a 
forfeiture  of  the  exemption,**  but  utensils  used  principally  in  the 
work  of  others  and  only  to  a  limited  extent  on  the  debtor's  own  farm 
are  not  exempt.*" 

(c.)  Amount  Exempied.  —  Some  statutes  limit  the  value  of  the  farm- 
ing utensils  exempted,""  but  others  do  not  do  so.'^  Where  the  statute 
fixes  no  limit  to  the  amount  of  land  which  a  judgment  debtor  may 
cultivate  by  farming,  the  farming  utensils  which  he  has  necessary  for 


ducting  his  own  farming  operations. 
In  re  Baldwin,  71  Cal.  74,  12  Pac.  44. 
[b]  A  log^ng  capstan  and  cable 
xised  in  clearing  the  land  are  farming 
utensils.  State  v.  Creech,  18  Wash. 
186,  51  Pac.  363. 

83.  In  re  Klemp's  Est.,  119  Cal.  41, 
50  Pac.  1062,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  69,  39 
L.  E.  A.  340. 

[a]  A  mower  is  a  farming  utensil. 
Humphrey  v.  Taylor,  45  Wis.  251,  30 
Am.  Eep.  738. 

[b]  A  threshing  machine,  a  clover 
huller  and  a  wagon  used  for  carrying 
the  machines  from  place  to  place  are 
exempt  as  farming  utensils  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Ohio  statute.  Muse  v. 
Darrah,  2  Ohio  Dec.   (Eeprint)   604. 

[c]  Horserakes,  gang  plows,  head- 
ers, threshing  machines,  and  combined 
harvesters  are  exempt.  In  re  Klemp's 
Est.,  119  Cal.  41,  50  Pac.  1062,  63  Am. 
St.  Eep.  69,  39  L.  E.  A.  340. 

84.  In  re  Klemp's  Est.,  119  Cal.  41, 
50  Pac.  1062,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  69,  39 
L.  E.  A.  340. 

85.  Kan. — Voorhees  v.  Patterson,  20 
Kan.  555.  Ohio. — Muse  v.  Darrah,  2 
Ohio  Dec.  604.  Okla. — Nelson  v.  Fight- 
master,  4  Okla.  38,  44  Pac.  213.  Tex. 
Henry  v.  McLean,  1  White  &  W.  Civ. 
Cas.,  §1079. 

86.  Estate  of  Slade,  122  Cal.  434,  55 
Pac.  158. 

87.  Smith  v.  McBryde  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  173  S.  W.  234. 

88.  Spence  v.  Smith,  121  Cal.  536, 
53  Pac.  653,  933,  66  Am.  St.  Eep,  62; 


In  re  Klemp's  Est.,  119  Cal.  41,  50  Pae. 
1062,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  69,  39  L.  E.  A. 
340,  a  combined  harvester. 

89.  In  re  McManus,  87  Cal.  292,  25 
Pac.  413,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  250,  10  L.  E. 
A.  567;  In  re  Estate  of  Baldwin,  71  Cal. 
74,  12  Pac.  44;  Nelson  v.  Pightmaster, 
4  Okla.  38,  44  Pac.  213. 

[a]  A  threshing  outfit  consisting  of 
a  threshing  engine,  water  tanks,  thresh- 
er, derrick,  forks,  seed  cleaner,  feeding 
machine,  feeding  rack  .and  cook  house 
owned  by  a  farmer  and  used  to  a  lim- 
ited extent  on  his  own  land  but  prin- 
cipally used  in  work  for  others  is  not 
such  a  necessary  farming  implement  as 
to  be  entitled  to  exemption.  In  re 
Estate  of  Baldwin,  71  Cal.  74,  12  Pae. 
44.  To  the  same  effect,  Meyer  v.  Meyer, 
23  Iowa  359,  92  Am.  Dec.  432. 

[b]  A  well  boring  apparatus  and 
derrick  used  for  hire  and  only  occasion- 
ally used  on  the  debtor's  farm  is  not 
exempt  as  "an  implement  of  hus- 
bandry." Nelson  v.  Fightmaster,  4 
Okla.  38,  44  Pae.  213. 

90.  Humphrey  v.  Taylor,  45  Wis. 
251,  30  Am.  Eep.  738. 

[a]  A  statute  which  enumerates 
various  specific  articles  and  then  ex- 
empts other  farming  utensils  to  a  cer- 
tain amount  means  that  the  limitation 
of  value  applies  only  to  the  other  farm- 
ing utensils.  Donmyer  v.  Donmyer,  43 
Kan.  444,  23  Pac.  627;  Humphrey  v. 
Taylor,  45  Wis.  251,  30  Am.  Eep.  738. 

91.  Spenee  v.  Smith,  121  Cal.  536, 
53  Pac.  653,  933,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  62; 
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the  cultivation  of  his  land  are  exempt  irrespective  of  whether  he  would 
need  them  for  cultivating  a  smaller  tr^ct.®^ 

(3.)  Farming  Utensils  as  Tools. —  "Tools  of  occupation"  as  used  in 
exemption  statutes  include  many  implements  of  husbandry;®^  and  a 
statute  exempting  working  tools  of  a  householder  applies  to  tools  of 
farmers.^*  A  statute  exempting  tools  necessary  for  upholding  life 
will  include  simple  tools  to  be  used  by  hand  but  not  implements  drawn 
by  animals. '°  But  the  pursuit  of  agriculture  is  not  embraced  within 
the  term  "  trade. ''"'^  And  it  has  been  held  a;  farmer  is  not  embraced 
in  a  statute  exempting  tools  and  implements  ■  of  a  mechanic,  miner  or 
other  person." 

(X.)  Means  of  Reproduction. —  Some  statutesi  exempt  to  a  farmer 
property  for  reproduction.^^     Such  a  statute  applies  to    seeds    for 


Estate  of  Klemp,  119  Cal.  41,  50  Pae. 
1062,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  69,  39  L.  E.  A. 
340. 

92.  Spenee  v.  Smith,  121  Cal.  536, 
53  Pac.  653,  933,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.   62. 

93.  Me.^Martin  v.  Buswell,  108 
Me.  263,  80  Atl.  828.  Mass. — See  Pierce 
V.  Gray,  7  Gray  67;  Dailey  v.  May,  5 
Mass.  313.  N.  H.— Wilkinson  v.  Alley, 
45  N.  H.  551.  Can. — Davidson  v.  Eey- 
nolds,  16  U.  C.  C.  P.  140. 

[a]  Contra. — Pierce  v.  Gray,  7  Gray 
(Mass.)  67,  quotes  Dailey  v.  May,  5 
Mass.  313,  to  the  effect  that  "Tools 
of  a  man's  trade  or  occupation  doeS 
not  include  the  implements  of  hus- 
bandry, used  by  the  husbandnjan  in 
tilling  his  farm;  for  in  no  correct  sense 
can  oxen  or  horses  be  considered  as 
husbandry  tools;  and  it  would  be  pre- 
posterous to  admit  that  the  legislature 
would  extend  this  protection  to  the 
cart  and  plough  and  their  gear,  and 
leave  the  cattle,  without  which  they 
would  be  of  no  use,  to  be  seized  upon 
execution,"  and  adds  that  the  reason- 
ing is  certainly  sound;  but  it  does  not 
apply  to  tools  used  by  the  hand  and 
foot  of  the  laborer,  of  simple  construc- 
tion and  of  moderate  expense. 

[b]  Implements  Beyond  Those  Nec- 
essary for  Living. — This  statute  will 
cover  a  hoe,  a  rake,  a  scythe  and  other 
articles  of  husbandry,  essential  to  the 
operation  of  a  farm  to  the  extent  of 
enabling  the  husbandman  to  earn  a  liv- 
ing for  himself  and  family,  but  it  does 
not  include  implements  or  machinery 
by  which  he  may  cultivate  the  soil 
beyond  the  necessities  of  himself  and 
family  to  the  extent  of  a  profit.  Mar- 
tin V.  Buswell,  108  Me.  263,  80  Atl. 
828. 
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[c]  A  potato  planter,  sprayer  or 
digger  mounted  on  wheels  and  drawn  by 
animals  is  not  exempt  as  a  "tool 
necessary  for  the  debtor's  trade  or  oc- 
cupation." Martin  v.  Buswell,  108 
Me.  263,  80  Atl.  828. 

94.  In  re  French,  231  Fed.  255,  con- 
struing the  New  York  code. 

[a]  The  term  householder  applies 
to  an  unmarried  man,  living  on  a  farm, 
having  a  hired  woman  to  keep  house 
for  him,  and  owning  most  of  the  house- 
hold goods.  In  re  French,  231  Fed. 
255. 

[b]  A  large  threshing  machine  re- 
quiring a  number  of  horses  for  power 
and  a  number  of  men  to  operate  it  is 
not  exempt  as  a  working  tool.  Ford 
V.  Johnson,  34  Barb.   (N.  Y.)   364. 

95.  Garrett  v.  Patchin,  29  Vt.  248, 
70  Am.  Dec.  414. 

[a]  A  grindstone  is  exempt.  White 
V.  Capron,  52  Vt.  634. 

[b]  One  who  carries  on  farming  to 
any  extent  may  claim  as  exempt  sim- 
ple farming  tools.  On©  whose  principal 
occupation  is  shoemaking  but  who  lives 
rather  isolated  and  does  his  own  mend- 
ing of  sleds,  or  yokes,  etc.,  may  hold 
as  exempt  simple  farming  tools.  Gar- 
rett V.  Patchin,  29  Vt.  248,  70  Am. 
Dec.  414. 

96.  Betz  V.  Maier,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
219,  83  S.  W.  710.  See  Kirksey  v. 
Eowe,  114  Ga.  893,  40  S.  E.  990,  88 
Am.  St.  Eep.  65. 

tl.  Bevitt  V.  Crandall,  19  Wis.  581. 
But  see  Watson  v.  Lederer,  11  Colo. 
577,  19  Pac.  602,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  263, 
1  L.  E.  A.  854. 

98,    @ee  th^  statutes  generally. 
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erops,"^  as  well  as  animals  which  are  used  for  breeding  purposes.^ 
(XI.)  Work  Animals.  —  (A.)'  Horses.  —  (1.)  In  General.  —  In  nearly  all 
states  the  statiites  exempt  one  or  more  horses  to  the  class  of  per- 
sons who  earn  their  livelihood  by  the  use  of  horses.^  But  a  horse  or 
horses  cannot  be  held  exempt  under  a  statute  exempting  tools  or  im- 
plements of  a  trade  or  profession.^  The  word  "horse"  as  used  in 
exemption  statutes  includes  a  mare,*  stallion,^  colt,^  mule/  or  ass.^ 
(2.)   Colt.  —  A  colt  is  included  in  the  exemption  of  a  horse,^  and 


99.  Hutchinson  v.  Whitmore,  90 
Mich.  255,  51  N.  W.  451,  30  Am.  St. 
Eep.  431. 

[a]  Seed  wheat  being  necessary  to 
the  business  of  a  wheat  farmer  is  mate- 
rial -which,  within  the  statutory  limit 
of  value,  is  exempt.  Stilson  v.  Gibbs, 
46  Mich.  215,  9  N.  W.  254. 

[b]  Owner  Beating  on  Shares. — Seed 
wheat  may  be  claimed  as  exempt  by 
one  owning  a  farm  even  though  he 
does  not  operate  it  himself  but  rents 
it  on  shares;  and  how  much  is  "neces- 
sary" under  the  statute  is  a  question 
for  the  jury.  Matteson  v.  Muiiroe,  80 
Minn.  340,  83  N.  W.  153. 

1.  Byous  V.  Mount,  89  Tenn.  361,  17 
S.  W.  1037,  barrows  and  spayed  sows 
not  exempt  under  statute  exempting 
"stock  hogs." 

2.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala. — Cook  v.  Baine,  37 
Ala.  350.  Ga. — Kirksey  v.  Bowe,  114 
Ga.  893,  40  S.  E.  990,  88  Am.  St.  Eep. 
65;  Moultrie  v.  Elrod,  23  Ga.  393. 
Ohio. — Burgess  v.  Everett,  9  Ohio  St. 
425.  Pa. — Mardis  v.  Clarke,  19  Pa. 
386.  Tex. — Dearborn,  v.  Phillips,  21 
Tex.  449.  Wash. — Mikkleson  v.  Parker, 
3  Wash.  Ter.  527,  19  Pac.  31.  Eng. 
Hutehins  v.  Chambers,  1  Burr.  579,  97 
Eng.  Eeprint  458. 

[a]  Under  the  common  law  the  land- 
lord could  distrain  "beasts  of  the 
plow"  when  no  other  sufacient  distress 
was  on  the  premises  except  growing 
crops.  Piggott  V.  Birtles,  1  Mees.  & 
W.   (Eng.)   441. 

[b]  Animals  of  Mechanic  or  Other 
Person. — Where  a  statute  exempts  the 
tools  and  working  animals  of  a  me- 
chanic, miner  or  other  person  used  in 
carrying  on  his  business,  an  assayer  is 
within  the  statute  and  may  claim  as 
exempt  a  horse,  harness  and  wagon. 
Watson  V.  Lederer,  11  Colo.  577,  19  Pae. 
602,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  263,  1  L.  E.  A. 
854. 

[c]  Work  Cattle. — Horses  cannot  be 


claimed  as  exempt  under  a  statute  ex- 
empting "work  cattle."  Kennedy  v. 
Hills,  233  Fed.  666,  147  C.  C.  A.  474. 

3.  Ark. — Wallace  v.  Collins,  5  Ark. 
41,  39  Am.  Dec.  359.  Conn. — Enseoe 
V.  Dunn,  44  Conn.  93,  26  Am.  Eep.  430. 
La. — Hanna  v.  Bry,  5  La.  Ann.  651,  52 
Am.  Dec.  606.  Ohio. — Koontz  v.  Bate- 
man,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  299.  Tex. 
Tucker  v.  Napier,  1  White  &  W.  Civ. 
Cas.,  §670.  Can. — Davidson  v.  Eey- 
nolds,  16  U.  C.  C.  P.  140. 

[a]  A  horse  used  by  a  tanner  is  not 
an  implement  of  trade,  exempt  from 
execution.  Wallace  v.  Collins,  5  Ark. 
41,  39  Am.  Dec.  359. 

[b]  But  under  a  statute  exempting 
things  to  enable  a  debtor  to  carry  on 
his  business,  a  horse  and  wagon  may 
be  claimed.  Kenyon  v.  Baker,  16  Mich. 
373,  97  Am.  Dec.  158;  WykofE  v.  Wyllis, 
8  Mich.  48. 

[c]  And  a  statute  exempting  "chat- 
tels" used  in  a  debtor's  occupation 
will  include  animals.  Davidson  v.  Eey- 
nolds,  16  U.  C.  0.  P.  140. 

4.  White  V.  Wilson,  106  Mo.  App. 
406,  80  S.  W.  692;  Munson  v.  Gashorn, 
1  Ohio  Dec.   (Eeprint)  404. 

5.  As  to  exemption  of  stallions,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,   (XI),   (A),   (3). 

6.  Exemption  of  a  colt,  see  infra, 
11,  B,  5,  a,  (XI),  (A),  (2). 

7.  La.' — Tolbert  v.  Freeman,  130  La. 
47,  57  So.  580;  McElveen  v.  Goings, 
116  La.  977,  41  So.  229,  114  Am.  St. 
Eep.  574.  Neb. — State  v.  Cunningham, 
6  Neb.  90.  Tex. — Allison  v.  Brookshire, 
38  Tex.  199;  Hawks  v.  Longbotham 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  188  S.  W.  734;  Betz 
V.  Maier,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  219,  33 
S.  W.  710. 

8.  Eichardson  v.  Duncan,  2  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  220;  Bobinson  v.  Eobertson,  2 
Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §253. 

9.  Kennedy  v.  Bradbury,  55  Me. 
107,  92  Am.  Deo.  572;  Bowzey  v.  New- 
begin,  48  Me.  410;  Hall  v.  Miller,  21 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  336,  51  S.  W.  36. 

Vol.  XVI 


70  JUDGMENTS  AND  DEGREES,  ENFOBGEMENT  OF 

also,  it  hf.s  been  held,  in  an  exemption  of  a  work  horse  or  beast.^" 
But  under  a  statute  exempting  a  horse  by  the  use  of  which  a  debtor 
habitually  earns  his  living,  he  cannot  claim  a  colt  which  he  does  not 
so  use.^' 

(3.)  stallion. —  Where  the  exemption  of  a  horse  is  not  limited  by 
the  use  to  which  he  is  put,  a  stallion  is  included.^^  But  where  the 
exemption  is  qualified  by  the  purpose  for  which  the  horse  is  used, 
whether  a  slalUon  falls  within  the  exemption  depends  upon  how  he 
is  used.'-^ 

(4.)  Eorse  ly  Which  Debtor  EabUually  Bams  Sis  Living.  —  Many  statutes 
exorcpt  a  certain  number  of  horses  by  the  use  of  which  certain  named 
debtors  and  other  laborers  habitually  earn  their  livings.^*    It  is  im- 


[a]  A  colt  ten  months  old  is  a  horse 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  and 
upon  the  levy  of  two  m^res  which  were 
mortgaged  the  debtor  could  claim  his 
exemption  in  the  colt.  Hall  v.  Miller, 
21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  336,  51  S._  W.  36. 

[b]  But  in  a  case  where  the  debtor 
had  two  other  horses  which  he  used 
and  it  was  not  shown  that  the  colt  in 
question  was  intended  to  be  used  in  a 
team,  it  was  held  that  the  colt  was 
not  exempt.  Hogau  v.  Neumeister,  117 
Mich.  498,  76  N.  W.  65. 

10.  Winfrey  v.  Zimmerman,  8  Bush 
(Ky.)  587;  McClanahan  v.  McGill,  1 
Kj.  Op.  178.  Contra,  Durke  v.  Crane, 
112  La.  156,  36  So.  306. 

[a]  A  mare  and  a  colt  are  exempt 
from  execution  under  a  statute  exempt- 
ing two  work  horses.  By  the  term 
"work  beast"  or  "work  horse"  the 
legislature  meant  an  animal  of  the 
horse  kind  which  could  be  rendered  fit 
for  work  or  service  as  well  as  one  of 
mature  age  and  in  actual  use.  Wilfrey 
V.  Zimmerman,   8  Bush   (Ky.)   587. 

[b]  A  nineteen  months  old  colt  is 
exempt  under  a  statute  exempting 
"two  work  beasts."  McClanahan  v. 
McGill,  1  Ky.  Op.  178. 

[c]  Wild  Colt  Not  Exempt.— But 
under  a  statute  exempting  work  horses, 
a  two  year  old  colt,  unbroken,  and 
running  wild  on  the  prairie  was  held 
not  exempt.  Durke  v.  Crane,  112  La. 
156,  36  So.  306. 

[d]  Where  (1)  the  statute  exempts 
"two  horses  kept  and  used  for  team 
work"  a  colt  too  young  for  team  work 
is  not  exempt.  Sullivan  v.  Davis,  50 
Vt.  648.  (2)  Nor  is  a  colt  which  is 
not  shown  to  have  been  kept  and  used 
for  team  work  or  which  the  plaintiff 
is  not  shown  to  intend  to  use  it  for 
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such  work.  Connell  v.  Ksk,  54  Vt, 
381.  (3)  But  a  colt  kept  and  used  for 
team  work  is  exempt.  Eowell  v.  Pow- 
ell, 53  Vt.  302.  (4)  A  colt  obtained 
by  exchanging  therefor  a  horse  that 
was  exempt  is  not  exempt.  Connell  v. 
I'isk,  54  Vt.  381. 

11.  Murphy  v.  Harris,  77  CaJ.  194, 
19  Pac.  377. 

12.  Young  V.  Bell,  l,Ean.  App.  265, 
40  Pac.  675. 

13.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Where  (1)  horses  suitable  for 
farming  purposes  are  exempt  a  stallion 
used  for  -v^ork  as  well  as  breeding  pur- 
poses is  exempt.  Ala. — AUman  v. 
Gann,  29  Ala.  240.  Cal.— McCue  v. 
Tunstead,  65  Cal.  506,  4  Pac.  510. 
Tenn. — Tipton  v.  Pickens,  1  Swan  25. 
But  (2)  one  used  for  breeding  purposes 
only  is  not.  Robert  v.  Adams,  38 
Cal.  383,  99  Am.  Dee.  413;  Kreig  v. 
Fellows,  21  Nev.  307,  30  Pac.  994. 

[b]  Used  To  Earn  Living.— See  fol- 
lowing, section. 

14.  U.  S. — In  re  Hindman,  104  Fed. 
331,  43  C.  C.  A.  558.  Cal.- Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §690,  subd.  6;  Forsyth  v.  Bower, 
54  Cal.  639  (hackman).  la. — Code, 
1897,  §4008;  Corp  v.  Griswold,  27  Iowa 
379. 

[a]  "Necessary." — Under  Lord's 
Oregon  Laws,  §227,  as  amended  by 
Laws  of  1915,  p.  27,  making  exempt  a 
team,  vehicle,  harness,  etc.,  necessary 
to  enable  any  person  to  carry  on  the 
trade,  occupation  or  profession  by 
which  he  habitually  earns  his  living, 
the  term  "necessary"  signifies  "rea- 
sonably necessary,"  or  "convenient," 
or  "suitable,'  and  does  not  mean  "in- 
dispensable" or  "absolutely  neces- 
sary." Childers  v.  Brown  (Ore.),  158 
Pac.  166. 
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peratively  required  that  the  debtor  habitually  earn  his  living  by  the 
ase  of  the  horse,^^  but  it  is  not  required  that  the  horses  be  the  debtor 's 
only  means  of  earning  a  living.^^  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  horse 
should  be  in  actual  use  at  the  time  of  seizure.^''  And  where  a  debtor 
intends  to  earn  a  living  by  using  horses,  the  fact  that  he  has  not 
had  an  opportunity  of  using  them  does  not  deprive  him  of  his  right 
to  exemption.^*  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  horses  exempted  be  used 
or  driven  together.^® 

(5.)    Team,  Span  or  Fair.^o  ,^ Under  a  statute  exempting  a  "team," 
a  debtor  may  claim  his  exemption  in  one  horse,^^  even  though  the  horse 


[b]  That  the  debtor  has  been  en- 
gaged but  a  day  or  two  and  had  not 
completed  arrangements  for  the  future, 
does  not  deprive  him  of  the  rights  of 
a  laborer  under  the  statute.  Baker  v. 
Hayzlett,  53  Iowa  18,  3  N.  W.  796. 

[c]  A  stallion  owned  by  a  debtor 
whose  only  occupation  is  breeding 
mares  is  exempt  under  a  statute  ex- 
empting a  horse  by  the  use  of  which 
a  laborer  habitually  earns  his '  living. 
Krebs  v.  Nicholson,  118  Iowa  134,  91 
N.  W.  923,  96  Am.  St.  Eep.  370.  See 
Smith  v.  Dayton,  94  Iowa  102,  62  N. 
W.  650,  holding  the  stallion  involved 
was  not  the  team  by  which  the  debtor 
as  farmer  habitually  earned  his  living. 

15.  In  re  Parker,  5  Sawy.  58,  18 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,724;  Murphy  v.  Har- 
ris, 77  Cal.  194,  19  Pac.  377;  Dove  v. 
Nunan,  62  Cal.  399;  Brusie  v.  Griffith, 
34  Cal.  302;  Calhoun  i>.  Knight,  10  Cal. 
393.  See  also  Stanton  v.  French,  91 
Cal.  274,  27  Pac.  657,  25  Am.  St.  Eep. 
174. 

[a]  A  team  used  by  a  warehouseman 
in  hauling  wheat  to  and  from  his  ware- 
house is  not  exempt  as  the  business 
of  such  a  person  consists  in  receiving 
and  storing  wheat  and  not  in  teaming. 
In  re  Parker,  5  Sawy.  58,  18  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  10,724. 

[b]  Use  a  Question  for  the  Jury. 
The  question  whether  the  debtor  "hab- 
itually" earns  his  living  by  peddling 
is  a  question  for  the  jury.  Stanton  v. 
French,  91  Cal.  274,  27  Pae.  657,  25 
Am.  St.  Eep.  174. 

16.  U.  S.— Ire  re  Hindman,  104  Fed. 
331,  43  C.  C.  A.  558.  Cal.— Stanton  v. 
French,  91  Cal.  274,  27  Pae.  657,  25 
Am.  St.  Eep.  174.  la. — Consolidated 
Tank  Line  Co.  v.  Hunt,  83  Iowa  6,  48 
N.  W.  1057,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  285,  12 
L.  E.  A.  476. 

[a]  A  retailer  of  oils  who  uses  a 
team  of  horses  and  a  tank  wagon  in 


making  his  sales  may  claim  them  as 
exempt,  though  the  team  is  sometimes 
driven  by  his  minor  son,  and  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  some  part  of 
his  sales  are  made  from  his  storehouse. 
Consolidated  Tank  Line  Co.  v.  Hunt, 
83  Iowa  6,  48  N.  "W.  1057,  32  Am. 
St.  Eep.  285,  12  L.  E.  A.  476. 

[b]  Where  Used  for  Odd  Jobs  Also. 
Where  a  man  used  his  team  in  ped- 
dling the  bread  from  his  bakery  and 
at  divers  times  did  odd  jobs  or  let  his 
team  out  for  hire,  the  court  held  that 
the  team  was  exempt  as  "belonging 
to  a  peddler."  Stanton  v.  French,  91 
Cal.  274,  27  Pac.  657,  25  Am.  St.  Eep. 
174. 

17.  Forsyth  v.  Bower,   54   Cal.   639 
[a]     Horses  of  a  hackman  turned  out 

to  pasture  while  the  hack  is  in  a  paint 
shop  are  exempt.  Forsyth  v.  Bower,  54 
Cal.  639. 

18.  Bevan  v.  Hayden,  13  Iowa  122. 

19.  Corp  V.   Griswold,   27  Iowa  379. 

20.  Harness  as  included  in  "team," 
see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (XII). 

Wagons  as  included  in  "team,"  see 
infra,  II,  B,  5,  a,   (XIII),   (B). 

21.  Knapp  v.  O'Neill,  46  Hun  317, 
12  N.  Y.  St.  349;  Brown  v.  Davis,  9 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  43;  Cogsdill  v.  Brown,  5 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  341;  Smith  v.  Slade,  57 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  637;  Dains  v.  Prosser, 
32  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  290;  Hoyt  v.  Van 
Alstyne,  15  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  568;  East- 
man V.  Caswell,  8  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
75;  Wheeler  v.  Cropsey,  5  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  288;  Harthouse  v.  Eikers,  1 
Duer  (N.  Y.)  606;  Quackenbush  v. 
Danks,  1  Denio  (N.  Y.)  128;  Wood- 
ward V.  Murray,  18  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
400. 

[a]  A  team  may  consist  of  one  or 
any  number  of  animals  if  their  aggre- 
gate value  does  not  exceed  the  statu- 
tory limitation.  Wilcox  v.  Hawley,  31 
N.  Y.  648. 
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is  not  worked  in  harness  or  to  a  vehiele.^^  It  would  seem,  however, 
that  the  term  "span  of  horses"  contemplates  animals  which  may  be 
worked  together,^^  but  where  the  wording  of  ihe  statute  is  a  "pair 
of  horses"  the  debtor  may  hold  any  two  horses  which  he  may  select.^* 

(6.)  As  Dependent  on  Debtor's  Occupation.  —  Some  statutes  exempt  a 
horse  to  a  debtor  regardless  of  his  occupation  f^  others  only  to  debtors 
pursuing  particular  occupations,^^  as  for  example,  teamsters,  peddlers 
and  other  laborers  habitually  earning  their  livings*'  by  the  use  of 


[b]  Debtor  cwuing  one  horse  and 
hiring  another  to  work  with  it  may 
claim  his  horse  as  exempt  as  being 
his  interest  in  a  team.  Lockwood  v, 
Younglove,  27  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  505. 

22.  Noland  v.  Wickham,  9  Ala.  169, 
44  Am.  Dec.  435. 

[a]  The  horse  might  be  trained  to 
carry  burdens  or  to  supply  mcrtive  pow- 
er for  machinery  without  the  use  of 
carriage,  harness  or  other  parapher- 
nalia, i'innin  v.  Malloy,  1  Jones  &  S. 
(N.  Y.)    382. 

23.  Ames  v.  Martin,  6  Wis.  361,  70 
Am.  Dec.  468,  mare,  and  her  four 
months  old  colt. 

[a]  A  span  of  horses  ovmed  by  two 
persons  in  partnership  as  partnership 
property  are  exempt  from  execution 
against  both  partners  in  like  manner 
as  though  owned  by  one  of  them  sep- 
arately. Gilman  v.  Williams,  7  Wis. 
329,  76  Am.  Dec.  219. 

24.  Conway  v.  Roberts,  88  Neb.  456, 
56  N.  W.  980. 

25.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Wilhite  V.  Williams,  41  Kan.  288,  21 
Pae.  256,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  281;  Young 
V.  Bell,  1  Kan.  App.  265,  40  Pao.  675. 

26.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  A  person  is  "actually  engaged  in 
agriculture"  when  he  derives  the  sup- 
port of  himself  and  family  in  whole 
or  in  part,  from  the  tillage  and  culti- 
vation of  fields.  He  must  cultivate 
something  more  than  a  garden,  though 
it  may  be  much  less  than  a  farm.  If 
this  condition  be  fulfilled,  the  uniting 
of  any  other  business  not  inconsistent 
with  the  pursuit  of  agriculture,  does 
not  take  away  the  protection  of  the 
statute.  The  statutory  protection  cov- 
ers the  agriculturist's  property  in  the 
winter  when  he  is  obliged  to  suspend 
his  labors  in  the  field,  as  effectually 
as  in  the  summer  while  actually  en- 
gaged in  rearing  and  harvesting  eropsi 
As  a  tenant  his  rights  remain  while 
his   lease   lasts    and  a   declaration   of 
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intention  to  move  elsewhere  does  not      v 
take  away  from  him  the  character  of      , 
agriculturist.     Springer    v.    Lewis,    22 
Pa.  191. 
'    27.    See  the  statutes. 

[a]  A  teamster  within  the  statute 
is  one  who  is  engaged  with  his  own  team 
or  teams  in  the  business  of  teaming — ^that 
is  to  say,  in  the  business  of  hauling 
freight  for  other  parties  for  a  con- 
sideration, by  which  he  habitually  sup- 
ports himself  and  family.  While  he 
need  not,  perhaps,  drive  his  team  in 
person, ,  yet  he  must  be  personally  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  teaming 
habitually,  and  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing a  living  by  that  business.  A  car- 
penter or  othel-  mechanic  who  carries 
on  the  business  of  teaming  by  employ- 
ing others  is  not  within  the  statute. 
Brusie  v.  Grifath,  34  Cal.  302;  Edge- 
comb  V.  His  Creditors,  19  Nev.  149,  7 
Pac.  533. 

[b]  When  a  clerk  in  a  store  owned 
a  horse  which  was  used  by  his  minor 
son  in  doing  hauling  for  hire  for  the 
benefit  of  the  debtor's  family,  it  was 
held  that  the  horse  was  not  exempt  as 
it  was  not  the  means  habitually  used 
by  the  defendant  in  earning  his  living. 
Brusie  v.  Griffith,  34  Cal.  302. 

[e]  By  "other  laborer"  is  meant 
one  who  labors  by  and  with  the  aid  of 
his  team,  and  not  by  the  aid  of  a 
pick  and  shovel.  In  re  Hindman,  104 
Fed.  331,  43  C.  C.  A.  558;  Brusie  v. 
Griffith,  34  Cal.  30S. 

[d]  One  engaged  in  the  livery  busi- 
ness is  a  laborer  within  the  statute. 
Lames  v.  Armstrong,  162  Iowa  327,  144 
N.  W.  1;  Root  V.  Gay,  64  Iowa  399,  20 
N.  W.  489.  Contra,  Edgecomb  v.  His 
Creditors,  19  Nev.  149,  7  Pac.  533. 

[e]  All  insurance  agent  using  a 
team  in  pursuit  of  his  business  is  a 
laborer.  Lames  v.  Armstrong,  162  Iowa 
327,  144  N.  W.  1,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N,  S.) 
691. 

[f]  The  owner  of  a  stallion  whose 
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teams.     In  some  states  it  is  recluired  that  the  debtor  be  the  head  of 
a  family.^' 

(7.)  As  Dependent  on  Use.  —  Some  statutes  exempt  a  horse  regardless 
of  the  use  to  which  the  horse  may  be  put  f^  others  restrict  the  exemp- 
tion to  horses  used  for  certain  purposes.^"  The  exemption  is  some- 
times limited  to  horses  required  for  farming,  teaming,  and  other 
actual  use,^i  or  horses  kept  and  used  for  team,  work.^^  Some  statutes 
expressly  exempt  "work  horses,  "==  or  are  construed  to  be  so  limited.^* 
Under  others,  the  exemption  covers  only  a  plow  horse,^^  or  a  farm 
horse.*® 


only  oeeiipation  is  breeding  mares  is  a 
laborer.  Krebs  v.  Nicholson,  118  Iowa 
134,.  91  N.  W.  923,  96  Am.  St.  Eep. 
370. 

28.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
"Wilhite  V.  Williams,  41  Kan.  288,  21 
Pae.  256,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  288;  Young 
V.  Bell,  1  Kan.  App.  265,  40  Pae. 
675. 

29.  Wilhite  v.  Williams,  41  Kan.  288, 
21  Pae.  256;  Young  v.  Bell,  1  Kan.  App. 
265,  40  Pae.  675. 

30.  White  v.  Wilson,  106  Mo.  App. 
406,  80  S.  W.  692. 

[a]  Need  Not  Be  Indispensable. 
Where  the  statute  exempted  property, 
"to  enable  any  person  to  carry  on  the 
profession,  trade,  occupation  or  busi- 
ness in  which  he  wholly  or  principally 
engages,"  it  was  held  that  a  horse 
was  exempt  if  suitable  for  the  business 
and  actually  used  therein  even  though 
he  would  not  be  absolutely  indispen- 
sable. Kenyon  v.  Baker,  16  Mich.  373, 
97  Am.  Dec.  158. 

Horses  by  whicli  debtor  habitually 
earns  his  living,  see  supra,  II,  B,  5,  a, 
(XI),  (A),  (4). 

31.  George  v.  Fellows,  59  N.  H.  206; 
Kiee  v.  Wadsworth,  59  N.  H.  100; 
Somers  v.  Emerson,  58  N.  H.  48. 

[a]  Must  Be  Actual  Use  of  Debtor. 
Under  a  statute  exempting  a  horse 
when  required  for  "other  actual  use," 
it  is  not  enough  that  the  horse  may 
have  been  actually  required  for  use  of 
the  debtor's  family.  It  is  the  actual 
use  by  the  debtor  himself  which  brings 
it  within  the  statute.  Somers  v.  Emer- 
son, 58  N.  H.  48. 

[b]  But  the  use  of  a  horse  in  con- 
veying the  debtor's  children  to  school 
and  church  is  evidence  of  "actual 
use"  under  a  statute  exempting  a  horse 
for  farm  or  teaming  purposes  or  ' '  other 
actual  use."  George  v.  Fellows,  59  N. 
H.  206. 


[c]  A  traveling  man  gelling  goods 
by  sample  and  using  his  horse  while 
so  engaged  in  driving  from  town  to 
town,  may  claim  exemption  on  his 
horse.  Towne  v.  Marshall,  64  N.  H. 
460,  13  Atl.  648. 

32.  Webster  v.  Orne,  45  "Vt.  40. 

[a]  Exclusive  use  for  team  work  is 
not  required.  Webster  v.  Orne,  45  Vt. 
40. 

33.  Noland  v.  Wickham,  9  Ala.  169, 
44  Am.  Dec.  435. 

[a]  Saddle  Horse  May  Be  Exempt 
as  "W(i!rk  Horse." — A  horse  need  not 
be  broken  to  "gear"  to  be  exempt  as 
a  work  horse,  but  whether  broken  to 
trace  or  used  under  the  saddle  he  is' 
a  "work  horse."  Noland  v.  Wickham, 
9  Ala.  169,  44  Am.  Dec.  435. 

[b]  The  horse  of  a  merchant  is  ex- 
empt as  a  "working  animal"  unless 
it  appears  that  the  horse  is  kept  for 
pleasure  oply.  In  re  Peabody,  19  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  10,866. 

34.  Robert  v.  Adams,  38  Cal.  383,  99 
Am.  Dec.  413;  Burgess  v.  Everett,  9 
Ohio  St.  425. 

[a]  The  California  statute  exempts 
"the  farming  utensils  and  implements 
of  husbandry  of  the  judgment  debtor; 
also,  two  oxen,  or  two  horses  or  two 
mules  and  their  harness,"  etc.  This 
statute  is  held  to  apply  only  to  oxen, 
horses,  or  mules  suitable  for  and  in- 
tended for  the  ordinary  work  conducted 
on  a  farm.  Murphy  v.  Harris,  77  Cal. 
194,  19  Pae.  377;  ftobert  v.  Adams,  38 
Cal.  383,  99  Am.  Dee.  413. 

35.  Matthews  v.  Eed-^yine,  25  Miss. 
99. 

36.  Kirksey  v.  Bowe,  114  Ga.  893, 
40  S.  E.  990,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  65. 

[a]  A  horse  used  in  running  a  dray 
is  exempt  under  a  statute  exempting 
a  "farm  horse"  as  the  word  "farm" 
has   reference   to   the    quality   and   re- 
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A  work  horse  or  team,  to  be  exempt,  however,  must  be  actually  used 
in  the  business  of  the  debtor;"  horses  kept  solely  for  pleasure,^^  and 
horses  purchased  and  held  for  speculation/'  do  not  come  within  the 
statute. 

Use  at  Time  of  Levj'.  —  It  is  not  necessary  that  ,the  horse  should  be 
in  actual  use  at  the  time  of  levy;  the  exemption  will  continue  although 
the  use  is  temporarily  suspended.*" 

If  a  debtor  al)aiidons  tile  business  requiring  the  use  of  the  horse,  his 
exemption  ceases.*^ 


stricts  the  value  of  the  horse  and  was 
not  inserted  with  a  view  to  prescrib- 
ing the  kind  of  work  in  which  the 
animal  was  to  be  employed.  Kirksey 
V.  Howe,  114  Ga.  893,  40  S.  E.  990,  88 
Am.  St.  Eep.  65. 

37.  U.  S. — In  re  Parker,  5  Sawy. 
58,  18  Fed.  Gas.  No.  10,724.  lU. 
Washburn  v.  Goodheart,  88  111.  229. 
La. — Dejean  &  Bro.  ■;;.  Lee,  124  La.  239, 
50  So.  25.  Mich.— Boyle  v.  Walsh,  105 
Mich.  237,  63  N.  W.  435.  N.  H. 
Towne  v.  Marshall,  64  N.  H.  460,  13 
Atl.  648.  Vt.— Hickok  v.  Thayer,  49 
Vt.  372. 

38.  TT.  S.— 7m  re  Libby,  103  Fed. 
776.  111. — Washburn  v.  Goodheart,  88 
111.  229.  Miss. — Savings  Bank  v.  Young, 
87  Miss.  473,  40  So.  9,  112  Am.  St. 
Rep.  454,  3  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  693. 
Ohio. — Burgess  v.  Everett,  9  Ohio  St. 
425. 

[a]  A  race  horse  (1)  kept  and  used 
for  racing  is  not  exempt,  although  he 
was  frequently  used  to  carry  the  debt- 
or's children  to  school.  In  re  Libby, 
103  Fed.  776.  (2)  But  where  a  horse 
had  been  started  in  a  race  and  had 
been  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  trainer 
and  driver  of  fast  horses  for  the  os- 
tensible purpose  of  having  him  trained 
for  racing  and  where  prior  to  the  levy 
the  owner  had  gone  to  the  trainer  to 
bring  him  back  for  use  on  the  farm 
and  was  prevented  from  so  doing  by 
the  sickness  of  the  horse,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  not  a  race  horse  and  was 
exempt.  Anderson  v.  Ege,  44  Minn. 
216,  46  N.  W.  362. 

39.  Boyle  v.  Walsh,  105  Mich.  237, 
63  N.  W.  435. 

[a]  The  mere  fact  that  the  debtor 
offers  a  horse  for  sale  will  not  de- 
prive him  of  the  exemption,  but  if  he 
buys  it  and  holds  it  for  speculation 
rather  than  the  use  for  which  it  was 
exempted,  and  it  is  not  used  for  such 
purpose  it  is  not  exempt.  O'Donnell 
V.  Segar,  25  Mich.  367. 
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40.  Mich. — Tunningly  v.  Butcher,  106 
Mich.  35,  63  N.  W.  994.  Minn.— Berg 
f.  Baldwin,  31  Minn.  541,  18  N.  W. 
821.  Neb. — Conway  v.  Roberts,  38  Neb. 
456,  56  N.  W.  980.  N.  H.— Gutting  c. 
Tappan,  59  N.  H.  562.  N.  Y.— Gogsdill 
V.  Brown,  5  Hun  341.  Vt. — Eowell  v. 
Powell,  53  Vt.  302. 

[a]  Must  Show  Horse  Is  Suitable. 
Where  the  statute  exempts  a  plow  horse 
it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  horse 
claimed  is  suitable  for  such  work  and 
that  the  debtor  is  raising  a  crop,  with- 
out showing  actual  use  of  the  horse  in 
the  work.  Matthews  v.  Eedwine,  23 
Miss.  99. 

[b]  Where  the  debtor  had  purchased 
a  pair  of  horses  with  the  bona  fide  in- 
tention of  engaging  in  the  business  of 
a  teamster  the  horses  were  held  to  be 
exempt  although  he  had  not  actually 
entered  upon  such  business  because  of 
physical  disability.  Gleveland  v.  An- 
drews, 5  Idaho  65,  46  Pac.  1025,  95  Am. 
St.  Eep.  165. 

[o]  Where  statute  exempts  a  horse 
required  for  actual  use,  a  horse  is  ex- 
empt when  so  required  either  at  the 
time  of  seizure  or  within  a  reasonable 
time  thereafter.  Jaquith  v.  Scott,  63 
N.  H.  5,  56  Am.  Rep.  476. 

[d]  "Kept  and  Used  for  Team 
Work." — Under  a  statute  exempting 
"two  horses  kept  and  used  for  team 
work"  an  actual  user  at  the  time  its 
exemption  is  claimed  is  not  required. 
"Kept  and  used"  signifies  that  the 
animal  must  be  kept  for  team  work 
and  must  be  in  actual  use  or  it  must 
be  kept  with  the  honest  intention  and 
purpose  of  the  owner,  within  a  reason- 
able time  thereafter  to  use  him  for 
team  work,  as  occasion  may  require, 
to  enable  him  with  the  aid  of  the 
animal  to  procure  a  livelihood.  Steele 
V.  Lyford,  59  Vt.  230,  8  Atl.  736; 
Rowell  V.  Powell,  53  Vt.  302. 

41.  Jaquith  v.  Scott,  63  N.  H.  5,  56 
Am.  Bep.  476. 
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Question  of  Fact,  —  It  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the  horse 
is  kept  or  used  for  such  purpose.*^ 

(8.)  As  Dependent  on  Value.  —  Where  the  statute  exempts  a  horse 
generally  without  any  limitation  as  to  value,  the  defendant  may  select 
a  horse  without  regard  to  its  value.*^  But  where  the  statute  limits  the 
value  of  an  exempt  horse,  the  debtor  cannot  claim  as  exempt  a  horse 
of  greater  value  than  the  statutory  limit.**  A  horse  worth  more  than 
the  statutory  amount  is  not  exempt,  although  it  may  be  the  only  horse 
the  debtor  owns.*^  And  the  debtor  cannot  protect  any  portion  or 
interest  in  such  horse.*^  Under  a  statute  exempting  one  or  two 
horses  not  exceeding  in  value  a  certain  sum,  a  debtor  may  hold  two 
if  the  aggregate  value  does  not  exceed  the  statutory  limit.*' 

(B.)  Oxen. —  Where  the  statute  exempts  one  yoke  of  oxen  it  is  not 
necessary  that  the  oxen  should  be  broken  but  a  yoke  of  unbroken  steers 
are  exempt  as  "oxen,"*^  and  where  the  debtor  is  the  owner  of  a 
single  ox  it  will  be  exempt.*^  Where  the  debtor  has  an  interest  in 
more  than  one  yoke  of  oxen,  he  has  the  right  to  select  which  yoke  he 


42.  AUman  v.  Gann,  29  Ala.  240; 
Towne  v.  Marshall,-  64  N.  H.  460,  13 
Atl.  648;  Jaquith  v.  Scott,  63  N.  H. 
5,  56  Am.  Rep.  476;  Cutting  v.  Tap- 
pan,  59  N.  H.  562;  Somers  v.  Emerson, 
58  N.  H.  48. 

[a]  Whether  a  horse  is  required 
for  the  owner's  actual  use  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  is  a  question  of 
fact.  Cutting  v.  Tappan,  59  N.  H. 
562. 

[b]  Whether  a  suspension  of  busi- 
ness is  permanent  or  temporary,  and 
whether  one  is  about  to  enter  upon  any 
particular  business  must  necessarily,  in 
many  eases,  be  in  a  large  degree  a 
question  of  intention.  Jaquith  v.  Scott, 
63  N.  H.  5,  56  Am.  Eep.  476. 

43.  Munson  v.  Gashorn,  1  Ohio  Dee. 
(Eeprlnt)   404. 

44.  Good  V.  Fogg,  61  111.  449,  14  Am. 
Eep.  71;  State  v.  Jungling,  116  Mo. 
162,  22  S.  W.  688. 

[a]  Claiming  Horse  Under  Two  Stat- 
utes.— ^Where  one  statute  exempts  a 
horse  not  exceeding  $100  in  value  and 
another  exempts  personal  property  and 
then  declares  that  $60  of  other  prop- 
erty shall  be  exempt,  a  debtor  who 
has  a  horse  worth  more  than  $100  but 
less  than  $160  and  has  no  other  prop- 
erty may  hold  the  horse  under  both 
statutes.  Good  v.  Fogg,  61  111.  449,  14 
Am.  Eep.  71. 

45.  Everett  v.  Herrin,  46  Me.  357, 
74  Am.  Dec.  455;  Hughes  v.  Farrar,  45 


Me.  72;   McMartin  v.  Hurlburt,  2  Ont. 
App.  (Can.)  146. 

46.  Everett  v.  Herrin,  46  Me.  357, 
74  Am.  Dec.  455. 

[a]  Offer  To  Pay  Excess. — Property 
which  is  indivisible  and  of  gtreater 
value  than  the  statutory  exemption 
cannot  be  claimed  by  a  judgment  debt- 
or as  being  exempt  even  though  tho 
judgment  debtor  offers  to  pay  the  ofl- 
cer  the  excess  of  value  in  money. 
Waldo  V.  Gray,  14  111.  184. 

47.  Everett  v.  Herrin,  46  Me.  357, 
74  Am.  Dec.  455. 

48.  Minn. — ^Berg  v,  Baldwin,  31 
Minn.  541,  18  N.  W>  821.  N.  Y.— Hart- 
house  tj.  Eikers,  1  Duer  606.  Okla. 
Nelson  v.  Fightmaster,  4  Okla.  38,  44 
Pac.  213.  Vt. — Mundell  v.  Hammond, 
40  Vt.  641. 

[a]  Two  calves  less  than  a  year  old 
are  exempt  under  a  statute  exempting 
one  yoke  of  oxen  or  steers.  Mundell 
V.  Hammond,  40  Vt.  641. 

[b]  A  two  years  old  bull  and  a  steer 
of  the  same  age  are  exempt  which  are 
being  kept  and  intended  by  the  debtor 
to  be  used  as  work  oxen.  Nelson  v. 
Fightmaster,  4  Okla.  38,  44  Pac.  213. 

49.  Kan.— Mallory  v.  Berry,  16  Kan. 
293.  Me. — Bowzey  v.  Newbegin,  48 
Me.  410.  Tenn. — Wolfenbarger  v.  Stan- 
difer,  3  Sneed  659. 

[a]  A  bull  used  for  work  is  ex- 
empt under  the  statute  exempting  "one 
pair   of   working   cattle"    where    the 
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will  hold  exempt.^"  But  a  debtor  owning  a  yoke  of  oxen  and  a  yok« 
of  steers  cannot  claim  both  under  a  statute  exempting  a  yoke  of  oxen 
or  steers.^^ 

(XII.)  Harness.  —Many  statutes  specifically  exempt  "the  harness 
and  tackle  for  teams.  "^^  In  the  absence  of  a  specific  exemption,  a 
harness  is  sometimes  held  exempt  as  a  tool  of  occupation,^^  or  im- 
plement of  husbandry,^*  but  it  is  not,  it  has  been  held,  a  common 
tool  of  trade.*^  An  exemption  of  a  "team"  will  include  a  harness;^" 
and  it  has  been  held  that  the  exemption  of  a  horse  includes  not  only 
the  horse  itself  but  such  paraphernalia  as  is  absolutely  essential  to  its 
beneficial  enjoyment.^' 

(XIII.)  Vehicles.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  Many  statutes  specifically  ex- 
empt to  certain  debtors  a  vehicle  or  wagon.^^  In  the  absence  of  a 
specific  exemption,  the  exemption  of  a  horse  does  toot  '  exempt  a 
wagon.^^  But  a  "team"  is'  sometimes  construed  to  include  in  ad- 
dition  to  the  horse  itself, ""  the  debtor's  harness,^^  and  buggy  or  wagon.''^ 

(B.)  Vehicles  as  Tools.  —  In  the  absence'  of  statutes  specifically 
exempting  vehicles,  they  have  been  held  exempt  as  tools  or  implements 
of  a  trade  or  profession.**    Although  not  "tools"  in  the  strict  sense 


debtor  has  no  other  cattle.    Bowzey  ». 
Newbegin,  48  Me.  410. 

50.  ■Wilkinson  v.  Wait,  44  Vt.  508. 

51.  White  t;.  Capron,  52  Vt.  634. 

52.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Krebs  v.  Nicholson,  118  Iowa  134,  91 
N.  W.  923,  96  Am.  St.  Eep.  870;  Don- 
myer  v.  Donmyep,  43  Kan.  444,  23  Pae. 
627. 

53.  Eiee  v.  Wadsworth,  59  N.  H. 
100,  harness  of  a  teamster. 

[a]  A  harness  (1)  is  a  tool  of  an 
insurance  agent  (Wilhite  v.  Williams, 
41  Kan.  288,  21  Pae.  256,  13  Am.  St. 
Eep.  281.  Contra,  Cotes  v.  McClure, 
27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  459,  66  S.  W.  224), 
(2)  and  of  an  assayer.  Watson  v. 
Lederer,  11  Colo.  577,  19  Pae.  602,  7 
Am.  St.  Eep.  263,  1  L.  E.  A.  854. 

[b]  "Things  to  enable  a  debtor  to 
carry  on  his  occupation  includes  a  har- 
ness.    WykofE  V.   Wyllis,   8   Mich.   48. 

54.  Smith  v.  MoBryde  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  173  S.  W.  ?34. 

55.  Kirksey  v.  Eowe,  114  Ga.  893, 
40  S.  E.  990,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  65. 

56.  Van  Buren  v.  Loper,  29  Barb. 
(N.  y.)  388;  Harthouse  v.  Bikers,  1 
Duer  (N.  Y.)  606;  Morse  v.  Keyes,  6 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  18;  Cogsdill  v.  Brown, 
5  Hun  (W.  Y.)  341. 

57.  Anderson  v.  McKay,  30  Tex. 
186;  Dearborn  v.  Phillips,  21  Tex.  449, 
451;  Cobbs  v.  Coleman,  14  Tex.  594; 
Betz  V.  Maier,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  219, 
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33  S.  W.  710.    Contra,  Somers  v.  Emer- 
son, 58  N.  H.  48. 

58.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  la. — Baker  v.  Hayzlett, 
53  Iowa  18,  3  N.  W.  796.  Neb.— State 
V.  Cunningham,  6  Neb.  90.  Tex. — ^Nich- 
ols V.  Claiborne,  39  Tex.  363. 

[a]  The  Texas  statute  exempts  a 
wagon  "to  every  family."  Cone  v, 
Lewis,  64  Tex.  331,  53  Am.  Eep.  767, 
Nichols  V.  Claiborne,  39  Tex.  363. 

59.  Somers  v.  Emerson,  58  N.  H. 
48;  Carty  v.  Drew,  46  Vt.  346. 

60.  See  supra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (XI), 
(A),   (5). 

61.  See  supra,  11,  B,  5,  a,  (XII). 

62.  Dains  v.  Prosser,  32  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  290  {overruling  Morse  v.  Keyes,  6 
How.  Pr.  [N.  Y.]  18);  Van  Buren  V. 
Loper,  29  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  388;  Brown  v. 
Davis,  9  Hun  (N.  Y.)  43;  Cogsdill  v. 
Brown,  5  Hun  (N.  Y.)  341;  Wolf  v. 
Farley,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  168;  Harthouse 
V.  Eikers,  1  Duer  (N.  Y.)  606;  East- 
man V.  Caswell,  8  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
75. 

63.  Johnson  v.  Lang,  71  N.  H.  251, 
51  Atl.  908,  93  Am.  St.  Eep.  509;  Hice 
V.  Wadsworth,  59  N.  H.  100,  wagon  and 
sled  of  teamster. 

[a]  As  Things  To  Carry  on  Busi- 
ness.— A  vehicle  may  be  exempt  as  ' 
property  to  enable  a  person  to  carry 
on  his  business.  Kenton  v.  Baker,  16 
Mich.  373,.  97  Am.  Dee.  158;  WykoflE 
V.  Wyllis,  8  Mich.  48. 
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of  the  term,  they  have  been  exempted  as  tools  because  reasonably 
neeessp^ry  for  the  plaintiff  to  prosecute  his  business."*,  Whether  a 
vehicle  is  a  tool  in  a  particular  case  depends  upon  the  circumstances 
surrounding  its  use,®"  and  if  there  is  any  doubt  whether  it  is  a  tool, 
it  has  been  held  that  the  question  should  be  submitted  to  a  jury  whether 
its  use  as  a  tool  by  the  debtor  in  his  business  is  reasonably  neces- 
sary."® A  vehicle  used  for  recreation,  pleasure  or  convenience,®^  or 
otherwise  than  in  a  debtor's  profession  or  occupation,®^  is  not  exempt 
as  a  tool  of  his  occupation. 

(C.)  Terms  Defined  and  Applied.  —  The  word  "wagon"  in  the  exemp- 
tion statutes  has  usually  been  interpreted  to  mean  a  vehicle  for  the 
transportation  of  goods,®'  but  in  some  states  the  courts  have  con- 


[b]  Illustrations. — (1)  A  cart  and 
harness  are  implements  of  husbandry 
(Smith  V.  McBryde  [Tex.  Civ.  App.], 
173  S.  W.  234),  (2)  and  a  sled  used 
by  a  farmer  in  drawing  wood  (Parsh- 
ley  V.  Green,  58  N.  H.  271),  (3)  a  team, 
wagon  and  sled  of  a  teamster  (Rice 
V.  "Wadsworth,  59  N.  H.  100),  (4)  an 
omnibus  owned  and  used  by  a  hotel 
keeper  (White  v.  Gemeny,  47  Kan.  741, 
28  Pac.  1011,  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  320), 
have  been  held  exempt  as  tools  or  im- 
plements of  a  trade  or  occupation. 
(5)  But  a  buggy  of  an  insurance  agent 
is  not  a  tool  or  apparatus  of  his  trade 
or  profession.  Gates  v.  McClure,  27 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  459,  66  S.  W.  224. 
Contra,  Wilhite  v.  Williams,  41  Kan. 
288,  21  Pac.  256,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  281. 

[c]  A  wagon  fitted  with  patent 
couplings  and  used  in  the  business  of 
selling  such  couplings  is  not  a  neces- 
sary "tool  or  implement"  within  the 
meaning  of  such  a  statute.  Gibson  v. 
Gibbs,  9  Gray   (Mass.)   62. 

64.  Richards  v.  Hubbard,  59  N.  H. 
158,  47  Am.  Rep.  188;  Parshley  V. 
Green,  58  N.  H.  271. 

65.  Richards  v.  Hubbard,  59  N.  H. 
158,  47  Am.  Rep.  188., 

[a]  Physician's  Wagon.-— If  the 
practice  of  the  physician  is  confined 
to  his  ofSce,  or  if  he  attends  no  cases 
outside  a  hospital,  or  if  he  is  a  physi- 
cian on  shipboard,  or  if  he  visits  his 
patients  on  foot,  horseback  or  on  cars 
a  wagon  and  harness  are  not  exempt. 
But  it  is  otherwise  if  he  cannot  prac- 
tice his  profession  with  reasonable 
success  without  the  wagon  and  harness. 
Richards  v.  Hubbard,  59  N.  H.  158,  47 
Am.  Eep.  188. 

66.  Hall  V.  Nelson,  59  N.  H,  573; 


Richards  v.  Hubbard,  59  N.  H.  158,  47 
Am.  Rep.  188. 

67.  Richards  v.  Hubbard,  59  N.  H. 
158,  47  Am.  Bep.  188;  Parshley  v. 
Green,  58  N.  H.  271. 

68.  Richards  v.  Hubbard,  59  N.  H. 
158,  47  Am.  Rep.  188. 

69.  Quigley  v.  Gorham,  5  Cal.  418, 
63  Am.  Dee.  139. 

[a]  A  buggy  designed  for  carrying 
persons  only  is  not  a  "wagon"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  and  is  not 
exempt  even  though  used  by  an  insur- 
ance agent  in  the  conduct  of  his  busi- 
ness. Gordon  v.  Shields,  7  Kan.  320; 
Dulgar  V.  Hartmeyer,  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print;  763. 

[b]  A  peddler's  wagon  is  not  ex- 
empt under  a  statute  exempting  one 
cart  or  truck  wagon.  Smith  v.  Chase, 
71  Me.  164. 

[c]  A  hearse  is  a  "wagon"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  Wiscon- 
sin. Spikes  V.  Burgess,  65  Wis.  428,  27 
N.  W.  184. 

[d]  A  hackney  coach  is  not  a  wagon. 
Quigley  v.  Gorham,  5  Cal.  418,  63  Am. 
Dec.  139. 

[e]  A  road  cart  and  harness  owned 
and  used  by  a  debtor  in  driving  a 
stallion  from  one  stand  to  another  is 
exempt  as  a  "wagon  or  vehicle"  by 
the  use  of  which  the  debtor  habitually 
earns  his  living.  Krebs  v.  Nicholson, 
118  Iowa  134,  91  N.  W.  923,  96  Am. 
St.  Bep.  370. 

[f]  "One-Horse  Wagon."— A  half 
interest  in  a  two  horse  wagon  cannot 
be  exempted  under  a  statute  exempting 
a  "one-horse  wagon."  Kirksey  v, 
Eowe,  114  Ga.  893,  40  S.  E.  990,  88 
Am.  St.  Rep.  65. 
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strued  it  to  mean  any  kind  of  a  four  wheeled  vehicle  regardless  of 
what  its  use  might  be.'"' 
A  "cart"  will  include  a  four  wheeled  vehicle  suited  to  husbandry.'^ 
(D.)  Automobiles.  — Under  a  statute  making  a  "carriage  or  buggy" 
exempt,  it  has  been  held  that  an  "automobile"  is  exempt."  So,  too, 
an  automobile  has  been  held  exempt  under  a  statute  exempting  a  wagon 
or  other  vehicle  by  which  the  debtor  habitually  earns  his  living.^' 
It  has  been  held,  however,  that  an  automobile  is  not  a  "tool  or  imple- 
ment of  trade."'* 

(E.)  Bicycle.  —  A  bicycle  has  been  held  to  come  within  the  meaning 
of  the  word  "vehicle"  as  used  in  exemption  laws,'^  though  it  is  held 
not  to  be  within  the  meaning  of  the  word  " wagon, "'^  or  "horse,"" 


70.  Kimball  v.  Jones,  41  Minn.  318, 
43  N.  W.  74;  Allen  v.  Coates,  29  Minn. 
46,  11  N.  W.  132,  overruling  Dingman 
v.  Raymond,  27  Minn.  507,  8  N.  W, 
597;  Kodgers  v.  Ferguson,  32  Tex.  533, 

[a]  A  two  seated  upholstered  car- 
riage for  easy  riding  only  is  a  wagon. 

.  Kimball  V.  Jones,  41  Minn.  318,  43  N, 
W.  74. 

[b]  A  buggy  is  exempt  as  a  wagon. 
Alien  V.  Coates,  29  Minn.  46,  11  N.  W. 
132,  overruling  Dingman  1).  Baymond, 
27  Minn.  507,  8  N.  W.  597. 

[c]  A  dray  is  exempt  as  a  wagon. 
Cone  V.  Lewis,  64  Tex.  331,  53  Am. 
Eep.  767. 

71.  Favers  ».  Glass,  22  Ala.  621,  58 
Am.  Dee.  272;  Webb  V.  Brandon,  4 
Heisk.  (Tenn.)  285. 

[a]  A  four  wheeled  vehicle  suited 
to  husbandry  drawn  by  oxen  is  exempt 
tinder  a  statute  exempting  one  horse 
or  ox  cart,  and  is  protected  from  levy 
and  sale.  Favers  v.  Glass,  22  Ala.  621, 
58  Am.  Dec.  272. 

[b]  An  ox  wagoa  was  held  to  be 
exempt  under  a  statute  exempting  "an 
ox  cart."  Webb  v.  Brandon,  4  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   285. 

72.  U.  S.— Patten  v.  Sturgeon,  214 
Fed.  65,  130  C.  C.  A.  505.  N.  J.— Dio- 
cese of  Trenton  v.  Toman,  74  N.  J.  Eq. 
702,  70  Atl.  606.  Texr. — Hammond  v. 
Pickett  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  158  S.  W. 
174,  holding  "automobile"  to  be  a 
"carriage,"  though  not  holding  it  ex- 
empt in  this  particular  case  because 
claimant  was  not  head  of  family; 
Peevehouse  v.  Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.}, 
152  S.  W.  1196;  Parker  v.  Sweet,  60 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  10,  127  S.  W.  881. 

See  also  Doherty  v.  Ayer,  197  Mass. 
241,  83  N.  E.  677,  125  Am.  St,  Eep. 
355,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  816, 
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[a]  As  a  Wagon. — An  automobile  is 
not  exempt  under  a  statute  exempting 
two  horses,  or  two  mules,  one  wagon, 
etc.  Prater  v.  Eiechman,  135  Tenn. 
485,  187  S.  W.  305. 

73.  Lames  v.  Armstrong,  162  Iowa 
327,  144  N.  W.  1,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.> 
691.  See  also  Wiekham  v.  Traders 
State  Bank,  95  Kan.  657,  149  Pac.  433, 
holding  an  automobile  exempt  as  neces- 
sary implement  for  the  purpose  of  car- 
rying on  business. 

[a]  Contra,  In  re  Wilder,  221  Fed. 
476,  holding  that  a  "taxicab"  is  not 
a  "hack"  or  "coupe"  within  the 
meaning  of  a  statute  which  exempts, 
among  other  things  "one  hack,  one 
coupe  or  carriage  for  one  or  two  horses, 
by  the  use  of  which  the  owner  habitual- 
ly earns  his  living." 

[b]  "That  an  automobile  is  a  ve- 
hide  there  can  be  no  doubt,  and  that 
the  motor  power  is  gasoline  instead  of 
a  horse  or  horses,  is  not  material  un- 
der the  exemption  law."  Lames  v.. 
Armstrong,  162  Iowa  327,  144  N.  W. 
1,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  691. 

74.  Eastman  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Thomas,  82 
S.  C.  509,  64  S.  E.  401. 

75.  Eoberts  v.  Parker,  117  Iowa  389, 
SO  N.  W.  744,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  316. 
57  L.  E.  A.  764. 

[a]  A  bicycle  owned  by  a  painter 
and  paper  hanger  and  bill  poster  used 
by  him  in  his  business  was  held  to  be 
exempt  though  such  vehicles  were  not 
known  when  the  statute  was  passed. 
Eoberts  v.  Parker,  117  Iowa  389,  90 
N.  W.  744,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  316,  57 
L.  E.  A.  764. 

76.  Shadewaia  v.  Phillips,  72  Minn. 
520,  75  N.  W.  717. 

77.  Smith  V.  Horton,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
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or  "tool  of  trade. '"^     Some  statutes  specifically  exempt  bicycles. T^ 
(F.)   Necessity  of  Use.  —  The  same  rule  as  to  use    would    apply    to 

wagons  as  to  horses,  hence  the  wagon  need  not  be  in  actual  use  at 

time  of  levy  to  be  exempt.^" 

(XIV.)    Stock  in  Trade.  —  (A.)   IN  GENERAL. —  Many    statutes    exempt 

"stock  in  trade"  to  a  certain  amount.^^ 

(B.)    Merchants — The  statute  exempting  "stock  in  trade"  is  held 

by  some  courts  not  to  exempt  articles  purchased  by  a  debtor  and  kept 

for  sale  for  speculation  merely  in  the  character  of  a  mierchant.*^    But 

others  hold  the  eontrary.^^    To  entitle  the  debtor  to  the  exemption,  the 

business  or  trade  must  be -a  lawful  one.^* 


App.  28,  46  S.  W.  401,  even  though  use- 
ful for  the  same  purpose. 

78.  Smith  v.  Horton,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  28,  46  S.  "W.  401. 

[a]  A  iJicycle  owned  and  used  Tiy 
an  architect  as  a  means  of  locomotion 
in  superintending  the  construction  of 
building  is  not  exempt  as  a  tool  or 
apparatus  of  his  trade.  Smith  v.  Hor- 
ton,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  28,  46  S.  W. 
401. 

79.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Shadewald  v.  Phillips,  72  Minn.  520,  75 
N.  W.  717. 

80.  Forsyth  v.  Bower,  54  Cal.  639; 
"Wolf  V.  Farley,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  168. 

As  to  necessity  that  work  animals 
be  in  use,  see  supra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (XI); 
(A),  (7). 

81.  See  ,  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  cases  cited  infra,  this  section. 

Exemption  as  provisions  of  groceries 
"kept  for  sale,  see  supra,  II,  B,  5,  a, 
(VII). 

As  "personal  property,"  see  supra, 
II,  B,  5,  a,  (II;. 

[a]  Under  the  Michigan  statute  (1) 
exempting  tools,  implements,  materials, 
stock,  or  ' '  other  things ' '  to  enable  any 
person  to  carry  on  an  occupation  or 
business,  a  farmer  may  claim  an  ex- 
emption as  property  necessary  to  the 
business  of  farming,  from  hay,  oats, 
corn,  a  yearling  steer,  a  heifer,  two 
spring  calves,  and  clover  seed  and 
cornstalks  up  to  the  statutory  limit  of 
value.  Hutchinson  v.  Whitmore,  90 
Mich.  255,  51  N.  W.  451,  30  Am.  St. 
Eep.  431.  (2)  Seed  wheat  owned  by 
a  farmer  may  be  exempt  to  the  statu- 
tory valuation  as  "other  things" 
necessary  to  enable  one  to  carry  on 
his  business.  Stilson  v.  Gibbs,  46  Mi6h. 
215,  9  N.  "W.  254. ' 

82.  U.  S.—In  re  Schwartz,  21  Fed, 
Cae.  No.  12,503;  Ex  parte  Eobinson,  1 


Bond  39,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,933. 
Kan. — ^Bequillard  v.  Bartlett,  19  Kan. 
382,  27  Am.  Rep.  120;  Guptil  v.  Mc- 
Fees,  9  Kan.  30.  Minn.^Grimes  v. 
Bryne,  2  Minn.  89. 

[a]  The  Minnesota  statute  exempts 
the  tools  and  instruments  of  a  me- 
chanic and  then  declares  in  addition 
thereto  stock  in  trade  shall  be  exempt. 
The  latter  clause  is  dependent  on  the 
first  and  a  merchant  is  not  embraced 
within  it.  Grimes  v.  Bryne,  2  Minn. 
89. 

[b]  A  Statute  exempting  the  mate- 
rials or  stock  designed  and  procured 
by  a  debtor  and  necessary  for  carry- 
ing on  his  trade  or  business  and  in- 
tended to  be  used  or  wrought  therein 
does  not  exempt  the  stock  of  a  mer- 
chant. Eead  v.  Neale,  10  Gray  (Mass.) 
242;  Wilson  v.  Elliot,  7  Gray  (Mass.) 
69. 

83.  TT.  S. — In  re  Bjornstad,  9  Biss. 
13.  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,453.  Oolo.— Weil 
V.  Nevitt,  18  Colo.  10,  31  Pac.  487; 
Martin  v.  Bond,  14  Colo.  466,  24  Pac. 
326.  Mich.— See  Coville  v.  Bentley,  76 
Mich.  248,  42  N.  W.  1116,  15  Am.  St. 
Eep.  312,  under  a  statute  exempting 
stock,  tools  and  other  things  to  enable 
the  debtor  to  carry  on  his  business. 
Wis.— Wicker  v.  Comstock,  52  Wis.  315, 
9  N.  W.  25. 

[a]  Liquors  are  exempt  as  "stock 
in  trade"  to  the  statutory  amount 
where  the  government  recognizes  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  as  lawful. 
Weil  V.  Nevitt,  18  Colo.  10,  31  Pac. 
487. 

[b]  A  new  stock  purchased  with 
the  proceeds  of  other  articles  retained 
under  the  exemption  law  is  exempt  un- 
der the  Pennsylvania  statute.  Hanley 
V.  O 'Donald,  30  Pa.  261. 

84.  Walsch  v.  Call,  32  Wis.  159,  un- 
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(C.)  Artisans  and  Manupacttjrebs.  —  The  term  "stock  in  trade" 
when  applied  to  artisans  means  material  which,  the  debtor  uses  in  the 
manufacture  of  the  goods  or  merchandise  of  his  trade  and  which  have 
been  provided  and  held  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  make  a 
beneficial  and  profitable  use  of  his  tools  as  a  means  of  support  f^  but 
in  order  that  stock  in  trade  may  be  exemj)t  the  owner  must  be  en- 
gaged or  about  to  engage  in  manufacturing  or  other  business  in  which 
such  stock  is  or  is  about  to  be  used.^^  The  words  "stock  in  trade" 
embrace  not  only  the  raw  materials  fromi  which  the  mechanic  intends 
to  manufacture  goods,^''  but  the  manufactured  goods  themselves  also.^' 
The  fact  that  the  articles  so  manufactured  had  been  mixed  with  a  stock 
of  merchandise  for  sale  would  not  affect  the  exemption;*^  but  where 
mercnandise  or  material  are  kept  partly  for  sale  and  partly  for  use 
in  manufacture  they  lose  their  identity  as  stock  in  trade.^"  If  ,  an 
exempt  stock  in  trade  is  disposed  of  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade 
and  replaced  by  goods  of  like  kind  the  latter  are  still  exempt,^^  but 
where  a  debtor  procures  stock  and  material  for  carrying  on  his  trade 
and  afterwards  changes  his  original  design,  the  exemption  of  such  stock 
and  TTiaterial  would  cease.*^ 

Where  the  amount  of  exempt  stock  in  trade  is  limited,  the  debtor 


licensed  liquor   dealer  not  entitled  to 
exemption. 

85.  Kan.— Miller  v.  Weeks,  46  Kan. 
307,  26  Pac.  694.  Mass.^Eager  v. 
Taylor,  9  Allen  156.  Mich. — Stewart 
V.  "Welton,  32  Mich.  56.  Minn.— Hill- 
yer  v.  Bemore,  42  Minn.  254,  44  N.  W. 
116;  Prosser  v.  Hartley,  35  Minn.  340, 
29  N.  W.  156;  Grimes  v.  Bryne,  2  Minn. 
89. 

[a]  A  quantity  of  shingles  and  lum- 
lier  are  exempt  to  a  carpenter  as  stock 
and  material  in  trade.  Hutchinson  v. 
Eoe,  44  Mich.  389,  6  N.  W.  870. 

[b]  A  merchant  tailor  who  is  the 
head  of  a  family  and  resident  of  the 
Btate  is  entitled  to  an  exemption  of  his 
stock  in  trade  up  to  the  statutory  lim- 
itation of  value,  and  is  entitled  to 
select  such  portion  for  exemption  as 
he  may  see  fit.  Eiee  v.  Nolan,  33  Kan. 
28,  5  Pac.  437. 

86.  Hillyer  v.  Eemore,  42  Minn.  254, 
44  N.  W.  116;  Prosser  v.  Hartley,  35 
Minn.  340,  29  N.  W.  156. 

87.  Bequillard  v.  Bartlett,  19  Kan, 
382,  27  Am.  Eep.  120.  , 

88.  Bequillard  v.  Bartlett,  19  Kan. 
382,  27  Am.  Eep.  120;  Stewart  v.  Wel- 
ton, 32  Mich.  56;  Smalley  v.  Masten, 
8  Mich.  529,  77  Am.  Dec.  467. 

[al  Unfinished  hurial  cases  and 
caskets  upon  which  additional  labor, 
e-xpenfio    and    material    must    be    ex- 
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pended  in  order  to  render  them  salable 
are  "stock  and  material  in  trade." 
McAbe  V.  Thompson,  27  Minn.  134,  6 
N.  W.  479. 

89.  Kan. — ^Bequillard  v.  Bartlett,  19 
Kan.  382,  27  Am.  Eep.  120.  Mass. 
Eager  v.  Taylor,  9  Allen  156.  Minn. 
Hillyer  v.  Eemore,  42  Minn.  254,  44  N. 
W.  116. 

[a]  Goods  manufactured  for  par- 
ticular customers  upon  special  orders 
and  goods  manufactured  for  sale  to  cus- 
tomers generally  are  included  in  ' '  stock 
of  trade."  Bequillard  v.  Bartlett,  1? 
Kan.  382,  27  Am.  Eep.  120. 

[b]  Suits  of  clothes  manufactured 
by  a  tailor  in  his  dull  times  and  in- 
tended for  sale  or  to  be  used  for  mas- 
querade suits  are  exempt  as  stock  in 
trade.  Fischer  v.  Melntyre,  66  Mich. 
681,  33  N.  W.  762. 

90.  Eager  v.  Taylor,  9  Allen  (Mass.) 
156;  Hillyer  v.  Eemore,  42  Minn.  254, 
44  N.  W.  116. 

[a]  An  occasional  sale  from  stock 
or  material  will  not  defeat  the  right 
of  exemption  when  the  debtor  does  not 
hold  himself  out  as  a  dealer.  Eager 
ti.  Taylor,  9  Allen  (Mass.)  156. 

91.  Dodd  &  Co.  V.  Thompson,  63  Ga. 
393;  Hanley  v.  O 'Donald,  30  Pa.  261. 

92.  Stevenson  v.  White,  5  Allen 
(Mass.)    148, 
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can  claim  of  manufactured  and  unmanufactured  good^,  only  such  an 
amount  as  in  the  aggregate  equals  the  statutory  limit.^^ 

(XV.)  Share  in  Intestate  Estate.s* — Statutes  sometimes  allow  cer- 
tain debtors  to  claim  an  exemption  in  property  of  a  decedent,''^  but 
the  exemption  would  not  prevail  against  debts  owed  by  the  legatee 
to  the  estate.^* 

(XVI.)  Burial  Lot. —  Some  statutes  exempt  to  the  head  of  a  family 
a  burying  lot  either  in  a  public  or  private  burying  ground;®'  and 
under  such  statutes  upon  the  death  of  the  head  of  the  family  the  lot 
descends  to  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  and  the  exemption  still  con- 
tinues.®^ When  land  has  been  dedicated  by  a  cemetery  company  for 
use  as  a  public  burial  place,  the  unsold  lots  therein  are  exempt  from 
levy  on  an  execution  against  the  company.^ 

(XVII.)  Military  Equipment.  —  Some  statutes  exempt  the  arms  and 
equipment  of  members  of  the  militia.^  To  claim  the  exemption  the 
debtor  must  be  properly  enrolled  in  the  militia.^  Where  the  statute 
imposes  certain  prerequisites,  they  must  be  complied  with  to  obtain 
the  exemption.^    The  exemption  continues  only  so  long  as  the  debtor 


93.  Bequillard  v.  Bartlett,  19  Kan. 
382,  27  Am.  Eep.  120. 

94.  Setting  homestead  apart  to  de- 
ceased's family,  see  11  Standard  Pboc. 
384. 

95.  Ala.— Bell  V.  Hall,  76  Ala.  546. 
Pa. — Irwin's  Estate,  31  Pittsb.  Leg.  J. 
(O.  S.)  28,  14  Pittsb.  Leg.  J.  (N.  S.) 
23;  S.  C. — Swandale  v.  Swandale,  25 
8.  C.   889. 

96.  Duffy  V.  Duffy,  155  Mo.  144,  55 
S.  W.  1002;  Lietman's  Est.  v.  Liet- 
man,  149  Mo.  112,  50  8.  W.  307,  73  Am. 
St.  Eep.  874.  See  12  Standard  Pboc. 
948. 

97.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and: 
Ala.— Code,  1907,  §4163.  Ariz.— Eev. 
St.,  1913,  §3302.  Colo.— Eev.  St.,  1908, 
§3628.  Conn.- Gen.  St.,  1902,  §907. 
N.  Y.— Cox  V.  Stafford,  14  How.  Pr. 
519. 

98.  Derby  v.  Derby,  4  E.  I.  414. 

99.  Mich. — Avery  v.  Forest  Lawn 
Cem.  Co.,  127  Mich.  125,  86  N.  "W.  538. 
Neb. — ^First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hazels,  63 
Neb.  844,  89  N.  W.  378,  56  LJ  E.  A. 
765.  N.  J. — Spear  v.  Locust  Wood  Cem- 
etery Co.,  72  N.  J.  Eq.  821,  66  Atl. 
1068.  Tex. — Oakland  Cemetery  Co.  v. 
People's  Cemetery  Assn.,  93  Tes.  569, 
57  8.  W.  27,  55  L.  E.  A.  503. 

[a]  See  Bloomington  Cemetery  Assn. 
V.  People,  189  111.  16,  28  N.  B.  1076, 
holding  the  property  of  a  cemetery  as- 
sociation which  has  not  been  used  for 
burial  purposes  is  not  exempt  unless 
so  exempted  by  its  charter. 


[b]  The  fact  that  the  owner  de- 
rived revenue  from  the  sale  of  lots 
would  not  defeat  the  exemption.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  etc.  v.  Hazels,  63  Neb.  844, 
89  N.  W.  378. 

1.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  During  the  war  of  the  Bebel- 
lion  many  statutes  exempted  the  prop- 
erty of  soldiers  actually  enrolled  for 
service  during  the  term  of  enlistment 
and  for  a  designated  period  thereafter. 
Jefferis  v.  Shearer,  5  Phila.   (Pa.)   330. 

[b]  The  arms  of  an  artilleryman  are 
exempt  under  the  statute  referred  to 
in  the  text.  Crocker  v.  Hunt,  2  Mc- 
Cord  (S.  C.)   852. 

,[c]  A  horse  and  saddle  are  not  ex- 
empt within  the  meaning  of  military 
equipment  and  accoutrements  as  used 
by  the  statute.  Fry  v.  Canfield,  4  Vt. 
9. 

2.  Ga. — ^Hendricks  v.  Lewis,  E.  M. 
Charlt.  105.  la. — Swisher  v.  Swisher, 
157  Iowa  55,  187  N.  W.  1076.  Tex. 
Choate  v.  Eedding,  18  Tex.  579. 

[a]  Sufficient  Enrollment. — A  writ- 
ten memorandum  made  by  a  captain  of 
a  company  of  horse  artillery  of  an  ap- 
plication to  him  by  a  member  of  his 
company  to  enroll  his  horse  for  service 
is  sufficient  enrollment  under  the 
militia  law  to  exempt  the  horse.  Shields 
V.  Craney,  3  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  274. 

3.  Southwell  V.  Harley,  3  Eich.  (S. 
C.)  180. 

[a]  Registering. — ^TJnder  a  statute 
granting  an  exemption  to  a  trooper  of 
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is    obliged    by  law     to     furnisli     his     own     equipment,     however.* 
(XVlll.)   Public  Property.  —The  right  to  levy  upon  public  property 
is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.^ 

(XIX.)  Proceeds  of  Exempt  Property.  —  (A.)  Peoceeds  op  Sale  ok  Ex- 
CHANGE.6  —  Generally  where  by  the  exchange  of  exempt  property, 
property  of  like  kind  has  been  obtained,  it  stands  in  place  of  the 
former  and  is  exempt,^  but  money  or  property  not  exempt,  though 
received  in  exchange  for  exempt  property,  is  not  entitled  to  exemp- 
tion.* If  the  debtor  stands  by  and  allows  property  out  of  which  he 
might  claim  an  exemption  to  be  sold  under  process  of  the  court,  he 
cannot  claim  his  exemption  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale;^  but  this 
rule  would  not  apply  where  the  rights  of  the  debtor  were  invaded  and 
the  property  converted  in  whole  or  in  part  into  money  against  his 
will.    The  money  collected  therefrom  would  be  exempt.^"    A  credit  for 


a  troop  horse  duly  entered  and  regis- 
tered with  the  captain,  entering  and 
registering  such  horse  with  the  cap- 
tain, is  a  condition  precedent  of  the 
exemption.  Southwell  v.  Harley,  3 
Rich.  (S.  C.)  180. 

4.  Owen  v.  Gray,  19  Vt.  543. 

5.  See  II,  B,  3. 

6.  As  to  exemption  of  property 
purchased  vrith  pension  money,  see  su- 
pra 11,  B,  5,  a,  (III),  (B). 

7.  Ga. — Johnson  v.  Eedwine,  105  Ga. 
449,  38  S.  15.  676;  Dodd  &  Co.  v.  Thomp- 
son, 63  Ga.  393;  Johnson  v.  Franklin  & 
Whitney,  63  Ga.  378;  Morris  v.  Ten- 
nent,  56  Ga.  577.  HI. — Washburn  v. 
Goodheart,  88  111.  229.  Ore.— Black- 
ford V.  Boak,  73  Ore.  61,  143  Pac.  1136. 
Tex. — Schneider  &  Bro.  v.  Bray,  59 
Tex.  668;  Kingsland,  Ferguson  &  Co.  v. 
McGowan  Bros.,  3  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  §32. 

[a]  When  exempt  property  has  been 
exchanged,  whether  legally  or  not,  for 
ether  property  of  like  kind  the  latter 
stands  in  place  of  the  former  so  long 
as  the  transaction  is  not  repudiated 
by  any  of  the  parties  in  interest.  A 
creditor  who  is  not  injured  thereby 
cannot  complain.  Morris  v.  Tennent, 
56  Ga.  577. 

[b]  Wliere  exemption  depends  on 
allotment  by  three  freeholders,  and 
property  exempted  by  allotment  is  ex- 
changed for  property  of  the  same  kind, 
the  latter  is  not  to  be  exempt  without 
a  new  allotment.  Lloyd  v.  Durham,  60 
N.   C.   282. 

8.  Ala.— Pool  V.  Eeid,  15  Ala.  826. 
Ark.— Bennett  v.  Hutson,  33  Ark.  762. 
Ga. — Pate  v.  Oglethorpe  Fertilizer  Co., 
54  Ga.  515.  111. — Avery  Planter  Co.  v. 
Cole,  61  111.  App.  494.    la.— Harrier  v, 
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Fassett,  56  Iowa  264,  9  N.  W.  217; 
Friedlander  v.  Mahoney,  31  Iowa  311. 
Minn.— 7«  re  How,  59  Minn.  415,  61 
N.  W.  456,  61  Minn.  217,  63  N.  W.  627. 
Mo. — Steele  v.  Leonori,  28  Mo.  App. 
675.  N.  Y. — Hudson  v.  Plots,  11  Paige 
180;  Salsbury  v.  Parsons,  36  Hun  12. 
Pa. — Knabb  v.  Drake,  23  Pa.  489,  62 
Am.  Dec.  352;  Charles  v.  Oatman,  2 
Clark  452.  Tex.' — Watkins  v.  Davis,  61 
Tex.  414;  Kingsland,  Ferguson  &  Co.  «. 
McGowan  Bros.,  3  Wila.  Civ.  Cas.  §32. 
Vt.— Scott  V.  Brigham,  27  Vt.  561:  Ed- 
son  V.  Trask,  22  Vt.  18. 

[a]  In  Iowa  it  is  held  that  the  stat- 
ute exempting  certain  specific  property 
does  not  allow  a  debtor  to  dispose  of  it 
and  hold  the  proceeds.  If  he  parts  with 
the  property  the  exemption  ceases.  In 
re  Brogan's  Est.  (Iowa),  157  N.  W. 
952. 

[b]  A  colt  not  exempt  under  the 
etatute  as  being  kept  for  team  work 
is  not  exempt  because  it  was  received 
in  exchange  for  a  horse  that  was  ex- 
empt.    Connell  v.  Fisk,  54  Vt.  381. 

9.  Suriatt  «.  Young,  55  Ark.  447, 
18  S.  W.  539;  Brown  v.  Peters,  53  Ark. 
182,  13  S.  W.  729;  Chambers  v.  Perry, 
47  Ark.  400,  1  S.  W.  700;  Norris  v. 
Kidd,  28  Ark.  485,  499;  Weaver's  Ap- 
peal, 18  Pa.  307;  Miller's  Appeal,  16 
Pa.  300. 

As  to  necessity  for  claim  of  exemp- 
tion, see  11  Standard  Proc.  475. 

10.  Cal. — Houghton  v.  Lee,  50  Cal. 
101.  Ga. — Harrell  v.  Harrell,  77  Ga. 
130,  3  S.  E.  12.  la.— Kaiser  v.  Seaton, 
62  Iowa  463,  17  N.  W.  664.  Kan. 
Mitchell  V.  Milhoan,  11  Kan.  617. 
N.  Y.— Tillotson  v.  Wolcott,  48  N.  Y. 
188;   Cooney  v.  Cooney,  65  Barb.  524. 
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'the  sale  price  of  exempt  property,^^  or  for  a  loan  from  the  proceeds 
of  a  sale  of  such  property,  is  not  exempt.  Some  courts  hold  that  the 
proceeds  of  a  sale  of  exempt  property  designed  for  investment  in 
other  exempt  property  to  replace  that  sold  are  exempt  whether  in  the 
hands  of  the  debtor  or  the  purchaser,^^  and  some  hold  broadly  that  as 
the  sale  by  the  debtor  of  exempt  property  violates  no  rights  of  his 
creditors,  the  proceeds  thereof  are  exempt." 

(B.)  Insukance  Monet  foe  Desteuction  oe  Injtjet. —  In  the  majority  of 
states  where  exempt  property  is  destroyed  by  fire  and  there  is  a  policy 
of  insurance  thereon  the  proceeds  of  such  policy  is  exempt;"  but  in 
some  states  the  rule  is  otherwise.^* 

(C.)  Judgment  foe  Injttet  Thereto  or  Puechase  Price.  —  A  judgment 
for  the  value  of  exempt  property  is  itself  exempt  from  levy,^^  at  least 


Tex.— Howard  v.  Tandy,  79  Tex.  450, 
15  S.  W.  578;  Wittenberg  v.  Lloyd,  49 
Tex.  633.  Vt.— Keyes  v.  Eines,  37  Vt. 
260,  86  Am.  Dec.  707;  Stebbins  v. 
Peeler,  29  Vt.  289.  Wis.— Below  v. 
Bobbins,  76  Wis.  600,  45  N.  W.  416, 
20  Am.  St.  Rep.  89,  8  L.  E.  A.  467. 

11.  111. — Avery  Planter  Co.  v.  Cole, 
61  ni.  App.  494;  Eeade  v.  Kerr,  52  111. 
App.  467.  la. — Harrier  v.  Fassett,  56 
Iowa  264,  9  N.  W.  217.  Vt.— Scott  v. 
Brigham,  27  Vt.  561;  Edson  V.  Trask, 
22  "\rf    ig 

12.  '  Cnileu  v.  Harris,  111  Mich.  20, 
69  N.  W.  78,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  380; 
Blackford  v.  Boak,  73  Ore.  61,  143  Pae. 
1136. 

[a]  Intention  To  Reinvest. — ^Money 
arising  from  a  sale  of  exempt  property 
where  there  is  a  bona  fide  intention  of 
investing  it  in  other  exempt  property 
is  exempt.  Kingsland,  Ferguson  &  Co. 
V.  McGowan  Bros.,  3  Wills.  Civ.  Cas. 
§32. 

13.  King  ij.  Tompkins'  Admr.,  15 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  29.  See  Bridgers  v.  How- 
ell, 27  S.  C.  425,  3  S.  E.  790,  holding 
money  necessary  to  make  up  the  debt- 
or's personal  property  exemption  in- 
vested in  land  in  the  wife's  name  can 
not  be  subjected  by  creditors. 

[a]  Property  purchased  with  ex- 
empt insurance  money  collected  on  a 
life  policy,  is  exempt  from  liability 
for  all  debts  of  the  beneficiary  con- 
tracted prior  to  the  death  of  the  in- 
sured. Booth  V.  Martin,  158  Iowa  434, 
139  N.  W.  888;  Cook  v.  Allee,  119  Iowa 
226,  93  N.  W.  93.  See,  however.  Fried- 
lander  V.  Mahoney,  31  Iowa  311.  As  to 
insurance  money  generally,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  5,  a,  (III),  (D). 

14.  Ala.— Ellis  «.  Pratt  City,  111  Ala. 


629,  20  So.  649,  56  Am.  St.  Eep.  76,  33 
L.  E.  A.  264.  Ariz. — Wilson  v.  Lowry, 
5  Ariz.  335,  52  Pac.  777.  Ark.— Probst 
V.  Scott,  31  Ark.  652.  Cal. — Houghton 
V.  Lee,  50  Cal.  101.  la. — Eeynolds  v. 
HaiHes,  83  Iowa  342,  49  N.  W.  851,  32 
Am.  St.  Eep.  311,  13  L.  E.  A.  719. 
Minn. — See  Fletcher  v.  Staples,  62  Minn. 
471,  64  N.  W.  1150.  N.  Y.— Bliss  v. 
Eaynor,  91  Hun  250,  36  N.  Y.  S.  156; 
Cooney  v.  Cooney,  65  Barb.  524.  Pa. 
Strouse's  Exr.  v.  Becker,  44  Pa.  206. 
Tenn. — Wright  v.  Brooks,  101  Tenu. 
601,  49  S.  W.  828.  Tex.— Harris  v. 
Todd  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  158  S.  W.  1189; 
Ward  V.  Goggan,  4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  274, 
23  S.  W.  479.  Wash. — Puget  Sound 
Dressed  Beef,  etc.  Co.  v.  Jeffs,  11  Wash. 
466,  39  Pac.  962.  See  also  Winsor  v. 
McLachlan,  12  Wash.  154,  40  Pac.  727. 
[a]  If  a  physician's  library  is  de- 
stroyed by  fire,  the  indemnity  secured 
by  the  insurance  stands  in  place  of  the 
books  and  would  not  be  subject  to  his 
debts  any  more  than  the  books  them- 
selves. Eeynolds  v.  Haines,  83  Iowa 
342,  49  N.  W.  851,  32  Am.  St.  Eep. 
311,  13  L.  E.  A.  719. 

15.  111. — Monniea  v.  German  Ins. 
Co.,  12  m.  App.  240.  Miss.— Smith  v. 
Eatcliff,  66  Miss.  683,  6  So.  460,  14 
Am.  St.  Eep.  606.  N.  H.— Wooster  f. 
Page,  54  N.  H.  125,  20  Am.  Eep.  128. 

16.  Cal. — Beckman  v.  Manlove,  18 
Cal.  388.  Minn. — ^Wylie  v.  Grundysen, 
51  Minn.  360,  53  N.  W.  805,  38  Am.  St. 
Eep.  509,  19  L.  E.  A.  33;  Henry  v. 
Traynor,  42  Minn.  234,  44  N.  W.  11; 
Temple  v.  Scott,  3  Minn.  419.  Miss. 
Johnson  v.  Edde,  58  Miss.  664.  Mo. 
Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Bowring,  103  Mo. 
.4pp.  158,  77  S.  W.  106.  N.  H.— See 
Eobinson  v.  Burke,  70  N.  H.  2,  45  Atl. 
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until  the  debtor  has  had  a  reasonable  time  in  which  to  reinvest  the 
proceeds.^'  But  this  exemption  applies  to  the  judgment  only  to  the 
extent  of  the  value  of  the  exempt  property  and  not  to  exemplary  dam- 
ages awarded,^^  or  the  value  of  non-exempt  property  included  in  the 
judgment,^^  though  the  exemption  does  extend  to  the  costs  embodied 
in  the  judgment.^" 

(XX.)  Property  or  Money  in  Lieu  of  Exemption.  —  Under  some  statutes 
the  debtor  has  a  right  to  claim  as  exempt  other  property  where  he 
does  not  own  the  kind  of  property  specifically  exempted  by  the  stat- 
ute.^^  In  some  cases  he  has  been  allowed  to  claim  money  instead  of 
other  property,^^  but  this  rule  is  not  universal.^^    In  oth^r  cases  the 


713,  85  Am.  St.  Rep  595.  N.  Y.— Til- 
lotson  V.  Wolcott,  48  N.  T.  188;  An- 
drews V.  Eowan,  28  How.  Pr.  126. 
Contra,  Mallory  v.  Norton,  21  Barb.  424. 
Pa.— Steel  v.  McKerrilian,  172  Pa.  280, 
33  Atl.  570;  Wilson  v.  McElroy,  32  Pa. 
82.  S.  D.— Davidson  v.  Meyers,  29  S. 
D.  57,  135  N.  W.  720;  Long  i}.  Collins, 
15  S.  D.  259,  88  N.  W.  571.  Temi. 
Crawford  v.  Carroll,  93  Tenn.  661,  27 
S.  W.  1010,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  943,  26 
L.  E.  A.  415.  Tex. — Howard  v.  Tandy, 
79  Tex.  450,  15  S.  W.  578.  Vt.— Steb- 
bins  V.  Peeler,  29  Vt.  289.  Wis.— Be- 
low V.  Eobbins,  76  Wis.  600,  45  N.  W. 
416,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  89,  8  L.  E.  A.  467. 
[a]  Trover  and  replevin  being  con- 
current remedies,  the  fact  that  a  party 
noiild  have  replevied  exempt  property 
will  not  prevent  him  from  claiming  as 
exempt  a  judgment  for  the  conversion 
thereof.  Below  v.  Eobbins,  76  Wis. 
600,  45  N.  W.  416,  20  Am.  St.  Eep. 
89,  8  L.  E.  A.  467.  Contra,  Mallory  v. 
Norton,  21  Barb.   (N.  Y.)  424. 

17.  Tillotson  v.  Wolcott,  48  N.  T. 
188;  Cooney  v.  Cooney,  65  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  524;  Cameron  v.  Fay,  55  Tex.  58; 
Wittenberg  v.  Lloyd,  49  Tex.  633. 

18.  Johnson  v.  Edde,  58  Miss.  664; 
Knabb  v.  Drake,  23  Pa.  489,  62  Am. 
Dec.  352. 

19.  Biirke  v.  Hance,  76  Tex.  76,  13 
S.  W.  163,  18  Am.  St.  Eep.  28. 

20.  Long  V.  Collins,  16  S.  D.  625,  94 
N.  W.  700,  102  Am.  St.  Eep.  724. 

21.  U.  S. — In  re  Gerber,  186  Fed. 
693,  108  C.  C.  A.  511;  In  re  Crook,  219 
Fed.  979.  Mich. — Hutchinson  v.  Whit- 
more,  90  Mich.  255,  51  N.  W.  451,  30 
Am.  St.  Eep.  431;  Wykoff  v.  Wyllis,  8 
Mich.  48.  Mo. — State  v.  Beamer,  73 
Mo.  37;  Mahan  v.  Scruggs,  29  Mo.  282; 
State  V.  Farmer,  21  Mo.  160;  Day  v. 
Burnham,  82  Mo.  App.  538;  State  ex 
rel.  Henneke  v.  Wolf,  81  Mo.  App.  586; 
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state  V.  Finn,  8  Mo.  App.  261;  State 
f.  Kurtzeborn,  2  Mo.  App.  335.  Neb. 
Williams  v.  Golden,  10  Neb.  432,  6  N. 
W.  766.  Pa.— Buchi  v.  Fund,  9  Pa. 
Dist.  446.  Wis. — Cunningham  v.  Eodby, " 
101  Wis.  378,  77  N.  W.  740. 

[a]  Fixtures  in  Lieu  of  Stock  in 
Trade. — A  debtor  who  is  a  merchant 
may  claim  fixtures  as  exempt  in  lieu  of 
his  statutory  exemption  of  "stock  in 
trade."  Cunningham  v.  Brictson,  101 
Wis.  378,  77  N.  W.  740. 

[b]  Debtor  Must  Own  Property  Se- 
lected.— State  V.  Freeman,  173  Mo.  App. 
294,   158   S.   W.   726. 

22.  U.  S.—In  re  Swanson,  213  Fed. 
353;  In  re  May,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,326. 
111. — ^Panning  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  76 
111.  53;  Powell  v.  Daily,  61  111.  App. 
552.  Md.— Fowler  v.  State,  99  Md.  594, 
58  Atl.  .444;  Bramble  v.  State,  41  Md. 
435.  Mich. — WykoflE  v.  Wyllis,  8  Mich. 
48.  Mo. — Paddock  v.  Lance,  94  Mo. 
283,  6  S.  W.  241;  State  v.  Finn,  8  Mo. 
App.  261.  S.  C— Gray  v.  Putnam,  51 
S.  C.  97,  28  S.  E.  149. 

[a]  A  wife  living  with  her  husband 
where  neither  have  a  homestead  is  en- 
titled to  $500.00  (the  statutory  exemp- 
tion) in  lieu  of  a  homestead,  out  of  a 
fund  arising  from  a  sale  in  partition  of 
an  undivided  interest  in  real  estate  in- 
herited by  the  husband  while  insolvent. 
Gillett  v.  Miller,  5  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  588, 
12  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  209. 

Whether  money  is  exempt  under 
statute  exempting  personal  property, 
see  supra  II,  B,  5,  a,  (II)  and  (III). 

23.  Creditors'  Collection  Assn.  v. 
Bisbee,  80  Wash.  358,  141  Pac.  886; 
Carter  v.  Davis,  6  Wash.  327,  33  Pac. 
833. 

[a]  "Other  Property."- "Where  a 
statute  after  exempting  to  each  house- 
holder certain  specified  personal  prop- 
erty and  continues  aa  follows:   "pro- 
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debtor  has  been  allowed  to  select  a  chose  in  action  such  as  a  debt  or 

judgment,  and  where  so  selected  the  debt  or  judgment  becomes  as 

exempt  as  though  it  had  been  specifically  mentioned  in  the  statute.^* 

Provisions,  —  Some  statutes  allow  a  debtor  who  has  not  the  statutory 

amount  of  provisions,  to  make  up  the  deficiency  from  other  named 

articles  in  lieu  of  the  provisions.^^    But  in  the  absence  of  such  statute, 

this  is  not  permissible.^" 

b.    Property    of    What   Persons.  —  (I.)   Eesidrnts  and  Citizens.  —  (A.) 

Necessity  of  Being  Resident  oe  Citizen. —  Exemption    laws   being   as   a 

rule  designed  for  the  protection  of  families  within  the  state,  their 

beneficial  provisions  are  very  often  extended  only  to  residents,^^  or 


vided  that  if  such  householder  does 
not  possess  nor  desire  to  retain  the 
property  named,  he  may  select  and  re- 
tain other  property  not  to  exceed  (a 
specified  amoimt),"  the  words  "other 
property"  refer  only  to  other  property 
of  like  nature  to  that  specifically  men- 
tioned, and  hence  do  not  include  money. 
Creditors'  Collection  Assn.  v.  Bisbee, 
80  Wash.  358,  141  Pac.  886. 

24.  Ga. — Johnson  v.  Eedwine,  105 
Ga.  449,  33  S.  E.  676.  Ky.— Miller  v. 
Mahoney,  16  Ky.  L.  Eep.  799,  29  S.  W. 
879.  Mo. — Day  v.  Burnham,  82  Mo. 
App.  538;  Wagner  v.  North  !Furuiture 
Co.,  63  Mo.  App.  206. 

[a]  In  Hands  of  Another. — Notes 
and  accounts  up  to  the  statutory  limit 
of  value  belonging  to  a  debtor  but 
found  in  the  hands  of  another  may  be 
claimed  as  exempt  in  lieu  of  other  per- 
sonal property.  Miller  v.  Mahoney,  16 
Ky.  L.  Bep.  799,  29  S.  W.  879. 

25.  Crops. — (1)  A  statute  allowing 
an  exemption  where  there  are  not  suffi- 
cient provisions  of  "so  much  of  the 
live  stock  suitable  for  the  purpose,  and 
of  growing  crop,  if  any,  as  may  be  nec- 
essary," embraces  crops  that  are  suit- 
able for  breadstuffs  and  animal  food 
only.  A  tobacco  crop  is  not  included. 
Herndon  v.  Waters'  Exr.,  14  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  667;  Hayden  v.  Crutchfield's  Exr., 
3  Ky.  L.  Kep.  83.  (2)  The  statute  of 
Kentucky  has  since  been  amended  so 
as  to  exempt  "any  crop  on  hand." 
Millay  V.  White,  86  Ky.  170,  5  S.  W. 
429. 

[a]  Improvements  on  real  estate 
cannot  be  assigned  to  a  debtor  in  lieu 
of  provisions  not  on  hand  under  a  stat- 
ute providing  for  a  substitution  of  per- 
sonal property  in  such  case.  Lawson  v. 
Barlow  Co.,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  308,  51  S. 
W.  314. 

[b]  Proceeds  of  Attached  Property. 


Where  a  debtoy  did  not  have  on  hand 
the  provisions  exempt  by  statute  he 
was  entitled  to  have  set  apart  oiit  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  attached  property 
$40.00  for  each  member  of  his  family 
and  his  right  to  the  exemption  would 
rot  be  affected  by  the  fact  that  hia 
children  had  property  in  their  own 
right.  Crigler  v.  Connor,  15  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  751. 

26.  Seligson  &  Co.  v.  Staples,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §1070. 

27.  U.  S.— Ire  re  Dinglehoef,  109  Fed. 
866.  Ala.— McCrary  v.  Chase,  71  Ala. 
540;  Boykin  v.  Edwards,  21  Ala.  261; 
Allen  p.  Manasse,  4  Ala.  554.  Ark. 
Person  v.  Williams-Echols  Drv  Goods 
Co.,  113  Ark.  467,  169  S.  W.  223,  59  Am. 
St.  Epp.  122;  McAlister  &  Co.  v.  Eob- 
ins,  100  Ark.  540,  140  S.  W.  732.  Colo. 
Wymond  v.  Amsbury,  2  Colo.  213.  Tla. 
Post  V.  Bird,  28  Pla.  1,  9  So.  888.  Ga. 
Kyle  V.  Montgomery,  73  Ga.  337.  Ind. 
rinley  v.  Sly,  44  Ind.  266;  Norman  v. 
Bellman,  16  Ind.  156;  Hoagland  v.  Eoe, 
8  Ind.  275;  Green  v.  Simon,  17  Iiul. 
App.  360,  46  N.  E.  693.  Ind.  Ter. 
Eeeves  v.  Beeves,  2  Ind.  Ter.  444,  51 
S.  W.  1079.  la.— Eussell  v.  Dilley,  159 
N.  W.  189;  Union  County  Inv.  Co.  v. 
Messix,  152  Iowa  412,  132  N.  W.  823; 
Lyon  V.  Callopy,  87  Iowa  567,  54  N.  W. 
476,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  396.  Minn. 
Thompson  v.  Peterson,  122  Minn.  228, 
142  N.  W.  307;  Grimestad  v.  Lofgren, 
105  Minn.  286,  117  N.  W.  515,  127  Am. 
St.  Eep.  566,  Mo. — Mignogna  V.  Ghiaf- 
farelli,  151  Mo.  App.  359,  131  S.  W. 
769;  McDowell  v.  Friedman  Bros.  Shoo 
Co.,  135  Mo.  App.  276,  115  S.  W.  1028; 
Dinkins  v.  Crunden-Martiu  Wooden- 
ware  Co.,  99  Mo.  App.  310,  73  S.  W. 
246.  N.  C— Cromer  v.  Self,  149  N.  0. 
164,  62  S.  E.  885;  Latta  v.  Bell,  122 
N.  C.  639,  30  S.  E.  15;  Jones  v.  Als- 
brook,  115  N.  C.  46,  20  S.  E.  170.  S.  C, 
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eitizens^^  of  the  state.  But  unless  the  statute  expressly  or  impliedly 
lestricts  the  exemptions  to  residents,  the  courts  have  no  authority  to 
do  so  and  the  exemptions  must  apply  to  all  persons  litigant,  residents 
as  well  as  non-residents.^° 


Eookard  v.  Atlanta  &  C.  Air  Line  Ry. 
Co.,  89  S.  C,  371,  71  S.  E.  992.  Tenn, 
Keelin  v.  Graves,  129  Tenn.  103,  165  S. 
W.  232;  Hawkins  v.  Pearce,  11  Humph. 
44.  Utah.— Snow  v.  West,  35  Utah  206, 
99  Pac.  674,  136  Am.  St.  Eep.  1047. 
W.  Va.— Stein  v.  Staats,  74  W.  Va.  357, 
81  S.  E.  1132;  State  v.  Allen,  48  W. 
Va.  154,  35  S.  B.  990,  86  Am.  St.  Eep. 
29,  50  L.  E.  A.  284.  Wis.— Commercial 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Chicago,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  45 
Wis.  172. 

[a]  A  resident  alien  whose  family 
is  not  in  the  state  is  as  much  entitled 
to  exemption  as  is  a  citizen,  if  he  has 
a  fixed  intention  to  abandon  his  foreign 
home  and  settle  permanently  in  the 
state  with  his  family.  People  v.  Mc- 
Clay,  2  Neb.  7. 

28.  Wood  V.  Bresnahan,  63  Mich, 
614,  30  N.  W,  206;  McHugh  V.  Curtis, 
48  Mich.  262,  12  N.  W.  163;  Dock  v. 
Cauldwell,  19  Pa.  Super.  51;  McWill- 
iams  V.  Newlin,  1  Chest.  Co.  Eep.  (Pa.) 
50;  Wilkins  v.  Eubineam,  15  W.  N.  C. 
(Pa.)  128;  Collom's  Appeal,  12  W.  N. 
C.  (Pa.)  309;  Snow  v.  Dill,  6  W.  N. 
C.   (Pa.)   330. 

[a]  Bona  Me  citizenship  is  neces- 
sary. Dock  V.  Cauldwell,  19  Pa.  Super. 
51. 

[b]  "Every  citizen"  means,  when 
used  in  an  exemption  statute,  not  only 
the  native  born  or  naturalized  citizen, 
but  every  inhabitant  of  the  country. 
Cobbs  V.  Coleman,  14  Tex.  594. 

[c]  The  exemption  of  a  fishing  boat 
applies  to  citizens  only,  other  exemp- 
tions may  be  claimed  by  non-residents. 
Everett  v.  Herrin,  46  Me.  357,  74  Am. 
Dec.  455. 

fd]  Limitation  To  Protect  Credi- 
tors.— "Each  state  has  its  own  exemp- 
tion laws  for  the  benefit  of  its  own 
citizens.  If  non-residents  are  permit- 
ted to  participate  in  the  benefit  thus 
provided,  they  may  claim  it  in  every 
state  in  which  they  happen  to  own 
property.  This  would  likely  work  great 
injury  to  creditors  by  withdrawing 
from  their  grasp,  money  or  property 
which  should  in  justice  be  applied  to 
the  pavment  of  their  claims."  Collom's 
Appeal,  12  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  309. 

29.  III.— Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Dougan, 
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142  111.  248,  31  N.  E.  594,  34  Am.  St. 
Eep.  74;  Mineral  Point  E.  Co.  v.  Bar- 
ron, 83  111.  365;  Menzie  v.  Kelly,  8  111. 
App.  259.  Kan. — Kansas  City,  etc.  E. 
Co.  V.  Gough,  35  Kan.  1,  10  Pac.  89j 
Missouri  P.  E.  Co.  v.  Maltby,  34  Kan. 
125,  8  Pac.  235.  Me. — Everett  v.  Her- 
rin, 46  Me.  357,  74  Am.  Dec.  455.  Neb. 
Wright  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  19 
Neb.  175,  27  N.  W.  90.  N.  H.— Hill  v. 
Loomis,  6  N.  H.  263.  Ohio. — Sproul  t;.Me- 
Coy,  26  Ohio  St.  577;  State  v.  O'Brien,' 
7  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  386,  14  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  300.  Ore. — ^Bond  v.  Turner,  33  Ore. 
551,  54  Pac.  158,  44  L.  E.  A.  430.  Pa. 
Matson  v.  Bryan,  8  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  355; 
Linsenmayer  v.  Smythe,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
400.  Tex. — Bell  v.  Indian  Live  Stock 
Co.,  11  S.  W.  344;  Carroll  v.  Eirst  Statq 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  148  S.  W.  818. 
Vt.— Haskill  V.  Andros,  4  Vt.  609,  24 
Am.  Dec.  645.  Wis. — ^Lowe  v.  String- 
ham,  14  Wis.  222. 

[a]  In  Lowe  v.  Stringham,  14  Wis. 
223,  the  debtor  was  a  non-resident  and 
it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  exemption  law^,  the 
eourt  saying:  "The  statute  makes  no 
discrimination  between  temporary  and 
permanent  residents,  nor  does  it  pur- 
port to  confine  its  privileges  to  resi- 
dents at  all.  It  exempts  certain  art- 
icles of  the  debtor  and  his  family,  and 
we  think  it  Would  be  entirely  inconsist- 
ent with  the  beneficent  intentions  of 
the  statute,  as  well  as  with  the  dignity 
of  a  sovereign  state,  to  say  that  the 
temporary  sojourner,  or  even  the 
stranger  within  our  gates,  was  not  en- 
titled to  its  protection." 

[b]  "Nothing  short  of  the  express 
language  of  a  statute  would  justify  us 
in  saying  that  a  person  may,  by  virtue 
of  an  execution,  be  stripped  of  his 
wearing  apparel,  his  necessary  house- 
hold furniture,  and  his  only  cow,  mere- 
ly because  he  resides  under  another 
government,  when  a  person  residing 
here  would  not  be  subject  to  the  same 
inconvenience  and  distress."  Haskill 
V.  Andros,  4  Vt.  609,  24  Am.  Dec.  645. 

[e]  Non-residents,  heirs  or  legatees 
can  claim  the  exemption  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  life  insura,nce  provided  for  by 
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(B.)  Who  Are  Eesidents.  —  (1.)  In  General. — The  question  of  resi- 
dence, where  it  is  an  element  in  the  debtor's  right  to  exemption,  is 
largely  one  of  intention  as  manifested  by  acts  and  circumstances^" 
from  which  it  must  appear  that  the  debtor,  at  the  time  of  the  levy," 
or,  in  some  jurisdictions,  before  sale  of  the  property  under  levy,''^  had 
an  aetual,^^  as  distinguished  from  a  technical,^*  residence  in  the  state. 
It  need  not  amount,  it  seems,  to  a  domicil,^^  though  in  many  respects 
identical  therewith,'*  but  it  must  be  something  more  than  a  temporary 
sojourn  in  or  a  passing  through  the  state.'''  The  residence  need  not 
have  been  for  any  particular  period,'^  nor  need  it  be  in  any  particular 
county  in  the  state,^* 


Code  1892,  §1965.     Borodofski  v.  Feld, 
88  Miss.  31,  40  So.  816. 

30.  Ark. — McAlister  &  Co.  v.  Bob- 
ins,  100  Ark.  540,  140  S.  W.  732.  Minn. 
Thompson  v.  Peterson,  122  Minn.  228, 
142  N.  W.  307.  Mo. — McDowell  v. 
Friedman  Bros.  Shoe  Co.,  135  Mo.  App. 
276,  115  S.  W.  1028.  N.  C— Jones  v. 
Alsbrook,  115  N.  C.  46,  20  S.  E.  170. 
W.  Va.— Stein  v.  Staats,  74  W.  Va.  357, 
81  S.  E.  1132. 

31.  Ala. — ^McCrary  v.  Chase,  71  Ala. 
540.  Colo. — Wymond  v.  Amsbury,  2 
Colo.  213.  Mo. — Caldwell  v.  Eenfro,  99 
Mo.  App.  376,  73  S.  "W.  340.  S.  C. 
Gray  v.  Putnam,  51  S.  C.  97,  28  S.  E. 
149. 

32.  Stein  v.  Staats,  74  W.  Va.  357, 
81  S.  E.  1132;  State  v.  Allen,  48  W. 
Va.  154,  35  S.  E.  990,  86  Am.  St.  Eep. 
29,  50  L.  E.  A.  284. 

[a]  One  who  has  become  legally 
non-resident  may  before  sale  of  his 
property  under  levy  and  at  the  time 
he  claims  its  exemption  therefrom,  by 
a  change  of  intention  and  circumstances 
in  good  faith  again  become  a  resident 
of  the  state,  and  be  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  exemption  law.  Stein 
V.  Staats,  74  W.  Va.  357,  81  S.  E.  1132: 

33.  Stotesbury  v.  Ertland,  35  Mo. 
App.  148;  Steele  v.  Leonori,  28  Mo. 
App.  675;  Jones  v.  Alsbrook,  115  N.  C. 
46,  20  S.  E.  170;  Munds  V.  Cassidey,  98 
N.  C.  558,  4  S.  E.  353. 

[a]  That  non-residence  as  used  in 
attachment  laws  (1)  has  not  the  same 
meaning  as  in  exemption  laws.  See 
Grimestad  v.  Lofgren,  105  Minn.  286, 
117  N.  W.  515,  127  Am.  St.  Eep.  566. 
But  (2)  the  West  Virginia  courts  seem 
to  give  the  term  the  same  meaning  in 
both  cases.  State  v.  Allen,  48  W.  Va. 
154,  35  S.  E.  990,  86  Am.  St.  Eep.  29, 
50  L.  E.  A.  284.  And  see  Clark  v.  Ward, 


12  Gratt.  (53  Va.J  440;  Moore  v.  Holt, 
10  Gratt.   (51  Va.)   284. 

34.  Cromer  v.  Self,  149  N.  C.  164, 
62  S.  E.  885. 

[a]  "Although  the  legal  domicile 
of  the  defendant  may  remain  for  some 
purposes  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  yet 
that  he  had  in  fact,  prior  to  the  filing 
of  his  answer,  become  a  non-resident 
of  this  state,  in  such  a  sense  as  debars 
him  from  claiming  the  privilege  of  our 
exemption  laws."  Stotesbury  v.  Kirt- 
land,  35  Mo.  App.  148.  See  also  Cromer 
f.  Self,  149  N.  C.  164,  62  S.  E.  885. 

35.  In  re  Dinglehoef,  109  Fed.  866. 
See  Jones  v.  Alsbrook,  115  N.  C.  46, 
20  S.  E.  170.    Compare  preceding  note. 

[a]  "Residence  indicates  perman- 
ency of  occupation  as  distinct  from 
lodging  or  boarding  or  temporary  oc- 
cupation but  does  not  include  so  much 
as  domicile  which  requires  an  intention 
continued  with  residence.  In  re  Dingle- 
hoef, 109  Fed.  866.  And  see  State  v. 
Allen,  48  W.  Va.  154,  35  S.  E.  990,  86 
Am.  St.  Eep.  29,  50  L.  E.  A.  284. 

[b]  But  that  domicil  in  the  state 
is  intended,  see  Keelin  v.  Graves,  129 
Tenn.  103,  165  S.  W.  232. 

36.  See  discussion  following. 

37.  In  re  Dinglehoef,  109  Fed.  866. 
[a]     Sojourning  in  a  boarding  house 

for  a  short  period  does  not  constitute 
one  a  resident.  In  re  Dinglehoef,  109 
Fed.  866. 

38.  Union  County  Inv.  Co.  v.  Mes- 
six,  152  Iowa  412,  132  N.  W.  823; 
Chesner  v.  Francisco,  12  Neb.  626,  12 
N,  W."94. 

[a]  Intention  To  Remain. — "If  he 
has  actually  come  within  the  state  with 
the  intention  of  remaining  he  shall  be' 
considered  a  resident."  Union  County 
Inv.  Co.  V.  Messix,  152  Iowa  412,  132 
N.  W.  823. 

89.    Mark  v.  State,  15  Ind.  98. 
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(2.)  Family  in  Another  State.  —  Generally  it  is  the  debtor's  residence 
and  not  that  of  his  family  which  controls,  and  his  right  to  exemptions 
is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that  the  family  resides  outside  the  state,*" 
unless  the  statute  makes  actual  residence  with  the  family  essential.*' 
However,  the  statute  may  make  residence  of  the  debtor's  family  within 
the  state  the  criterion,  notwithstanding  his  temporary  or  permanent 
abode  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction.*^ 

(3.)  Bemoval  From  State. —  If  a  right  of  exemption  existed  at  the 
time  of  the  levy,  it  is  not  defeated  as  to  that  levy  by  a  removal  from 
the  state  pending  the  trial  or  detetmination  of  the  right  of  exemption.*' 
But  as  to  subsequent  levies  made  after  the  removal,  the  right  of  exemp- 
tion may  be  lost  because  of  the  loss  of  the  necessary  residence.**  To 
become  a  non-resident  within  the  meaning  of  the  exemption  laws,  there 
must  be  something  more  than  an  intention  to  remove  to  another  state,*^ 
even  though  such  intention  is  coupled  with  preparations,*^  or  an  actual 


[a]  Residence  upon  an  Indian  re- 
servation is  sufficient  to  entitle  deiend- 
ant  to  exemptions  reserved  to  resi- 
dents. Coey  V.  Cleghom,  10  Idaho  166, 
79  Pac.  72,  109  Am.  St.  Eep.  199. 

[b]  In  transit  from  house  to  house 
tbrough  different  counties  as  well  as  in 
a  single  county  the  debtor  is  protected. 
Mark  v.  State,  15  Ind.  98. 

[c]  Avoiding  Criminal  Process. 
Where  an  execution  debtor  had  left  the 
bouse  where  he  resided  with  his  family 
to  avoid  criminal  process,  and  though 
frequently  seen  in  the  county,  his  us- 
ual whereabouts  were  unknown,  he  is 
not  thereby  deprived  of  his  right  of 
exemption.  Norman  v.  Bellman,  16 
Ind.  156. 

[d]  One  who  secretly  absconds  and 
whose  whereabouts  are  unkiiown  may 
still  be  a  resident  householder,  in  the 
absence  of  any  proof  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  return  to  his  family.  Green 
V.  Simon,  17  Ind.  App.  360,  46  N.  E. 
693. 

40.  Kan. — Zimmerman  v.  Franke,  34 
Kan.  650,  9  Pac.  747;  Pish  v.  Street,  27 
Kan.  270.  Ky.— Stirman  v.  Smith,  8 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  781.  Mich.j— Pettit  v. 
Muskegon  Booming  Co.,  74'  Mich.  214, 
41  N.  W.  900. 

[a]  Sending  his  family  to  anothei 
state  with  the  intention  of  following 
them  and  making  his  home  there  as 
soon  as  he  could  dispose  of  his  property 
does  not  deprive  the  debtor  of  the  bene- 
fits of  the  state  exemption  laws.  Stir- 
man  V.  Smith,  8  Ky.  L.  Rep.  781. 

[b]  Though  her  husband  reside  out- 
sidie  the  state,  a  woman,  head  of  a  f  am- 
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ily,  may  claim  exemptions  as  a  resi- 
dent.   Fish  V.  Street,  27  Kan.  270. 

41.  Ala.' — Allen  v.  Manasse,  4  Ala. 
554.  Colo. — Schwartz  v.  Birnbaum,  21 
Colo.  21,  39  Pac.  416.  Neb. — Chesney 
V.  Francisco,  12  Neb.  626,  12  N.  "W.  94; 
People  V.  McCIay,  2   Neb.   7. 

42.  Bonnel  v.  Dunn,  28  N.  J.  L.  153. 
[a]     "The  statute  meant  to  provide 

for  the  comfort  of  families  residing  in 
this  state,  and  hence  the  language  used 
is  not,  the  property  of  any  debtor  re- 
siding in  this  state  having  a  family 
but  the  property  of  any  debtor  having 
a  family  residing  in  this  state  shall  be 
reserved  for  the  use  of  the  family." 
Bonnel  v.  Dunn,  28  N.  J.  L.  153. 

43.  MeCrary  v.  Chase,  71  Ala.  540; 
Caldwell  v.  Renfro,  99  Mo.  App.  376, 
73  S.  "W.  340. 

44.  See  supra,  II,  B,  5,  b,  (I),  (A). 

45.  lU. — "Winslow  v.  Benedict,  70  HI. 
120.  la.— Russell  v.  Dilley,  159  N.  W, 
189.  Mtnn. — Grimestad  v.  Lofgren, 
105  Minn.  286,  117  N.  W.  515, 127  Am. 
St.  Rep.  566.  Pa. — Springer  v.  Lewis, 
22  Pa.  191. 

46.  Ala.— Herzfeld  v.  Beazley,  106 
Ala.  447,  17  So.  623.  Ark.— McAlister 
&  Co.  V.  Robins,  100  Ark.  540,  140  S. 
W.  732.  la. — Graw  v.  Manning,  54  Iowa 
719,  7  N.  W.  150.  Ky.— Anthony  A.  C. 
&  Co.  V.  Wade,  1  Bush  110;  Stirman  v. 
Smith,  10  Ky.  L.  Rep.  665,  10  S.  W. 
131;  Rasco  v.  Sheet,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
703. 

[a]  Packing  up  to  leave  for  another 
state.  Anthony  A.  C.  &  Co.  v.  Wade, 
1  Bush   (Ky.)   110. 

[b]  Delivering  furniture  to  railroad 
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inception  of  the  journey.*^  But  a  removal  to  another  state  with  no 
intention  of  returning,*^  or  with  a  vague  and  indefinite  intent  to  re- 
turn,** will  constitute  the  debtor  a  non-resident  and  defeat  his  exemp- 
tion. It  is  otherwise  where  he  goes  to  another  state  for  a  temporary 
purpose  only,  intending  to  return  to  his  former  abode  as  soon  as  prac- 
ticable or  convenient.'" 


for  shipment  by  one  who  intends  to 
quit  the  state  permanently.  Herzfeld 
V.  Beazley,  106  Ala.  447,  17  So.  623; 
Wood  V.  Bresnahan,  63  Mich.  614,  80 
N.  "W.   206. 

[c]  Sending  family  to  another  state 
■with  the  intention  of  following  is  not 
sufficient.  Stirman  v.  Smith,  10  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  665,  10  S.  W.  131. 

[d]  In  Iowa  by  §3076  of  the  code,  a 
debtor  who  has  ' '  started  to  leave ' '  the 
state  has  exempt  only  the  ordinary 
weiaring  apparel  of  himself  and  family 
and  such  other  property  in  addition  as 
he  may  select  in  all  not  exceeding  sev- 
enty-five dollars  in  value.  Under  this 
provision  a  defendant  has  "started  to 
leave"  the  state,  when  he  makes  pre- 
parations to  leave.  Graw  v.  Manning, 
54  Iowa  719,  7  N.  "W.  150. 

[e]  "About  To  Leave  the  State." 
In  Missouri  the  statute  allows  execu- 
tion against  any  person  who  is  about 
to  leave  the  state.  Mignogna  «.  Chiaf- 
farelli,  151  Mo.  App.  359,  131  S.  W. 
769. 

47,  Anthony  A.  C.  &  Co.  v.  Wade,  1 
Bush  (Ky.)  110;  Bonnel  v.  Dunn  28 
N.   J.  L.   153. 

fa]  In  Transitu. — "An  avowed  in- 
tention on  his  part  to  remove,  and  a 
packing  up  for  that  purpose,  did  not 
deprive  him  of  the  character  of  house- 
keeper; nor  would  he  cease  to  be  such 
while  in  transitu  from  one  place  to  an- 
other any  more  than  an  intention  to 
remove  would  deprive  a  man  of  his 
residence  or  domicile."  Anthony  v. 
Wade,  1  Bush  (Ky.)  110. 

[b]  In  West  Virginia,  where  non- 
residence  under  exemption  statutes 
means  the  same  thing  as  it  does  in  at- 
tachment, a  debtor  becomes  a  non-resi- 
dent when  he  actually  begins  his  jour- 
ney to  the  other  state  with  the  inten- 
tion to  abandon  his  residence.  State 
V.  Allen,  48  W.  Va.  154,  35  S.  E.  990, 
86  Am.  St.  Eep.  29,  50  L.  E.  A.  284. 

48.  La. — Lambeth  v.  Milton,  2  Bob. 
81.  Mich.— McHugh  v.  Curtis,  48  Mich. 
262,  12  N.  W.  163.  Minn.— Orr  v.  Box, 
22  Minn.  485.  Mo.— Stotesbury  v.  Kirt- 


land,  35  Mo.  App.  148.  N.  C. — Cromer 
V.  Self,  149  N.  C.  164,  62  S.  B.  885.  Pa. 
Dock  V.  Cauldwell,  19  Pa.  Super.  51. 

fa]  An  absconding  debtor  who  has 
departed  the  state  without  any  inten- 
tion of  returning  and  becomes  a  resi- 
dent of  another  jurisdiction  cannot 
avail  himself  of  the  benefits  of  exemp- 
tion laws.  Grimestad  v.  Lofgren,  105 
Minn.  286,  117  N.  W.  515,  127  Am.  St. 
Eep.  566;  Orr  v.  Box,  22  Minn.  485. 

[b]  A  fugitive  from  justic©  who 
leaves  the  state  to  escape  the  conse- 
quences of  crime,  intending  to  remain 
away  indefinitely,  is  a  non-resident 
within  the  exemption  laws.  Cromer  v. 
Self,  149  N.  C.  164,  62  S.  E.  885. 

[c]  Facts  evidencing  an  intention 
on  the  part  of  one  who  deserted  his 
wife  and  left  the  state,  not  to  return 
to  the  state,  sufficiently  refute  his  claim 
of  citizenship.  Dock  v.  Cauldwell,  19 
Pa.  Super.  51. 

49.  Stotesbury  v.  Kirtland,  35  Mo. 
App.  148. 

[a]  An  indeterminate  or  floating  in- 
tention to  return  to  the  state  from 
which  removed  is  not  sufficient.  Mc- 
Dowell V.  Friedman  Bros.  Shoe  Co.,  135 
Mo.  App.  276,  115  S.  W.  1028. 

[b]  At  Some  Uncertain  Time. — One 
who  has  been  a  resident  but  has  re- 
moved from  the  state  with  the  expect- 
ation of  returning  at  some  uncertain 
time  is  not  entitled  to  exemptions. 
Munds  V.  Cassidy,  98  N.  0.  558,  4  S.  E. 
353. 

50.  Ala.— Herzfeld  v.  Beazley,  106 
Ala.  447,  17  So.  623.  Ark.— Birdsong 
V.  Tuttle,  52  Ark.  91,  12  S.  W.  158,  20 
Am.  St.  Eep.  156.  Mich. — Erickson  v. 
Drazkowski,  94  Mich.  551,  54  N.  W. 
283.  Minn. — Thompson  v.  Peterson,  122 
Minn.  228,  142  N.  W.  307.  Mo.— Grif- 
fith V.  Bailey,  79  Mo.  472;  McDowell  v. 
Friedman  Bros.  Shoe  Co.,  135  Mo.  App. 
276,  115  S.  W.  1028.  N.  C— Chitty  v. 
Chitty,  118  N.  C.  047,  24  S.  E.  517,  32 
L.  E.  A.  394.  Tenn. — Keelin  v.  Graves, 
129  Tenn.  103,  165  S.  W.  232. 

[a]  Prolonged.  Absence. — "But,  at 
all   events,    one   who   is    domiciled   in 
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(II.)  Family  Relation.  —  (A.)  In  General  —  It  is  nat  so  much  the 
debtor  himself  as  it  is  his  family  that  exemption  laws  aim  to  protect." 
The  person,  it  is  true,  is  sometimes  described  simply  as  "debtor"  and 
"  defendant,  "^^  and  again  certain  exemptions  are  reserved  to  individ- 


Tennessee,  although  he  may  be  tem- 
porarily absent  from  the  state  for  a 
considerable  length  of  time  on  business, 
is  entitled  to  hold  his  exempt  prop- 
erty free  from  attachment  or  execu- 
tion for  debt,  even  though  such  ab- 
sence be  so  prolonged  as  to  justify  an 
attachment  in  lieu  of  personal  service 
as  to  other  kinds  of  property."  Keelin 
V.  Graves,  129  Tenn.  103,  165  8.  W. 
232. 

[b]  A  bona  fide  residence  prior  to 
departure  must  have  been  acquired, 
otherwise  a  declared  intention  to  re- 
turn will  not  avail  anything.  In  re 
Dinglehoef,  109  Fed.  866. 

[c]  "In  order  to  determine -whether 
one  is  a  resident  of  this  state  in  this 
sense,  it  is  necessary,  in  some  instances, 
to  ascertain  the  intent  of  the  party. 
When  one  has  been  such  a  resident,  a 
removal  from  its  limits,  with  intent  not 
to  return,  will  at  once  deprive  him  of 
the  privileges  incident  to  his  residence 
here;  but  the  absence  may  be  intended 
to  be  of  such  a  temporary  nature  as  to 
avoid  the  consequences  above — it  is  for 
the  jury  to  determine.  In  which  case 
it  may  be  important  to  learn  the  pur- 
pose of  the  party  and  the  circum- 
stances of  the  removal.  Was  it  for 
the  purpose  of  engaging  in  business? 
the  kind  of  business?  did  he  take  with 
him  all  his  property?"  Jones  v.  Als- 
brook,  115  N.  C.  46,  20  S.  E.  170. 

51.  Ala. — Keifeer  i>.  Barney,  31  Ala. 
1927  Sallee  v.  Waters,  17  Ala.  482.  Ind. 
Green  v.  Simon,  17  Ind.  App.  360,  46 
N.  E.  693.  Ky.— McMurray  v.  Shuck, 
6  Bush  111,  99  Am.  Dec.  662;  Bell  v. 
Keach,  80  Ky.  42,  3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  520. 
Me. — Everett  v.  Herrin,  46  Me.  357, 
74  Am.  Dec.  455.  N.  Y. — ^Blake  v. 
Bolte,  9  Misc.  714,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  209. 
Tex. — Eay  v.  Curry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
126  S.  W.  26.  Wash.— Peerless  Pacific 
Co.  V.  Burckhard,  90  Wash.  221,  155 
Pac.  1037. 

[a]  "The  evident  purpose  and 
meaning  of  the  law-making  power  in 
placing  the  exempted  property  beyond 
the  reach  of  creditors,  was  to  enable 
the  head  of  the  household  to  provide 
for  himself  and  his  family  or  those  who 
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are  living  with  him  and  dependent 
upon  him  for  a  support."  Brooks  v. 
Collins,  11  Bush  (Ky.)   622. 

[b]  "The  object  of  the  exemption 
laws  was  doubtless  to  protect  from 
execution,  and  secure  to  the  immediate 
family  of  the  debtor,  he  being  a  bona 
fide  housekeeper,  the  enumerated  art- 
icles; the  family  consisting  of  those 
that  the  debtor  was  in  legal  contem- 
plation bound  to  provide  for  by  obli- 
gations higher  than  such  as  bound  him 
to  pay  his  debts,  and  who,  from  tender 
years  and  other  disabilities  were  unable 
to  provide  for  themselves."  McMurray 
V.  Shuck,  6  Bush  (Ky.)  Ill,  99  Am. 
Dec.  662. 

[o]  Form  of  Statute  Immaterial. 
"Though  the  particular  statute  under 
consideration,  as  is  the  case  here, 
makes  the  exemptions  in  favor  of  the 
judgment  debtor  eo  nomine,  the  courts 
do  not  regard  them  as  conferring  a 
personal  right  upon  the  debtor,  but 
rather  as  declaring  a  family  right 
which  may  be  asserted  effectively  by 
the  wife  or  any  other  person  upon 
whom,  for  the  time,  the  care  of  the 
family  has  been  cast."  Mennell  v. 
Wells,  51  Mont.  141,  149  Pac.  954. 

fd]  The  statute  exempting  the  wear- 
ing apparel  of  a  householder  and  his 
family  was  designed  for  the  protection 
of  poor  and  destitute  families  and  not 
for  the  benefit  of  one  who  is  neither  a 
householder  nor  dependent  upon  a 
householder  for  his  support.  Bowne  v. 
Witt,  19  Wend  (N.  Y.)  475.  Compare 
Eumpus  ■«.  Maynard,  38  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
626. 

[e]  Operatives  hired  by  the  debtor 
to  prosecute  his  business  either  in  cul- 
tivating a  farm  or  the  performance  of 
other  service,  are  not  intended  to  be 
protected  by  the  exemption  laws.  Mc- 
Murray V.  Shuck,  6  Bush  (Ky.)  Ill, 
99  Am.  Dec.  662. 

52.  In  re  Eberhart's  Appeal,  39  Pa. 
509,  80  Am.  Dec.  536;  Swaney  v.  Dou- 
mont,  44  Pa.  Super.  49;  Strouse's  Bxr. 
V.  Becker,  38  Pa.  190,  80  Am.  Dec.  474; 
Fisher  v.  Elliott,  11  Phila.  (Pa.)  344, 
33  Leg.  Int.  140. 

[a]    A  terre  tenaut  is   neither   de- 
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uals,  irrespective  of  their  eonneetion  with  a  family;^'  but  the  debtor 
to  whom  exemptions  are  allowed  is  usually  designated  as  "part  of  a 
family,""  "member  of  the  family, "=^  or  "head  of  a  family. "s« 

(B.)  What  Constitutes  a  Family.  —  Just  what  the  term  "family" 
means  within  the  contemplation  of  exemption  statutes  is  difficult  of 
ascertainment.  From  the  various  definitions  thereof  appearing  in  the 
cases,^'  it  may  be  deduced  that  a  family  exists  within  the  purview  of 


fendant  nor  debtor  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute.  In  re  Eberhart's  Ap- 
peal, 39  Pa.  509,  80  Am.  Dec.  536. 

[b]  A  sub-tenant  or  assignee  of  the 
original  tenant  who  has  never  been 
recognized  by  the  landlord  cannot  claim 
the  exemption  on  a  distress  levied  upon 
his  goods,  where  the  process  is  in  the 
name  of  the  original  lessee.  Eosen- 
berger  v.  Hallowell,  3  Phila.  (Pa.)  330. 

[c]  "The  goods  of  the  wife  of  a 
tenant  on  the  demised  premises  may 
be  seized  for  rent  and  the  wife  is  not 
entitled  as  against  the  landlord  to  the 
benefit  of  the  exemption  law.  She  is 
not  a  defendant  nor  debtor  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act.  Swaney  v.  Dou- 
mont,  44  Pa.  Super.  49. 

[d]  A  garnishee,  debtor  of  the  de- 
fendant, is  entitled  to  the  exemption. 
Fisher  v.  Elliott,  11  Phila.  (Pa.)  344, 
33  Leg.  Int.  140. 

53.  Snow  V.  West,  35  Utah  206,  99 
Pac.  674,  136  Am.  St.  Eep.  1047;  Geiger 
V.  Kobilka,  26  Wash.  171,  66  Pac.  423, 
90  Am.  St.  Eep.  733. 

[a]  Wearing  apparel  in  actual  use 
is  exempt  to  all  persons  on  grounds 
of  common  justice.  Mumpus  v.  May- 
nard,  38  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  626. 

[b]  Aged  and  infirm  persons  are 
sometimes  given  exemptions.  Allen  v. 
Pearee,  101  Ga.  316,  28  S.  E.  859,  65 
Am.  St.  Eep.  306,  39  L.  E.  A.  710. 

54.  Zimmerman  v.  Franke,  34  Kan. 
650,  9  Pac.   747. 

[a]  Part  of  Family. — ^Where  a 
single  man,  twenty-five  years  of  age, 
resides  in  Kansas  and  his  father  and 
mother  and  unmarried  sister  reside  in 
Illinois  and  the  son  has  not  resided 
with  his  father  and  mother  and  un- 
married sister  for  about  seven  years, 
he  is  not  a  part  of  his  father 's  family 
within  the  meaning  of  the  exemption 
laws  even  though  he  helps  support  his 
mother  and  sisters.  Zimmerman  v. 
Franke,  34  Kan.  650,  9  Pac.  747. 

55.  Bowne  v.  Witt,  19  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
475. 

56.  Ala. — ^MeAlister   &   Co.  v.  Bob- 


ins,  100  Ark.  540,  140  S.  W.  732.  Pla. 
Jetton  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Hall,  67  Fla.  61, 
64  So.  440,  51  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.).  1121. 
Ga. — Bennett  v.  Trust  Company,  106 
Ga.  578,  32  S.  E.  625;  Smith  v.  Berman, 
8  Ga.  App.  262,  68  S.  E.  1014.  Ind. 
Green  v.  Simon,  17  Ind.  App.  360,  46 
N.  E.  693.  la.— Blair  v.  Fritz,  162 
Iowa  716,  144  N.  W.  611;  Lames  v. 
Armstrong,  162  Iowa  327,  144  N.  W.  1, 
49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  691;  Union  County 
Inv.  Co.  v..  Messix,  152  Iowa  412,  132 
N.  W.  823 ;  Pease  v.  Price,  101  Iowa  57, 
69  N.  W.  1120.  Kan.— Harrison  v.  Fos- 
ter, 94  Kan.  284,  146  Pac.  355;  Jack- 
man  V.  Lambertson,  71  Kan.  138,  80 
Pac.  55.  Ky. — Jarboe  v.  Hayden,  133 
Ky.  378,  117  S.  W.  961.  Mo.— Mig- 
nogna  v.  ChiafEarelli,  151  Mo.  App.  359, 
131  S.  W.  769.  Mont. — Mennell  v. 
Wells,  51  Mont.  141,  149  Pac.  954. 
N.  D.— Woods  V.  Teeson,  31  N.  D.  610, 

154  N.  W.  797.  Okla.— Nicholson  v. 
Binion,  158  Pac.  384.  S.  C— Kookard 
V.  Atlanta  &  C.  Air  Line  Ey.  Co.,  89 
S.  C.  371,  71  S.  E.  992.  Tex.— Carroll  v. 
First  State  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  148 
S.  W.  818;  Eay  v.  Curry  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  126  S.  W.  26.  Wash.— Peerless 
Pacific  Co.  V.  Burckhard,  90  Wash.  221, 

155  Pac.  1037. 

[a]  "Person  with  a  family."  Wil- 
son's Assignee  v.  Wilson,  101  Ky.  731, 
42  S.  W.  404. 

57.     See  cases  following. 

[a]  "A  'family'  is  a  collection  of 
persons  living  under  one  roof,  having 
one  head  or  management.  .  .  .  The 
relation  existing  among  the  group  must 
be  of  a  permanent  and  domestic  char- 
acter." Blair  v.  Fritz,  162  Iowa  716, 
144  N.  W.  611. 

[b]  "A  collective  body  of  persons 
who  live  in  one  house  under  one  head 
or  manager."  Duncan  v.  Frank,  8  Mo. 
App.  286. 

[c]  "The  word  'family'  as  used  in 
the  exemption  laws,  we  think  embraces 
a  collective  body  of  persons,  generally 
relatives  and  servants — a,  household, 
living  together  in  one  house  or  curtil- 
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these  laws  where  there  is  a  domestic  association  of  persons  upon  one  of 
whom  devolves  the  duty,  moral  or  legal,  to  support  the  others  and  a 
corresponding  state  of  dependence  upon  the  part  of  the  members  so 
supported.''^  The  group  must  be  of  a  domestic  and  permanent  char- 
aeier.'^  The  relation  is  one  of  social  status,  not  of  mere  contract,^"  and 
an  abiding  together  temporarily  as  strangers  or  for  convenience,  there 
being  no  legal  or  moral  obligation  on  the  part  of  one  to  support  the 
others,  does  not  constitute  the  group  a  family.^^  It  is  sometimes  re; 
garded  as  essential  that  the  defendant  members  reside  with  the  debtor."^ 
Estrangement  or  temporary  separation  is,  however,  not  usually  con- 
sidered sufficient  to  disrupt  the  family  relation  ;^^  but  continued  separ- 


age — ^and  does  not  embrace  separate  in- 
dividuals who  have  no  common  home." 
Zimmerman  v.  Franke,  34  Kan.  650,  9 
Pac.  747. 

[d]  Support  or  Dependence. — ^"To 
constitute  one  or  more  persons,  with 
another,  living  together  in  the  same 
house,  a  family,  it  must  appear  that 
they  are  being  supported  by  that  other, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  and  are  dependent 
on  him  therefor  and,  further,  that  he 
is  under  a  natural  or  moral  obligation 
to  render  such  support."  Sheehy  v. 
Scott,  128  Iowa  551,  104  N.  W.  1139, 
4  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  365. 

[e]  Kelationship  and  Kesldeuce. 
"To  constitute  a  family  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act,  the  relation  of  par- 
ent and  child,  or  that  of  husband  and 
wife,  must  exist;  there  must  be  a  con- 
dition of  dependence  on  the  one  or  the 
other  of  these  relations;  but  it  is  not 
necessary  that  all  the  dependents 
should  live  under  the  same  roof,  or  that 
the  family  should  live  together;  it  is 
the  relation  and  the  dependence  on 
that  relation,  not  the  aggregation  of 
the  individuals,  that  constitutes  a  fam- 
ily— Abercrombie  v.  Alderson,  9  Ala. 
981;  Allen  v.  Manassee  &  Mosely,  4  Ala. 
554."     Sallee  «.  Waters,  17  Ala.  482. 

[f]  For  other  definitions,  see:  Ark, 
Harbison  v.  Vaughn,  42  Ark.  539.  Cal, 
Be  Lamb's  Est.,  95  Cal.  397,  30  Pac. 
568;  Lawson  v.  Lawson,  15  Cal.  App. 
496,  115  Pac.  461,  464.  HI.— Holnbeck 
t.  Wilson,  159  111.  148,  42  N.  E.  169. 
la. — Arnold  v.  Waltz,  53  Iowa  706,  6 
N.  W.  40,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  248.  Kan. 
Ellinger  v.  Thomas,  64  Kan.  180,  67 
Pac.  529;  Zimmerman  v.  Franke,  34 
Kan.  650,  9  Pac.  747.  Ky.— Carter  v. 
Adams,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  91,  4  S.  W.  36. 
Miss. — Pearson  v.  Miller,  71  Miss.  379, 
14  So.  731,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  470.  Mo. 
Murdock   v.   Dalby,    13    Mo.   App.   41; 
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Duncan  v.  Frank,  8  Mo.  App.  286.  S.  C. 
Moyer  v.  Drummond,  32  S.  C.  165,  10 
S.  E.  952,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  850,  7  L. 
E.  A.  747;  Bradley  v.  Eodelsperger,  3 
S.  C.  226.  Tex. — ^Wilson  v.  Cochran,  31 
Tex.  677.  Vt. — Town  of  Landgrove  v. 
Town  of  Pawlet,  20  Vt.  309. 

58.  See  the  cases  in  the  preceding 
note. 

59.  In  re  Opava,  235  Fed.  779; 
Blair  v.  Fritz,  162  Iowa  716,  144  N.  W. 
611. 

60.  Ky. — SchoU  v.  Laurenz,  14  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  228.  Mo. — State  v.  Kane,  42 
Mo.  App.  253;  Murdock  v.  Dalby,  13 
Mo.  App.  41.  Tex. — Eoco  v.  Green,  50 
Tex.  483. 

61.  Blair  v.  Fritz,  162  Iowa  716,  144 
N.  W.  611;  Blake  v.  Bolte,  9  Misc.  714, 
30  N.  Y.  Supp.  209. 

62.  See  U.  S. — Jones  V.  Gray,  3 
Woods  494,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,463. 
Kan. — Zimmerman  v.  Franke,  34  Kan. 
650,  9  Pac.  747.  Mo. — ^Duncan  v.  Frank, 
8   Mo.  App.    286. 

But  see  Sallee  v.  Waters,  17  Ala.  482. 

[a]  A  married  woman  residing  in 
the  state,  who  has  no  children,  and 
whose  husband  is  a  non-resident,  has  no 
family  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
exemption  law.  KeifEer  v.  Barney,  31 
Ala.   192. 

f  b]  A  single  man,  residing  in  Kan- 
sas while  his  father,  mother  and  sister 
reside  in  Illinois,  and  he  has  been  ab- 
sent from  them  for  seven  years,  is  not 
part  of  the  family  within  the  exemption 
laws.  Zimmerman  v.  Franke,  34  Kan. 
650,  9  Pac.   747. 

63.  Ark. — Gates  v.  Steele,  48  Ark. 
539,  4  S.  W.  53.  Ky.— Carrington  v. 
Herrin,  4  Bush  624.  Mich. — Pettit  v. 
Muskegon  Boom.  Co.,  74  Mich.  214,  41 
N.  W.  900.  Mo. — AVhitehead  v.  Tapp, 
69  Mo.  415;  State  i).  Fin,  8  Mo.  App. 
261.    N.  y. — Woodward  v.  Murray,  18 
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alion  of  either  spouse,  amounting  to  desertion,  will  sometimes  destroy 
the  relation.**  Among  the  various  groups  constituting  a  family  in  the 
sense  of  the  statute  may  be  mentioned  husband  and  wife  f^  parent  and 
child  f^  brothers  and  sisters  •^''  brother  supporting  a  brother  f^  a  sister 
supporting  her  sister ;°^  an  aunt  or  uncle  and  nieces  or  nephews;'" 
grandparent  and  grandchild;'^  -widow  and  servants ;'2  and  guardian 
and  minor  child.'* 


Johns.  400.  Tex. — Smith  v.  McBryde 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  173  S.  W.  234;  Shook 
V.  Shook  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W. 
682. 

[a]  "The  man  who  has  a  wife  and 
child  dependent  on  him  for  support  is 
the  head  of  a  family,  though  they  do 
not  reside  under  the  same  roof.  The 
wife  and  child  not  appearing  to  have 
any  permanent  home  elsewhere  than 
with  plaintiff's  relator,  their  domicil 
was  with  him,  though  there  may  have 
been  a  temporary  separation  for  econ- 
omical or  other  causes."  State  v.  Finn, 

8  Mo.  App.  261. 

64.  Linton  v.  Crosby,  56  Iowa  386, 

9  N.  W.  311,  41  Am.  Rep.  107;  Ham- 
mond V.  Pickett  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  158 
S.  W.  174. 

[a]  Where  after  divorce  from  bed 
and  board  the  husband  moves  to  an- 
other state,  and  contributes  nothing  to 
the  snpjport  of  the  wife  and  child  who 
continue  to  live  in  the  other  state,  the 
group  under  such  circumstances  does 
not  constitute  a  family.  Hammond  v. 
Pickett  (Texi  Civ.  App.),  158  S.  W. 
174. 

65.  Cal. — ^Williams  v.  Young,  17  Cal. 
403.  Ga. — Nelson  v.  Commercial  Bank, 
80  Ga.  328,  9  S.  B.  1075;  Dismuke  v. 
Eady,  80  Ga.  289,  5  S.  E.  494;  Barfield 
V.  Barfield,  72  Ga.  668.  lU.— Kitchell 
V.  Burgevin,  21  111.  40.  Ky. — Holburn 
V.  PfanmilTer's  Admr.,  114  Ky.  831,  71 
S.  W.  940;  Dowd  v.  Hurley,  78  Ky. 
260.  La. — Hebert  v.  Mayer,  47  La. 
Ann.  563,  17  So.  131.  Miss.— Trotter  v. 
Dobbs,  38  Miss.  198.  S.  C— Chafee  & 
Co.  V.  Rainey,  21  S.  C.  11.  Tenn. — Dye 
V.  Cook?,  88  Tenn.  275,  12  S.  W.  631,  17 
Am.  St.  Eep.  882;  Morgan  v.  Fowler,  2 
Terg.  450.  Va.— Oppenheim  v.  Myers, 
99  Va.  582,  39  S.  B.  218 

fa]  Though  Alone  and  Without 
Children. — Cox  v.  Stafford,  14  How. 
Pr.   (N.  Y.)   519. 

66.  Ark. — Hollis  v.  State,  59  Ark. 
211,  27  S.  W.  73,  43  Am.  St.  Bep.  28. 
111.— People  D.  Stitt,  7  111.  App.  294. 
Ja,, — Parsons    v-    Livingston,    11    Iowa 


104,  77  Am.  Dee.  135.  Ky.— Wilson's 
Assignee  v.  Wilson,  101  Ky.  731,  42  S. 
W.  404;  Herring  v.  Johnston,  24  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1940,  72  S.  W.  793.  La.— Har- 
din V.  Wolf,  29  La.  Ann.  333.  Mich. 
Stilson  V.  Gibbs,  53  Mich.  280,  18  N. 
W.  815.  Mo.— Nash  v.  Norment,  5  Mo. 
App.  545.  N.  Y. — Cantrell  v.  Conner, 
6  Daly  224,  51  How.  Pr.  45;  Eobinson'a 
Case,  3  Abb.  Pr.  466.  Ohio.— Sears  v. 
Hanks,  14  Ohio  St.  298,  84  Am.  Dec. 
378.  Tex.— Parmer  v.  Hale,  14  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  73,  37  S.  W.  164. 

[a]  A  Widower  and  His  Mother. 
Parsons  v.  Livingston,  11  Iowa  104,  77 
Am.  Dee.  135. 

67.  U.  S. — In  re  Opava,  235  Fed. 
779.  111.— Wike  v.  Garner,  179  111.  257, 
53  N.  E.  613.  Ind.— Graham  v.  Crock- 
ett, 18  Ind.  119.  Ky. — McMurray  v. 
Shuck,  6  Bush  111,  99  Am.  Dee.  662. 
Mo. — Wade  v.  Jones,  20  Mo.  75,  61  Am. 
.Dec.  584;  Duncan  v.  Frank,  8  Mo.  App. 
286.  S.  0. — ^Moyer  v.  Drummond,  32  S. 
C.  165,  10  S.  E.  952,  17  Am.  St.  Eep. 
850,  7  L.  E.  A.  747. 

[a]  A  man  and  his  widowed  sister 
and  her  children.  Wade  v.  Jones,  20 
Mo.  75,  61  Am.  Dec.  584. 

68.  Webster  v.  McGauvran,  8  N.  D. 
274,  78  N.  W.  80. 

69.  Chamberlain  v.  Brown,  33  S.  C. 
597,  11  S.  E.  439. 

70.  American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Crnger, 
31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  17,  71  S.  W.  784. 

71.  TJ.  S. — Ladiga  v.  Eoland,  2  How. 
581,  11  L.  ed.  387.  Fla. — Adams  v. 
Clark,  48  Fla.  205,  37  So.  734.  Ga. 
Hall  V.  Matthews,  68  Ga.  490.  Kan. 
Cross  V.  Benson,  68  Kan.  495,  75  Pac. 
558,  64  L.  E.  A.  560.  Ky.— Sweeney 
v.  Eoss,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep.  861,  15  S.  W. 
357;  Collins  v.  Gibson,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1338,  54  S.  W.  945.  La.— Hebert  v. 
Mayer,  48  La.  Ann.  938,  20  So.  170. 
Tex.— Smith  v.  Wright,  13  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  480,  36  S.  W.  324. 

72.  Race  v.  Oldridge,  90  HI.  250,  32 
Am.  Eep.  27. 

73.  Eountree  v.  Dennard,  59  Ga. 
629,  27  Am.  Bep.  401. 
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(C.)  Head  op  the  Family.  —  (1.)  In  General.  —  There  can  be  but  one  head 
of  the  family  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes/*  and  who  that  per- 
son is  must  be  ascertained  from  the  facts  of  each  case/'  Statutes  some- 
times define  the  term  or  at  least  designate  the  persons  included  there- 
in.'^ In  general  the  head  of  the  family  is  the  one  who  controls,  super- 
vises and  manages  the  affairs  of  the  household  and  whose  duty  it  is  to 
support  the  same/'  even  though  he  contribute  in  part  only.'^^  That  the 
obligation  to  render  such  support  is  merely  a  moral  one  is  sufScient  in 
some  states  to  constitute  the  person  head  of  a  family/^  but  elsewhere 
a  legal  obligation  must  be  shown.^" 


74.  Forbes  v.  Groves,  134  Mo.  App. 
729,  115  S.  W.  451. 

[a]  Both  husband  and  vrtfe  have, 
however,  been  held  entitled  to  exemp- 
tions of  real  and  personal  property 
owned  by  them  respectively.  Friday  V. 
Glasser,  14  Pa.  Super.  94. 

75.  Jetton  Lumber  Co.  v.  Hall,  67 
Fla.  61,  64  So.  440,  51  L.  K.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1121. 

76.  Kan. — Harrison  v.  Foster,  94 
Kan.  284,  146  Pac.  355;  Seymour,  Sabin  & 
Co.  V.  Cooper,  26  Kan.  539.  Mont. — Men- 
nell  V.  "Wells,  51  Mont.  141,  149  Pae. 
954.  Utah. — Bunker  v.  Coons,  21  Utah 
164,  60  Pac.  549.  Wash. — Peerless  Pa- 
cific Co.  V.  Burckhard,  90  Wash.  221, 
155  Pac.  1037. 

77.  U.  S.—In  rfe  Morrison,  110  Fed. 
734.  Ga. — Bennett  v.  Trust  Company, 
106  Ga.  578,  32  S.  E.  625;  Holloway  v. 
HoUoway,  86  Ga.  576,  12  S.  E.  943,  22 
Am.  St.  Eep.  484,  11  L.  E.  A.  518; 
Marsh  v.  Lazenby,  41  Ga.  153;  Smith  v. 
Herman,  8  Ga.  App.  262,  68  S.  E.  1014. 
la.— Blair  v.  Fritz,  162  Iowa  716,  144 
N.  W.  611.  La.— Taylor  v.  MoElvin,  31 
La.  Ann.  283.  Mo.— Broyles  v.  Cox,  153 
Mo.  242,  54  S.  W.  488,  77  Am.  St.  Eep. 
714;  Ridenour-Baker  Groe.  Co.  v.  Mon- 
roe, 142  Mo.  165,  43  S.  W.  633;  Forbes 
V.  Groves,  134  Mo.  App.  729,  115  S.  W. 
451.  N.  D. — Webster  v.  McGauvran, 
8  N.  D.  274,  78  N.  W.  80.  Okla.— Eo- 
later  v.  King,  13  Okla.  37,  73  Pac.  291. 

[a]  Occupying  a  position  of  honor 
in  the  family,  with  some  control  in  its 
affairs  and  contributing  occasionally  to 
its  support,  is  not  suflS.cient.  Forbes  v. 
Groves,  134  Mo.  App.  729,  115  8.  W. 
451. 

[b]  "It  is  one  thing  to  aid  and  as- 
sist in  the  support  of  the  family,  and 
quite  another  to  assume  control  of  the 
household  and  manage  and  supervise 
the  matters  about  the  house.  And,  we 
might  add,  it  is  one  thing  to  be  boa- 
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ored  as  the  patriarch  of  the  familyj 
and  quite  another  to  possess  real  and 
final  authority  in  its  affairs."  Forbes 
V.  Groves,  134  Mo.  App.  729,  115  S.  W. 
451. 

[c]  One  who  lived  with  his  son,  and 
in  lieu  of  paying  board,  gave  the  fam- 
ily the  use  of  the  house  and  lot  rent 
free,  worked  in  the  garden  a  little  and 
once  in  a  while  bought  something  for 
the  table,  is  not  the  head  of  the  fam- 
ily. Forbes  v.  Groves,  134  Mo.  App. 
729,  115  S.  W.  451. 

[d]  Not  Necessary  To  Be  Husband 
or  Father. — Eidenour-Baker  Grocery  Co. 
V.  Monroe,  142  Mo.  165,  43  S.  W.  633. 

[e]  The  occupation  of  the  claimant 
or  the  use  to  which  the  articles  are  put 
cannot  affect  his  right  of  exemption  as 
head  of  a  family.  Wilhite  v.  Williams, 
41  Kan.  288,  21  Pae.  256;  Young  v. 
Bell,  1  Kan.  App.  265,  40  Pae.  675. 

78.  Forbes  v.  Groves,  134  Mo.  App. 
729,  115  S.  W.  451;  Ness  v.  Jones,  10  N. 
p.  587,  88  N.  W.  706,  88  Am.  St.  Eep. 
755.     See  also   next  following  section. 

79.  Wade  v.  Jones,  20  Mo.  75,  61 
Am.  Deo.  584;  Forbes  v.  Groves,  134 
Mo.  App.  729,  115  S.  W.  451;  State  V. 
Kane,  42  Mo.  App.  253. 

[a]  "While  there  was  no  legal  ob- 
ligation on  the  part  of  this  widow  to 
support  the  minor  children  of  her  hus- 
band, yet  we  think  that,  inasmuch  as 
she  undertook  to  keep  them  together, 
and  to_  care  for  and  support  them,  as 
the  evidence  shows  she  did,'  they  all 
remained  members  of  the  testator's 
family,  and  she  thereby  became  the 
head  of  that  family."  Holloway  v. 
Holloway,  86  Ga.  576,  12  S.  E.  943. 

80.  Ala.— Bailee  v.  Waters,  17  Ala. 
482.  Ga.— Dendy  v.  Gamble,  64  Ga. 
528;  Calhoun  v.  McLendon,  42  Ga.  405. 
But  see  Holloway  v.  Holloway,  86  Ga. 
576,  12  S.  E.  943,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  484, 
11  L.  E.  A.  518.    N.  Y.— Blake  v.  Bolte, 
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(2.)  The  Sushand. —  Where  the  wife  and  husband  are  living  together 
the  law  recognizes  the  husband  as  the  head  of  the  family,*^  notwith- 
standing he  may  contribute  little,^^  or  nothing,"^  to  the  support  of  the 
family.  The  husband  may  continue  to  be  the  head  of  the  family,  though 
he  be  living  apart  from  his  wife,***  contributes  nothing  to  her  support,^" 
and  has  attempted  to  procure  a  divorce,^*  or  is  adjudicated  insane." 

(3.)  The  Wife. —  Under  certain  circumstances  the  wife  may  become 
the  head  of  the  family.  She  has  been  regarded  as  such  in  some  eases 
where  she  is  the  main  support  of  the  family,**  where  she  is  separated 
from  her  husband  by  agreement,*^  or  is  divorced  from  him,®"  or  has 


9  Misc.  714,  30  N.  T.  Supp.  209.  Ohio. 
Eilev  V.  Hitzler,  49  Ohio  St.  651,  32  W. 
E.  753. 

-  [a]  The  father  of  an  illegitimate 
child,  who  resides  with  and  supports 
the  child  and  its  mother,  is  not  the 
"head  of  a  family,"  or  a  "house- 
holder," as  defined  in  statutes  pro- 
viding that  every  person  who  has  re- 
siding with  him  or  her  and  under  his 
care  and  maintenance  his  or  her  minor 
child,  is  a  householder  and  head  of 
a  family.  The  term  "child"  means 
legitimate  child.  Peerless  Pac.  Co.  v. 
Burekhard,  90  Wash.  221,  155  Pac.  1087. 

81.  Ga. — Bennett  v.  Trust  Company, 
106  Ga.  578,  32  S.  E.  625;  Eobson  v. 
Walker,  74  Ga.  823;  Morgan  v.  State,  63 
Ga.  307;  Neal  v.  Sawyer,  62  Ga.  352; 
Smith  V.  Berman,  8  Ga.  App.  262,  68 
S.  E.  1014.  111.— Clinton  n.  Kidwell, 
82  III.  427;  Arnold  v.  Coleman,  88  111. 
App.  608;  Farwell  Co.  v.  Martin,  65  111. 
App.  55;  Temple  v.  Freed,  21  111.  App. 
238.  La. — Fuselier  v.  Buckner,  28  La. 
Ann.  594.  Okla. — Nicholson  v.  Binion, 
158  Pac.  384. 

[a]  A  wife  who  carries  on  business 
in  her  own  name  and  with  her  own 
money  is  still  not  the  head  of  the  fam- 
ily, where  it  appears  she  did  not  ex- 
clusively control  the  earnings  and  the 
business  in  general.  Farwell  Co.  v. 
Martin,  65  111.  App.  55. 

82.  Ness  V.  Jones,  10  N.  D.  587,  88 
N.  W.  706,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  755. 

83.  Johnson  v.  Little,  90  Ga.  781, 
17  S.  E.  294;  Muir  v.  Howell,  37  N.  J. 
Eq.  39. 

[a]  Where  physically  unable  to 
w^ork  and  possessed  of  no  property  or 
means  of  support,  he  is  still  the  head 
of  the  family.  Johnson  v.  Little,  90 
Ga.  781,  17  S.  E.  294. 

[b]  Though  the  wife  support  the 
minor  children  and  the  husband  as 
well,  he  being  too  lazy  to  work,  that 


does  not  make  her  the  head  of  the 
family.  Barry  v.  Western  Assur.  Co., 
19  Mont.  571,  49  Pac.  148,  61  Am.  St. 
Bep.  530. 

[c]  The  husband's  liability  for  the 
wife's  contracts  made  for  the  neces- 
saries of  support  and  maintenance  is 
sufficient  to  constitute  him  head  of  the 
family  though  he  contributes  nothing 
to  the  support  of  the  family.  Ray  v. 
Curry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  126  S.  W.  26. 

84.  Keiffer  v.  Barney,  31  Ala.  192; 
P^y  V.  Curry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  126  S. 
W.  26. 

85.  Ray  v.  Curry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
126  S.  W.  26.    See  supra  this  section. 

86.  Bay  v.  Curry  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
126  S.  W.  26. 

87.  Neal  v.  Sawyer,  62  Ga.  352; 
Union  County  Inv.  Co.  v.  Messix,  152 
Iowa  412,  182  N.  W.  823;  Van  Doran 
V.  Marden,  48  Iowa  186. 

88.  Ark. — Memphis  &  L.  R.  By.  Co. 
V.  Adams,  46  Ark.  159.  Kan. — Har- 
rison V.  Foster,  94  Kan.  284,  146  Pac. 
355.  Ky. — Wilson's  Assignee  v.  Wilson, 
101  Ky.  731,  42  S.  W.  404.  La.— Gins- 
berg V.  Groner,  117  La.  268,  41  So.  569. 
Minn. — ^Boelter  v.  Kloasner,  74  Minn. 
272,  77  N.  W.  4,  73  Am.  St.  Eep.  347. 

But  see  section  immediately  preced- 
ing. 

fa]  Though  the  spouses  live  to- 
gether and  contribute  jointly  to  the 
family  support,  the  wife  may  claim  ex- 
emption under  Gen.  St.,  1894,  §5459. 
Boelter  v.  Klossner,  74  Minn.  272,  77 
N.  W.  4,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  847. 

[b]  Where  the  wife  owns  and  man- 
ages the  hotel  wherein  she,  her  hus- 
band and  child  reside,  she  is  entitled 
to  exemptions  as  head  of  a  family. 
Harrison  v.  Foster,  94  Kan.  284,  148 
Pac.  355. 

89.  Kenley  v.  Hudelson,  99  HI.  493, 
39  Am.  Eep.  31. 

90.  Hammond  v.  Pickett  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  158  8.  W.  174. 
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been  abandoned  by  him,  *^  or  where  her  husband  has  absconded.®^ 
(4.)   A  Widower.  —  A  widower  is  entitled  to  claim  exemptions  as  head 

of  a  family  where  he  is  under  a  moral  or  legal  obligation  to  support 

dependents,^*  but  not  otherwise.®* 

(5.)   A  Widow.  -  A  widow  with  dependents,  adult  or  minor,  is  the  head 

of  a  family.®^    Her  claim  to  exemptions,  as  such  miust,  however,  rest 


91.  Ark. — White  v.  Swann,  68  Ark. 
102,  56  S.  W.  .635,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  282; 
HoUis  «.  State,  59  Ark.  211,  27  S.  "W. 
73,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  28.  lU.— Berry  v. 
Hanks,  28  111.  App.  51;  People  v.  Stitt, 
7  111.  App.  294.  Ky. — Baum  v.  Turner, 
25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  600,  76  S.  W.  129.  Mo. 
Nash  V.  Norment,  5  Mo.  App.  545. 
Mont. — Mennell  v.  Wells,  51  Mont.  141, 
149   Pac.  954.     Neb. — Frazier  v.  Syas, 

10  Neb.  115,  4  N.  W.  934,  35  Am.  Eep. 
466.  Ohio. — ^Eegan  v.  Zeeb,  28  Ohio  St. 
483,  487. 

[a]  Judgment  Against  Husband. — A 
wife  who  has  been  abandoned  may  as 
the  "head  of  the  family"  claim  ex- 
emption as  against  judgment  creditors 
of  the  husband.  Mennell  v.  Wells,  51 
Mont.  141,  149  Pac.  954. 

92.  Fla.— Jetton  Lumber  Co.  v.  Hall, 
67  Fla.  61,  64  So.  440,  51  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1121.  la.— Union  County  Inv. 
Co.  V.  Messix,  152  Iowa  412,  132  N.  W. 
823.  Mich. — ^Freehling  v.  Bresnahan, 
61  Mich.  540,  28  N.  W.  531,  1  Am.  St. 
Eep.  617.  Mo.— Griffith  v.  Bailey,  79 
Mo.  472;  Thomas  &  Son  v.  Brown,  168 
Mo.  App.  667,  154  S.  W.  423;  Martin 
V.  Barnett,  158  Mo.  App.  375,  138  S.  W. 
538;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Morkamp,  130 
Ma  App.  118,  108  8.  W.  1085.  Neb. 
State  V.  Wilson,  31  Neb.  462,  48  N.  W. 
147;  Frazier  v.  Syas,  10  Neb.  115,  4 
N.  W.  934,  35  Am.  Eep.  466.  N.  D. 
First  Int.  Bank  v.  Lee,  25  N.  D.  197, 
141  N.  W;  716.  Pa.-^McCarthy 's  Ap- 
peal, 68  Pa.  217:  Meitzler'a  Appeal,  73 
Pte.  368. 

93.  Ala.— Sallee  v.  Waters,  17  Ala. 
482.  Pla.— Adams  v.  Clark,  48  Fla.  205, 
37  So.  734.  Ga. — ^Blackwell  v.  Brough- 
ton,  56  Ga.  390.  Ind.— Bunnell  v.  Hay, 
73  Ind.  452.  la. — Parsons  v.  Livingston, 

11  Iowa  104,  77  Am.  Dee.  135.  Ky. 
Collins  V.  Gibson,. 21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1338, 
54  S.  W.  945.  La. — ^Lyons  v.  Andry, 
106  La.  356,  31  So.  38,  87  Am.  St. 
Eep.  299,  55  L.  E.  A.  724;  Woods  v. 
Perkins,  43  La.  Ann.  347,  9  So.  48. 
N,  H.— Barney  v.  Leeds,  51  N.  H.  253. 
Teun. — Flannegan  v.  Stifel,  3  Tenn.  Ch. 
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464.     Tex. — Farmer   v.   Hale,   14  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  73,  37  S.  W.  164. 

94.  Oal. — Santa  Cruz  Bank  v.  Coop- 
er, 56  Cal.  339;  Eevalk  v.  Kraemer,  8 
Cal.  66,  68  Am.  Dec.  304.  Ga.- Walker 
V.  Thomason,  77  Ga.  682.  111.— Holn- 
beck  V.  Wilson,  159  HI.  148,  42  N.  E. 
169.  Ind. — Gregg  v.  Brickley,  27  Ind. 
App.'  154,  59  N.  E.  1072.  Kan.— Gib- 
son V.  Gross,  8  Kan.  App.  548,  54  Pac. 
796.  Ky. — ^Louisville  Bkg.  Co.  v.  An- 
derson, 106  Ky.  744,  44  S.  W.  636; 
Bosquett  v.  Hall,  90  Ky.  566,  13  S.  W. 
244,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  404,  9  L.  E.  A, 
S51;  Carter  v.  Adams,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
91,  4  S.  W.  36.  Miss.— Powers  v.  Sam- 
ple, 72  Miss.  187,  16  So.  293;  Hill  v. 
Franklin,  54  Misa.  632.  Okla. — ^Betts 
V.  Mills,  8  Okla.  351,  58  Pac.  957.  Tex. 
Whitehead  v.  Nickelson,  48  Tex.  517; 
Mullins  V.  Looks,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  138, 
27  S.  W.  926.  Va. — Oppenheim  v.  My- 
ers, 99  Va.  582,  39  S.  E.  218. 

But  see  Hesnard  v.  Plunkett,  6  S.  D. 
73,  60  N.  W.  159. 

[a]  Where  living  apart  from  his 
children,  whom  he  placed  with  his 
relatives,  he  is  not  the  head  of  a  fam- 
ily. Gibson  v.  Gross,  8  Kan.  App.  548, 
54  Pac.  796. 

95.  Ga. — Holloway  v.  HoUoway,  86 
Ga.  576,  12  S.  E.  943,  22  Am.  St.  Eep. 
484,  11  L.  E.  A.  518.  la.— Blair  v. 
Fritz,  162  Iowa  716,  144  N.  W.  611. 
Kan. — Cross  v.  Benson,  68  Kan.  495, 
75  Pac.  558,  64  L.  E.  A.  560.  Ky. 
Brooks  V.  Collins,  11  Bush  622;  Eiley 
V.  Smith,  9  Ky.  L.  Rep.  615,  5  S.  W. 
869.  Neb. — Chamberlain  Bkg.  House 
V.  Zutavern,  59  Neb.  623,  81  N.  W. 
858.  N.  Y.— Cantrell  v.  Conner,  6  Daly 
224,  51  How.  Pr.  45.  S.  C— Eookard 
V.  Atlanta  &  C.  Air  Line  Ry.  Co.,  89 
S.  C.  371,  71  S.  E.  992.  Tenn.— Bach- 
man  V.  Crawford,  3  Humph.  213,  39  Am. 
Dec.  163.  Tex.— Wolfe  v.  Buckley,  52 
Tex.  641;  Smith  V.  Wright,  13  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  480,  36  S.  W.  324.  Va. 
Oppenheim  v.  Myers,  99  Va.  582,  39  S. 
E.  218. 

[a]    A  widow  and  servants  have  been 
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upon  an  obligation  to  contribute  to  the  support  of  those  who  have  a 
right  to  look  to  her  for  it.'° 

(6.)  Single  Persons.  —  A  single  person  may  be  the  head  of  a  family 
when  he  has  persons  residing  with  him  to  whom  he  must  furnish  sup- 
port*^ in  consequence  of  some  moral  or  legal  obligation.^^  Thus  a  son 
may  be  the  head  of  a  family,^"  even  though  the  father  or  mother  be  still 
alive.^    An  unmarried  woman  may  also  become  the  head  of  a  family.^ 

(D.)  STmymNG  "Widow  and  Children.  —  Statutes  in  many  states  reserve 
to  the  surviving  widow  and  children  the  exemptions  that  were  allowed 
to  the  decedent  in  his  lifetime.^    The  word  children  as  used  in  this 


held  to  constitute  a  family  of  wMch 
the  widow  was  the  head.  Eaoe  v. 
Oldridge,  90  111.  250,  32  Am.  Eep.  27. 

96.  lU.— Roek  v.  Haas,  110  111.  528. 
la. — FuUerton  v.  Sherrill,  114  Iowa 
511,  87  N.  W.  419;  Emerson  v.  Leon- 
ard, 96  Iowa  311,  65  N.  W.  153,  59 
Am.  St.  Eep.  372.  Mo. — Murdoek  v. 
Dalby,  13  Mo.  App.  41.  Ohio.— Brown 
V.  Parham,  25  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  640. 

97.  TJ.  S.—In  re  Opava,  235  Fed. 
779;  Bailey  v.  Comings,  16  N.  B.  E. 
382,  2  Ted.  Cas.  No.  733.  Cal.— Ellis 
V.  White,  47  Cal.  73.  la. — ^Blair  v. 
Fritz,  162  Iowa  716,  144  N.  "W.  611. 
Ean. — Seymour,  Sabin  &  Co.  v.  Cooper, 
26  Kan.  539.  Ky.— Bell  v.  Reach,  80 
Ky.  42.  Mo. — Sternberg  v.  Levy,  150 
Mo.  617,  60  S.  W.  1114,  53  L.  E.  A. 
438;  Forbes  v.  Groves,  134  Mo.  App. 
729,  115  S.  W.  451;  Jarboe  v.  Jarboe, 
106  Mo.  App.  459,  79  S.  W.  1162.  Okla. 
Eolater  ■».  King,  13  Okla.  37,  73  Pac. 
291. 

[a]  Where  a  Eoman  OathoUc  priest 
lived  with  ids  sister,  to  whom  under 
agreement  he  turned  over  all  his  earn- 
ings outside  of  his  expenses  for  cloth- 
ing, etc.,  she  to  maintain  the  household 
and  keep  as  her  property  whatever  was 
saved,  he  is  "head  of  a  family."  In 
re  Opava,  235  Fed.  779. 

fb]  A  bachelor  living  on  a  farm 
with  whom  a  widowed  sister  lives,  hav- 
ing her  furniture  there  and  paying  no 
board,  is  the  head  of  a  family.  Bailey 
V.  Comings,  16  N.  B.  R.  382,  2  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  733. 

[c]  "It  is.  not  essential  that  a  man 
be  married  to  be  the  head  of  a  family. 
It  is  enough  to  satisfy  the  statute  if 
he  contribute,  in  part,  to  the  support 
of  those  who  have  a  moral,  though  not 
a  legal,  claim  on  him."  Forbes  v. 
Groves,  134  Mo.  App.  729,  115  S.  W. 
451. 

98.  Ala.' — Cochran  v.  Miller,  74  Ala. 


50;  Abererombie  v.  Alderson,  9  Ala. 
981.  Ga.— Calhoun  «.  McLendon,  42 
Ga.  405.  Ky.— Gunn  v.  Gudehus,  15  B. 
Mon.  447.  N.  Y.— Bowne  v.  Witt,  19 
Wend.  475.  S.  C. — Garaty  v.  Du  Bose, 
5  S.  C.  493.  Tex.— In  re  Summers,  3 
Nat.  Bankr.  Eeg.  84.  Va. — Calhoun  v. 
Williams,  32  Gratt.  (73  Va.)  18,  34 
Am.  Eep.  759. 

99.  Cal. — Lawson  v.  Lawson,  15  Cal. 
App.  496,  115  Pac.  461,  464.  Ga.— Marsh 
v.  Lazenby,  41  Ga.  153.  la. — ^Blair  v. 
Fritz,  162  Iowa  716,  144  N.  W.  611. 
Kan. — Seymour,  Sabin  &  Co.  v.  Cooper, 
26  Kan.  539.  Mo.— Broyles  v.  Cox,  153 
Mo.  242,  54  S.  W.  488,  77  Am.  St.  Eep. 
714;  State  v.  Kane,  -42  Mo.  App.  253. 
Okla. — Eolater  v.  King,  13  Okla.  37,  73 
Pac.  291.  S.  C. — Scott  v.  Mosely  Bros., 
54  S.  C.  375,  32  8.  E.  450.  Tex. 
Barry  v.  Hale,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  668, 
21  S.  W.  783.  Utah.— Bunker  v.  Coons, 
21  Utah  164,  60  Pac.  549.  Vt.— Hyser 
v.  Mansfield,  72  Vt.  71,  47  Atl.  105. 
Wis. — Connaughton  v.  Sands,  32  Wis. 
387. 

1.  Blair  v.  Fritz,  162  Iowa  716,  144 
N.  W.  611. 

[a]  The  presumption  is  that  in  such 
oases  the  child  is  not  the  head  of  the 
family,  and  the  burden  therefore  is  on 
him  to  establish  such  headship.  Blair 
V.  Fritz,  162  Iowa  716,  144  N.  W.  611. 

2.  Arnold  v.  Waltz,  53  Iowa  706,  6 
N.  W.  40,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  248;  Cham- 
berlain V.  Brown,  33  S.  C.  597,  11  S. 
B.  439. 

[a]  When  living  with  children  of 
deceased  sister  whom  she  supports.  Ar- 
nold V.  Waltz,  53  Iowa  706,  6  N.  W. 
40,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  248. 

[b]  When  supporting  relatives  whom 
she  is  under  a  moral  obligation  to  care 
for,  she  is  head  of  a  family.  American 
Bank  v.  Cruger,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  17, 
71  S.  W.  784. 

3.  la. — In  re    Smith's    Estate,    165 
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connection  includes  in  some  jurisdictions  adults  as  well  as  minors,*  but 
in  others  it  embraces  minors  alone."  It  is  not  essential  to  the  assertion 
of  the  exemption  by  the  children  that  the  widow  be  alive.* 

(III.)  Householders. —  In  a  few  of  the  states  exemptions  are  reserved  to 
persons  who  at  the  time  were  "householders."^  A  householder  has 
been  defined  as  one  upon  whom  rests  the  duty  of  supporting  the  mem- 
bers of  his  family  or  household.®    Like  "head  of  a  family"  with  which 


Iowa  614,  146  N.  W.  836;  Perkins  «. 
Hinckley,  71  Iowa  499,  32  N.  W.  469. 
Kan.-^Spencer  v.  Barker,  96  Kan.  360, 
149  Pac.  736.  Ky. — Myers's  Admr.  v. 
Forsythe,  10  Bush  394.  Miss.— Grafton 
V.  Smith,  66  Mias.  408,  6  So.  209; 
Hickman  V.  Ruff,  55  Miss.  549;  Mason 
V.  O'Brien,  42  Miss.  420;  HoUiday  v. 
Holland,  41  Miss.  528;  Wally  v.  Wally, 
41  Miss.  657;  Whitley  v.  Stephenson, 
38  Miss.  113;  Williams  v.  Hale,  12 
Smed.  &  M.  562.  N.  Y.— See  Becker 
V.  Becker,  47  Barb.  497.  N.  D. — Woods 
V.  Teeson,  31  N.  D.  610,  154  N.  W.  797 
(construing  §7731,  Comp.  Laws  1913, 
allowing  $500  to  heads  of  families  in 
addition  to  absolute  exemptions,  as  not 
relating  to  survivors  of  deceased  per- 
sons); Fore  V.  Fore's  Est.,  2  N.  D. 
260,  50  N.  W.  712.  Pa.— Matter  of 
Wood,  1  Ashm.  314.  Tenn. — Sneed  «. 
Jenkins,  90  Tenn.  137,  16  S.  W.  64; 
Johnson  v.  Henry,  12  Heisk.  696;  Vin- 
cent, 1  Heisk.  333.  Tex. — Abney  v. 
Pope,  52  Tex.  288;  Williams  v.  Hall, 
33  Tex.  212;  Fowler  v.  Gilmore,  30  Tex. 
432.  Va. — Edgewood  Dist.  Co.  v.  Eos- 
ser's  Admr.,  116  Va.  624,  82  S.  E. 
716. 

[a]  Separation  from  husband  de- 
stroys the  widow's  right  to  exemption 
where  there  was  no  sufficient  cause  for 
the  separation.  Nye's  Appeal,  126  Pa. 
341,  17  Atl.  618,  12  Am.  St.  Eep.  873. 
24  W.  N.  C.  121;  Fyock's  Est.,  9  Lane. 
L.  Rev.  (Pa.)   89. 

4.  Spencer  «.  Barker,  96  Kan.  360, 
149  Pac.  736;  Edgewood  Dist.  Co.  v. 
Eosser's  Admr.,  116  Va.  624,  82  S.  E. 
716. 

5.  Cofer  v.  Scroggins,  98  Ala.  342, 
13  So.  115,  39  Am.  St.  Eep.  54. 

6.  Taylor  v.  Winnie,  59  Kan.  16,  51 
Pac.  890,  68  Am.  St.  Eep.  339;  Whit- 
comb  V.  Reid,  ■  31  Miss.  567,  66  Am. 
Dec.  579. 

7.  TJ.  S.— 7n  re  French,  231  Fed. 
255.  Ind.— Bipus  v.  Deer,  106  Ind.  135, 
5  N.  E.  894;  Lowry  v.  McAlister,  86 
Ind.  543;  Gregg  v.  Brickley,  27  Ind. 
App.  154,  59  N.  E.  1072.    ivtiss,- Pear- 
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son  ».  Miller,  71  Miss.  379,  14  So.  731, 
42  Am.  St.  Eep.  470.  N.  Y.— Brigham 
V.  Bush,  33  Barb.  596;  Griffin  v.  Suther- 
land, 14  Barb.  456;  Woodward  v.  Mur- 
ray, 18  Johns.  400;  Chamberlain  v. 
Darrow,  46  Hun  4S;  Pink  v.  Praenkle, 
20  Civ.  Proc.  402,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  440. 
Wash. — Peerless  Pacific  Co.  v.  Burek- 
hard,  90  Wash.  221,  155  Pac.  1037; 
Peterson  v.  Bingham,  13  Wash.  178,  48 
Pac.  22. 

8.    Astley  v.  Capron,  89  Ind.  167. 

[a]  Other  Definitions. — (1)  "A  per- 
son who  has  members  of  his  family 
dependent  upon  him  for  support,  and 
who  does  support  them  is  householder 
within  the  meaning  of  the  law."  Low- 
ry V.  McAlister,  86  Ind.  543.  (2)  "The 
term  householder  as  used  in  the  statute 
has  a  very  well  defined  meaning  and 
imports  the  master  or  head  of  a  family 
who  reside  together  and  constitute  a 
household."  Chamberlain  v.  Darrow, 
46  Hun  (N.  Y.)  48.  (3)  "All  of  this 
judicial  reasoning,  goes  to  establish 
that  only  a  householder's  property  is 
exempt;  that  a  householder  is  the  mas- 
ter of  a  household;  and  that  a  house- 
hold is  a  family  living  together,  how- 
ever, not  necessarily  wife  and  children, 
but  it  must  be  a  family,  small  or  large, 
for  which  he  provides."  Fink  v. 
Praenkle,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  140.  (4)  The 
term  householder  "does  not  mean  sim- 
ply a  housekeeper,  but  also  a  'master 
or  chief  of  a  family.'  "  Griffin  «. 
Sutherland,  14  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  456.  (5) 
"A  'householder'  may  be  said  to  be 
a  person  owning  or  holding  and  oc- 
cupying a  house."  Pearson  v.  Miller, 
71  Miss.  379,  14  So.  731,  42  Am.  St. 
Eep.  470.  (6)  ' '  The  word  householder, 
in  this  statute,  means  the  head,  master, 
or  person  who  has  the  charge  of,  and 
provides  for,  a  family. ' '  Bowne  v.  Witt, 
19  Wend.    (N.  Y.)   475. 

[b]  The  following  Instruction  de- 
fining a  householder  was  upheld  in 
Astley  V.  Capron,  89  Ind.  167:  "As 
to  what  constitutes  a  householder  with- 
in the   meaning  of  the  statute,  I  in^ 
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it  is  sometimes  used  synonymously,"  the  term  usually,  though  not  al- 
ways,^" imports  an  obligation  to  contribute  to  the  support  of  depend- 
ents.^^ The  householder  need  not  be  a  husband  or  a  father.'^  A  singly 
man,^^  a  married  woman,"  a  widow,"  and  a  widower,^^  have  been  held 


struct  you  that  a  householder  is  the 
father  or  head  of  a  family  whom  he 
supports  or  assists  in  supporting.  It 
is  not  necessary  that  the  family  should 
keep  house  in  the  ordinary  sense  of 
that  term.  The  father,  as  head  of  a 
family,  may  put  his  family  out  to 
board  and  still  be  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  law."  And  see  Ind. 
Carpenter  v.  Dame,  10  Ind.  125.  Itlicli. 
Pettit  V.  Muskegon  Booming  Co.,  74 
Mich.  214,  41  N.  W.  900.  N.  Y.— Brig- 
ham  V.  Bush,  33  Barb.  596;  Woodward 
V.  Murray,  18  Johns.  400.  Wash. — Peer- 
less Pacific  Co.  V.  Burckhard,  90  Wash. 
221,  155  Pae.  1037;  Peterson  v.  Bing- 
ham, 13  Wash.  178,  43  Pae.  22. 

[c]  Effect  of  Hiring  Domestic 
Servant. — ' '  The  fact  that  the  appellant 
secured  the  services  of  others  to  pre- 
pare and  furnish  food,  and  to  take 
care  of  his  furniture  and  rooms  did 
not  take  from  him  the  character  of 
householder.  The  employment  of  the 
persons  for  the  purpose  mentioned  was 
not  in  eflfect  different  from  the  hiring 
of  servants  and  paying  them  daily  or 
weekly  wages."  Bunnell  v.  Hay,  73 
Ind.  452. 

9.  Chamberlain  v.  Darrow,  46  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  48;  Peterson  v.  Bingham,  13 
Wash.  178,  43  Pae.  22. 

10.  Bipus  V.  Deer,  106  Ind.  135,  5 
N.  E.  894;  Kelley  v.  McFadden,  80 
Ind.  536. 

[a]  One  without  a  wife,  child  or 
other  dependent,  who,  with  a  hired 
servant,  occupies  a  house  and  main- 
tains a  household,  is  a  householder 
within  the  meaning  of  the  exemption 
law.  Kelley  v.  McFadden,  80  Ind. 
536. 

11.  Gregg  V.  Brickley,  27  Ind.  App. 
154,  59  N.  E.  1072;  Chamberlain  v. 
Darrow,  46  Hun  (N.  T.)  48. 

[a]  A  father  living  alone  is  not  a 
householder  though  he  have  adult  and 
minor  children  residing  elsewhere,  who 
are  not  dependent  upon  him  and  to 
whom  he  is  under  no  obligation  to  sup- 
port. Gregg  V.  Brickley,  27  Ind.  App. 
154,  59  N.  E.  1072. 

[b]  A  widower  with  adult  children 
who  had  homes  of  their  own  is  not 
a    iiouseholder.      The    fact    that    his 


daughter-in-law  came  to  his  hous« 
weekly,  doing  washing  and  baking  an(3 
such  things  as  were  required  to  pul 
the  house  in  order,  her  children  coming 
with  her  and  usually  remaining  thera 
over  night,  and  sometimes  two  nights, 
but  still  residing  at  the  house  of  her 
husband,  who  provided  for  her,  was 
not  effectual  to  make  his  home  a 
household.  Chamberlain  v.  Darrow,  46 
Hun   (N.  Y.)   48. 

[c]  An  unmarried  man  keeping 
house,  with  no  children  or  dependents 
living  with  him  is  not  entitled  to  ex- 
emptions as  a  householder.  Peterson 
V.  Bingham,  13  Wash.  178,  43  Pae. 
22. 

[d]  An  unmarried  physician,  having 
no  family  or  any  person  for  whom  he 
provides  is  not  entitled  to  exemptions. 
Pink  V.  Praenkle,  20  Civ.  Proo.  402,  14 
N.  Y.  Supp.  140. 

12.  U.  S.—In  re  Trench,  231  Fed. 
255.  Ind.— Kelley  v.  McFadden,  80 
Ind.  536;  Graham  v.  Crockett,  18  Ind. 
119.  Miss. — Pearson  v.  Miller,  71  Miss. 
379,  14  So.  731,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  470. 

13.  In  re  French,  231  Fed.  255; 
Hutchinson  v.  Chamberlin,  11  N.  Y. 
Leg.  Obs.  248. 

[a]  A  person  living  in  a  hired 
house  and  keeping  servants  and  board- 
ers is  a  householder.  In  re  French, 
231  Fed.  255;,  Van  Vechten  v.  Hall, 
14  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  436;  Hutchinson 
,  V.  Chamberlin,  11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  248. 

14.  Brigham  v.  Bush,  33  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)   596. 

[a]  Sole  Traders.  —  Especially  in 
states  where  the  statutes  authorize  her 
to  carry  on  business  transactions  in- 
dependent of  their  husbands.  Brigham 
V.  Bush,  33  Barb.   (N.  Y.)  596. 

15.  Brigham  v.  Bush,  33  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  596. 

[a]  Though  the  widow  remarries 
and  her  second  husband  lives  with  her 
she  may  be  a  householder  and  claim 
an  exemption  as  such,  where  she  sup- 
ports dependents.  Brigham  v.  Bush,  33 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  596. 

16.  Bipus  V.  Deer,  106  Ind.  135,  5 
N.  E.  894,  living  with  his  daughter  and 
contributing  to  the  living  expenses  of 
her  family. 
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to  be  householders.  Actual  housekeeping  is  not  necessary  to  make  one 
a  householder.^^  The  character  of  householder  is  not  lost  by  a  tempor- 
ary ceasing  of  housekeeping,  and  storing  of  the  property/^  nor  during 
a  removal  of  the  family  from  one  place  of  residence  to  another  ;^^  nor 
need  the  family  over  which  the  claimant  has  headship  and  control  be 
kept  together  as  a  unit  continuously.^" 

(IV.)  Housekeeper.  —  "Where  the  statute  gives  certain  exemptions  to 
"a  housekeeper  with  a  family, "^^  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  debtor  be 
a  housekeeper  but  he  must  be  one  with  a  family.^^  The  family  con- 
templated are  those  who  reside  with  or  compose  the  household  of  the 
debtor,"^  and  whom  he  is  under  a  natural  or  legal  obligation  to  sup- 
port.^*   A  temporary  abandonment  of  his  home  does  not  deprive  him 


[a]  Where  living  Trith  his  three 
chil(£ren  at  the  house  of  his  father-in- 
law,  and  supporting  them,  he  is  a 
householder.  Lowry  v.  MeAlister,  86 
Ihd.  543. 

17.  Astley  v.  Capron,  89  Ind.  167. 

18.  Grifan  v.  Suth<wland,  14  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  456. 

19.  Woodward  v.  Murray,  18  Johns, 
(N.   Y.)    406. 

[a]  In  Transitu. — "To  say,  that  a 
family,  while  in  the  act  of  removal, 
and  on  the  highway,  may  be  deprived 
of  their  bed,  and  their  cow,  on  execu- 
tion, because  they  did  not,  for  the 
time,  inhabit  a  dwelling-house,  would 
be  a  perversion  of  the  statute.  So 
long  as  they  remain  together  as  a  fam- 
ily without  being  broken  up,  and  in- 
corporated into  other  families,  the 
privilege  remains.  It  was  designed  as 
a  protection  for  poor  and  destitute 
families."  Woodward  v.  Murray,  18 
Johns.   (N.  Y.)  400. 

20.  Bunnell  v.  Hay,  73  Ind.  452; 
t'earson  v.  Miller,  71  Miss.  379,  14  So. 
731,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  470. 

[a]  Temporary  Separation.  —  "The 
education  of  children,  the  illness  of 
any  members  of  the  family,  requiring 
change  of  climate,  or  mere  absence, 
however  protracted,  if  only  temporary, 
for  pleasure  or  recreation,  will  not, 
of  course,  dissolve  the  family  rela- 
tionship or  break  up  the  household." 
Pearson  v.  Miller,  71  Miss.  379,  14  So. 
731,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  470. 

[b]  Temporary  absence  in  another 
state  does  not  change  the  debtor's 
character  as  a  householder  if  he  con- 
templates returning  to  his  family  when 
his  business  in  the  other  state  is  fin- 
ished.    Astley  V.  Capron,  89  Ind.   167. 

[c]  But  one  supporting  a  grand- 
father has  been   denied  exemptions  as 
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a  householder,  where  the  grandfather 
lives  and  eats  at  another  house.  Pear- 
sou  V.  Miller,  71  Miss.  379,  14  So.  731, 
42  Am.  St.  Eep.  470. 

21.  Brooks  v.  Collins,  11  Bush  (Ky.) 
622;  Seaton  v.  Marshall,  6  Bush  (Ky.) 
429,  99  Am.  Dec.  683;  Carriugton  v. 
Herrin,  4  Bush  (Ky.)  624;  Gunu  v. 
Gudehus,  15  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  447;  Scholl 
V.  Laurenz,  14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  228;  Doo- 
lin  V.  Dugan,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep.  749;  Car- 
ter v.  White,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  588;  Clark 
V.  Miller,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  402;  Carter  v. 
Adams,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  91,  4  S.  W. 
36. 

22.  Guun  V.  Gudehus,  15  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  447;  Carter  v.  Adams,  9  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  91,  4  S.  W.  36. 

23.  Seaton  v.  Marshall,  6  Bush  (Ky.) 
429,  99  Am.  Dec.  683. 

[a]  A  partial  separation  from  him 
will  not  destroy  the  household.  Seaton 
V.  Marshall,  6  Bush  (Ky.)  429,  99  Am. 
Dec.  683,  holding  that  a  widower  was 
a  housekeeper  with  a  family  where  it 
appeared  that  he  had  two  infant  daugh- 
ters whom  he  kept  in  the  care  of  his 
mother,  providing  for  them;  and  send- 
ing one  of  them  to  school  from  his 
mother's  house,  while  he  himself  oc- 
cupied a  single  room,  about  one  mile 
distant,  as  an  ofSce  and  dwelling,  with- 
out servants  or  other  family  than  his 
children,  who  were  sometimes  with  him 
at  his  office  where  he  lodged  and 
cooked  and  ate  his  meals. 

24.  Brooks  v.  Collins,  11  Bush  (Ky.) 
622;  Seaton  v.  Marshall,  6  Bush  (Ky.) 
429,  99  Am.  Dec.  683;  Scholl  v.  Laur- 
enz, 14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  228;  Carter  v. 
Adams,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  91,  4  S.  W.  36; 
Clark  V.  Miller,  9  Ky.  L.  Eep.  402; 
Peerless  Pacific  Co.  v.  Burekhard,  90 
Wash.   221,  155  Pac.   1037. 

[a]    Widower  and  his   dead  wife's 
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of  his  character  as  housekeeper  with  a  family  ;^*  nor  do  preparations  to 
remove  to  another  state.^^ 

(V.)  Persons  Engaged  In  Particular  Occupations.  —  (A.)  In  General. 
In  most  states  statutes  exist  exempting  from  execution  property  in  the 
hands  of  persons  engaged  in  designated  occupations.  Whether  or  not 
the  debtor  comes  within  any  of  the  classes  enumerated  must  be  deter- 
mined as  of  the  time  of  the  seizure. ^'^  The  conditions  of  one  occupa- 
tion existing,  a  party  is  not  deprived  of  the  exemption,  because  he 
unites  therewith  another  business  not  inconsistent  with  the  form«r.^^ 

(B.)  Pakticular  Applications. —  Statutes  thus  exempt  certain  enum- 
erated articles  to  various  persons  such  as    physicians/^    farmers,'" 


mother  whom  he  supported.     Scholl  v. 
Laurenz,  14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  228. 

[b]  A  widower  having  two  married 
daughters,  both  of  whom  with  their 
husbands  board  with  him,  cannot  be 
considered  as  a  "housekeeper  with  a 
family."  Carter  v.  Adams,  9  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  91,  4  S.  "W.  36. 

[c]  Illegitimate  Son. — A  defendant 
living  in  adultery  with  a  woman,  by 
whoin  he  had  a  son,  is  under  a  natural 
and  moral  obligation  to  support  the 
son,  and  the  persons  thus  dwelling  to- 
gether constitute  a  household.  Bell  v. 
Keach,  80  Ky.  42. 

[d]  Duty  To  Support  Sufiicient.— In 
order  to  constitute  a  "family"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  ' '  house- 
keeper with  a  family,"  it  is  not  nec- 
essary that  the  persons  living  with 
the  debtor  should  be  dependent  upon 
him  for  support  in  the  narrow  and  re- 
stricted sense  of  the  word.  It  will  suf- 
fice if  the  duty  to  support  exists  though 
the  parties  actually  support  themselves. 
Doolin  V.  Dugan,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep.  749. 

[e]  Father  and  Self  Supporting 
Daughter. — A  debtor  was  entitled  to 
the  exemptions  allowed  to  a  "house- 
keeper with  a  family,"  although  his 
family  consisted  only  of  a  daughter 
who  supported  herself  by  teaching 
school,  and  when  not  teaching,  made 
her  home  with  her  father,  fully  com- 
pensating him  for  her  board  by  the 
performance  of  household  duties." 
Doolin  V.  Dugan,  12  Ky.  h.  Eep.  749. 

25.  Carrington  v.  Herrin,  4  Bush 
(Ky.)  624. 

[a]  Where  in  consequence  of  domes- 
tic trouble  the  debtor  was  staying  at 
the  house  of  a  sister  when  the  levy 
was  made,  but  still  continued  to  recog- 
nize the  residence  of  his  wife  and  chil- 
dren as  his  home,  his  character  as 
housekeeper  with   a   family   continued. 


Carrington    v.   Herrin,   4   Bush    (Ky.) 
624. 

26.  Easco  v.  Sheet  &  Son,  8  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  703.  See  supra,  II,  B,  5,  b,  (I), 
(A),    (3). 

27.  Cal. — ^Eobert  v.  Adams,  38  Cal. 
383,  99  Am.  Dec.  413;  Howell  v.  Boyd, 
2  Cal.  App.  486,  84  Pac.  315.  La.— Eay 
V.  Hayes,  28  La.  Ann.  641.  Pa. — Spring- 
er V.  Lewis,  22  Pa.  191. 

28.  Edgecomb  v.  His  Creditors,  19 
Nev.  149,  7  Pac.  533;  Springer  v. 
Lewis,  22  Pa.  191. 

fa]  An  agriculturist  may  in  winter 
keep  tavern,  work  as  a  tailor,  or  oc- 
cupy himself  in  any  other  business 
without  losing  his  character  as  one 
"actually  engaged  in  the  science  of 
agriculture."  Springer  v.  Lewis,  22 
Pa.  191. 

29.  Sutton  V.  Facey,  1  Mich.  243. 

30.  Cal.— Howell  v.  Boyd,  2  Cal. 
App.  486,  84  Pac.  315.  la. — Pease  v. 
Price,  101  Iowa  57,  69  N.  "W.  1120.  la, 
Eay  V.  Hayes,  28  La.  Ann.  641.  Wash. 
State  V.  McNeill,  58  Wash.  47,  107  Pac. 
1028,  137  Am.  St.  Eep.  1038. 

[a]  If  he  is  engaged  In  the  business 
of  farming  (1)  it  is  enough.  Eobert 
V.  Adams,  38  Cal.  383,  99  Am.  Dec.  413: 
Brusie  v.  GrifSth,  34  Cal.  302;  Howell 
V.  Boyd,  2  Cal.  App.  486,  84  Pae.  315. 
(2)  He  need  not  actually  do  the 
acts  that  would  constitute  him  a  farm- 
er. Cal. — Howell  v.  Boyd,  2  Cal.  App. 
486,  84  Pac.  315.  la. — Pease  v.  Price, 
101  Iowa  57,  69  N.  W.  1120.  Wash. 
State  V.  McNeill,  58  Wash.  47,  107  Pae. 
1028,  137  Am.  St.  Eep.  1038.  (3)  But 
where  a  farmer  had  given  up  every 
vestige  of  farming,  sold  most  of  his 
farming  implements,  sold  his  summer- 
fallow,  the  seeder,  given  up  all  leases 
he  had,  declared  that  he  was  tired  of 
hard  work,  that  crops  were  getting 
poor,    and    there    was    nothing   in   it, 
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agriculturists,^^  peddlers^^^  teamsters,^^  laborers,'*  or,  as  expressed  iu 


abandoned  his  property,  at  least  some 
of  which  he  expected  his  father  to  take, 
sell  and  pay  his  debt  in  the  bank,  and 
according  to  his  own  statement  did  not 
know  what  he  was  going  to  do  when  he 
left  California  and  has  not  found  out 
since,  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that  he 
w^s  not  engaged  in  farming,  How- 
ell V.  Boyd,  2  Cal.  App.  486,  84  Pae. 
315. 

[b]  If  a  farmer  at  time  of  seizure, 
the  fact  that  he  was  forced  to  quit 
farming  the  year  following  in  conse- 
quence of  the  seizure,  does  not  deprive 
him  of  his  exemption.  Eay  v.  Hayes, 
2S  La.  Ann.  641. 

[e]  Temporary  residence  in  town 
does  not  defeat  his  right  if  he  intends 
to  resume  farming.  Pease  v.  Price,  101 
Iowa  57,  69  N.  W.  1120. 

31.  Simons  v.  Lovell,  7  Heisk, 
(Tenn.)   510. 

[a]  Agriculture  Defined. — The  term 
agriculture  "is  used  to  signify  that 
species  of  cultivation  which  is  in- 
tended to  raise  grain  and  other  field 
crops  for  man  and  beast.  It  is  equiv- 
alent to  husbandry,  and  husbandry, 
Webster  defines  to  be  the  business  of  a 
farmer,  comprehending  agriculture  or 
tillage  of  the  ground,  the  raising,  man- 
aging and  fattening  of  cattle  and  other 
domestic  animals,  the  management  of 
the  dairy  and  whatever  the  land  pro- 
duces." Simons  v.  Lovell,  7  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   510. 

[b]  Cultivating  a  garden  on  a  city 
lot,  does  not  constitute  one  an  agri- 
culturist. A  butcher,  therefore,  who 
raises  some  vegetables  on  his  acre  lot 
is  not  entitled  to  the  exemption.  Sim- 
ons V.  Lovell,  7  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  510. 

[c]  Suspension  during  ■winter  of  his 
labors  in  the  field  does  not  divest  the 
agriculturer  of  his  exemption.  Springer 
V.  Lewis,  22  Pa.  191. 

32.  Stanton  v.  French,  83  Cal.  194, 
23  Pac.  355. 

fa]  One  who  delivers  bread  to  his 
wife's  customers  is  not  a  peddler  as 
that  term  is  used  in  the  exemption 
statutes.  Stanton  v.  French,  83  Cal. 
194,  23  Pac.  355. 

33.  Dove  V.  Nunan,  62  Cal.  399. 

[a]  "In  the  sense  of  the  statute, 
one  is  a  teamster  who  is  engaged  with 
his  own  team  or  teams  in  the  business 
of  teaming,  that  is  to  say,  in  the  busi- 
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ness  of  hauling  freight  for  other  part- 
ies, for  a  consideration,  by  which  he 
habitually  supports  himself  and  fam- 
ily." Edgeeomb  v.  His  Creditors,  19 
Nev.  149,  7  Pac.  533. 

[b]  A  livery  stable  keeper  is  not 
a  teamster  within  the  statute.  Edge- 
comb  V.  His  Creditors,  19  Nev.  149,  7 
Pac.  533. 

[c]  A  coal  dealer,  who  used  a  team 
to  haul  coal  and  other  commodities  for 
other  people  for  hire,  occasionally 
hauling  coal  and  wood  from  the  coal 
yard  to  the  place  of  retail,  is  not  a 
teamster.    Dove  v.  Nunan,  62  Cal.  399. 

34.  Pennsylvania  Coal  Co.  v.  Cos- 
tello,  33  Pa.  241. 

[a]    Laborer     Defined.^(l)      "One 

who  subsists  by  physical  toil  in  dis- 
tinction from  one  who  subsists  by  pro- 
fessional skill.  Where  physical  toil 
is  the  main  ingredient  of  the  services 
rendered,  although  directed  and  made 
more  valuable  by  skill,  the  person  per- 
forming them  is  a  laborer  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute."  Williams  v. 
Link,  64  Miss.  641.  1  So.  907.  (2) 
"The  common  and  ordinary  significa- 
tion of  the  term  'labor'  g.ccords,  we 
think,  with  the  definition  given  by  the 
best  lexicographers,  and  is  understood 
to  be  physical  toil.  And  the  term  'lab- 
orer' is  ordinarily  employed  to  de- 
note one  who  subsists  by  physical  toil, 
in  distinction  from  one  who  subsists 
by  professional  skill.  The  exception  of 
claims  for  labor  would  not,  therefore, 
ordinarily  be  understood  to  embrace 
the  services  of  the  clergyman,  physician, 
lawyer,  commission  merchant,  or  sal- 
aried officer,  agent,  railroad,  or  other 
contractors,  but  would  be  confined  to 
claims  arising  out  of  services,  where 
physical  toil  was  the  main  ingredient, 
although  directed  and  made  more  valu- 
able by  mechanical  skill;  .  .  .  and  we 
are  constrained  to  think  that  the  term 
'labor'  was  used  in  its  primary  and 
popular  signification,  restricted  to^ 
claims  arising  from  physical  toil." 
Weymouth  v.  Sanborn,  43  N.  H.  171, 
80  Am.  Dec.  144.  (3J  For  other  defini- 
tions, see  Ark. — Taylor  v.  Hathaway,  29 
Ark.  597.  Minn. — Wildner  v.  Ferguson, 
42  Minn.  112,  43  N.  W.  794.  N.  Y. 
Dean  v.  De  Wolf,  82  N.  Y.  626;  Erics- 
son V.  Brown,  38  Barb.  390.  Ore. 
Johnston  v.   Barrills,  27   Ore.   251,  41 
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some  statutes,  "other"  laborers,'^  mechanies,^^  public  officers,^' 
those  engaged  in  a  "trade  or  profession,"^*  and  to  men  in  military 
serviee.^^ 

c.  Against  What  Liabilities  Exemption  Prevails.  —  (1.)  In  General. 
The  exemptions  allowed  debtors  by  the  various  statutes  are  frequently 
if  not  generally  limited  to  particular  debts.*"    In  addition  thereto,  the 


Pae.  656,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  717.  Pa. 
Wentroth's  Appeal,  82  Pa.  469;  Seid- 
er's  Appealj  46  Pa.  57.  Va. — ^Parin- 
holt  V.  Luckhard,  90  Va.  936,  21  S.  E. 
817,  44  Am.  St.  Kep.  953. 

35.  Lames  v.  Armstrong,  162  Iowa 
327,  .144  N.  W.  1,  49  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
691;  Krebs  v.  Nicholson,  118  Iowa  134, 
91  N.  W.  923,  96  Am.  St.  Eep.  370. 

[a]  Meaning  of  Term. — The  con- 
struction to  be  given  the  words  "other 
labors"  should  be  such  as  to  confine 
them  to  other  laborers  ejusdem  generis 
with  those  named.  Edgecomb  v.  His 
Creditors,  19  Nev.  149,  7  Pac.  533. 

[b]  A  Thresher. — One  whose  princi- 
pal business  is  that  of  thresher,  though 
he  derived  some  support  from  fishing 
and  trapping,  comes  within  the  con- 
templation of  the  term  "and  other  lab- 
orer." Jackmau  v.  Lambertson,  71 
Kan.  138,  80  Pae.  55. 

36.  TJ.  S. — In  re  Bjornstad,  9  Biss. 
13,  8  Ped.  Cas.  No.  1,453.  Kan. — Gup- 
til  V.  MePee,  9  Kan.  30.  Minn. 
Grimes  v.  Bryne,  2  Minn.  89. 

[a]  A  tailor  is  within  the  exemption 
to  a  "mechanic,  miner,  or  other  person, 
etc."  In  re  Jones,  2  Dill.  343,  13  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  7,445. 

[b]  An  abstracter  of  titles  is  not  a 
mechanic  within  code  1873,  §3072.  Ty- 
ler V.  Coulthard,  95  Iowa  705,  64  N. 
W.  681,  58  Am.  St.  Bep.  452.  The  code 
provision  exempts  to  debtor,  resident 
and  head  of  family,  tools,  etc.,  of 
"farmer,  mechanic,  surveyor,  clergy- 
man, lawyer,  physician,  teacher,  or  pro- 
fessor." 

[c]  One  who  is  neither  a  house- 
holder nor  the  head  of  a  family  may 
be  a  mechanic  within  the  meaning  of 
subdivision  6,  §5248  of  Ballinger's 
Code.  Geiger  v.  Kobilka,  26  "Wash. 
171,  66  Pae.  423,  90  Am.  St.  Eep. 
733. 

fd]  Need.  Not  Be  Married  Man. 
§5248,  subd.  6,  2  Ball.  Ann.  Codes  & 
St.,  exempts  to  a  "mechanic  and  his 
family"  certain  articles  of  property. 
This  term  is  construed  to  mean  to  a 
mechanic    or   his   family,    consequently 


the  mechanic  need  not  be  a  married 
man.  Geiger  v.  Kobilka,  26  Wash.  171, 
66  Pac.  423,  90  Am.  St.  Eep.  733. 

37.  See  the  title  "Officers." 

38.  In  re  Parker,  5  Sawy.  58,  18 
Ped.  Cas.  No.  10,724;  Betz  v.  Maier,  12 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  219,  33  S.  W.  710. 

[a]  A  publisher  of  a  weekly  news- 
paper is  included  in  the  term  "trade 
or  profession."  Green  v.  Eaymond,  58 
Tex.  80,  44  Am.  Eep.  601. 

[b]  Members  of  a  firm  of  printers 
belong  to  a  trade  within  the  statute. 
St., Louis  Foundry  v.  International  Live 
Stock  P.  &  P.  Co.,  74  Tex.  651,  12  S. 
W.  842,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  870. 

[c]  A  drayman  is  within  the  stat- 
ute. Cone  V.  Lewis,  64  Tex.  331,  333, 
53  Am.  Eep.  767. 

[d]  A  warehouseman  is  not  entitled 
to  the  exemption  reserved  to  debtors 
engaged  in  "trade,  occupation  or  pro- 
fession." In  re  Parker,  5  Sawy.  58,  18 
Ped.  Cas.'  No.  10,724. 

39.  la.— Steffenbiel  v.  GifEord,  23 
Iowa  515;  Abrahams  v.  Bartlet,  18  Iowa 
513.  N.  J. — ^Walker  v.  Anderson,  18 
N.  J.  L.  217.  N.  Y.— Shields  v.  Cran- 
ey,  3  Wend.  274.  Pa. — JefEeris  v. 
Shearer,  5  Phila.  330. 

"[a]  A  law  of  Texas  enacted  in  1843 
exempted  from  forced  sale  the  prop- 
erty of  "such  persons  as  are  now  in 
the  army  of  Texas,  or  as  may  hereafter 
be  mustered  into  the  service  of  the  re- 
public by  virtue  of  the  law  of  the 
land."  Highsmith  v.  XJssery,  25  Tex. 
Supp.  97. 

[b]  "That  the  individual  property 
of  every  volunteer  soldier  from  this 
state,  not  above  the  rank  of  captain 
shall  be  and  is  hereby  declared  exempt 
during  the  term  he  shall  be  in  said 
service  and  two  months  thereafter  from 
levy  and  sale  .  .  .  under  or  by  virtue 
of  any  judgment  or  decree  rendered 
or  hereafter  to  be  rendered  by  any  of 
the  courts  of  this  state."  StefEenbiel 
V.  Giffiord,  23  Iowa  515. 

40.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  discussion  herein. 

Insurance   money  is   usually  exempt 
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statutes  have  made  speeifie  exceptions  as  to  certain  classes  of  debts.** 
Such  statutes  do  not  make  the  specified  debts  a  lien  on  the  debtor's 
property,*^  but  simply  render  otherwise  exempt  property  liable  to 
seizure  and  sale  for  the  specified  debts.*'' 

In  harmony  with  the  rule  that  exemption  statutes  will  be  liberally 
construed  in  favor  of  the  debtor,  the  exceptions  thereto  are  to  be  strictly 
construed,**  and  a  creditor  seeking  to  claim  the  benefits  thereof  must 
bring  himself  within  them.*^  He  must  have  a  proper  judgment  or 
decree.*'^  Some  statutes  require  that  the  judgment  and  execution  con- 
tain a  statement  showing,  that  the  cause  of  action  is  within  the  statutory 
exception,*^  but  otherwise  this  is  not  necessary.** 

(II.)  Limitation  of  Exemption  to  Judgments  on  Contract.  —  (A.)  In  General. 
Many  statutes  allow  exemptions  only  against  executions  issued  for  the 
collection  of  any  debt  or  of  debts  contracted.*"    These  statutes  are  gen- 


from   certain  named  debts  only.     See 
II,  B,  5,  a,  (III),  (D),  (2),  (a). 

Exemption  to  heir  against  debt  ow- 
ing the  estate,  see  12  Standard  Peoc. 
948. 

41.  See  Hobbs  v.  Eaton,  38  Ind. 
App.  628,  78  N.  B.  333,  and  infra,  this 
section. 

42.  Mich. — Lillibridge  i).  Walsh,  104 
Mich.  153,  62  N.  W.  172,  97  Mich.  459, 
56  N".  W.  854.  Minn. — Nickerson  v. 
Crawford,  74  Minn.  366,  77  N.  W.  292, 
73  Am.  St.  Eep.  354.  Mo. — Straus  v. 
Eothan,  102  Mo.  261,  14  S.  W.  940. 

Exception  as  to  purchase  money  debt 
Us  creating  a  lien,  see  infra,  II,  B,  5, 
c,   (VI),   (D). 

43.  Nickerson  v.  Crawford,  77  Minn. 
366,  77  N.  W.  292,  73  Am.  St.  Eep. 
354. 

44.  Dickinson  v.  Eahn,  98  HI.  App. 
245  (construing  an  exception  as  to 
wages) ;  Epps  v.  Epps,  17  HI.  App. 
196;  Kelly  v.  Hines,  6  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print) 988,  construing  exception  in 
favor  of  claims  for  work  and  labor. 
But  see  Whitaker  v.  Elliott,  73  N.  C. 
186  (holding  the  words  in  a  constitu- 
tional exception  are  not  to  be  taken  in 
a  narrow  and  technical  sense) ;  Farmer 
V.  Greer  Fertilizer  Co.,  102  S.  C.  285, 
86  S.  E.  639. 

45.  111.— Dickinson  v.  Rahn,  98  111. 
App.  245.  N.  D.— Wagner  v.  Olson,  3 
y.  D.  69,  54  N.  W.  286.  Pa.— Mos- 
kovitz  V.  Grangers,  13  Pa.  Dist.  153. 

[a]  Where  the  exception  applies 
only  to  certain  subdivisions  of  the 
statute,  the  right  to  subject  the  prop- 
erty by  virtue  of  the  exception  de- 
pends upon  whether  the  property  is 
within    the    subdivision    to    which    the 
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exception  applies.  Feenstra  v.  Tanis, 
145  Mich.  409,  108  N".  W.  674. 

Determination  whether  action  is  in 
contract  or  tort  under  the  exemption 
statutes,  see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  c,  (II), 
(A). 

Effect  of  character  of  process  upon 
right  of  exemption  against  a  claim  for 
rent,  see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  c,  (XI). 

46.  McGaughey  v.  Meek,  1  White  & 
W.  Civ.  Gas.  (Tex.)    §1196. 

[a]  A  creditor  who  has  uuadjndl- 
cated  claims  enforceable  against  ex- 
empt property  cannot  on  that  account 
seize  such  property  on  an  ordinary 
judgment  for  debt.  McGaughey  V. 
Meek,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.) 
§1196. 

47.  Bundy  v.  Harris,  151  111.  App, 
461  (wages);  Hart  v.  Mayhugh,  75  Mo. 
App.  121;  Buis  v.  Cooper,  63  Mo.  App. 
196,  judgment  for  services. 

[a]  A  judgment  omitting  these  re- 
citals is  valid  as  a  general  judgment, 
however.  Hart  v.  Mayhugh,  75  Mo. 
App.  121;  Buis  V.  Cooper,  63  Mo.  App. 
196. 

48.  Rogers  v.  Brackett,  34  Minn. 
279,  25  N.  W.  601  (relating  to  purchase 
money);  Shreek  v.  Gilbert,  52  Neb.  813, 
73  N.  W.  276,  where  action  is  for 
money  received  by  an  attorney  for  an- 
other. 

49.  XJ.  S.— Im  re  Owens,  6  Biss.  432, 
18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,632  under  Indiana 
Statute.  Ala. — Northern  v.  Hanners, 
121  Ala.  587,  25  So.  817,  77  Am.  St. 
Rep.  74;  McDaniel  v.  Johnston,  110 
Ala.  526,  19  So.  35;  Penton  v.  Diamond, 
92  Ala.  610,  9  So.  175;  Sehuessler  v. 
Dudley,  80  Ala.  547,  2  So.  526,  60  Am. 
Rep.  124.    Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.  §§3903, 
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erally  held  to  be  confined  to  judgments  upon  eontraet,^"  but  some  eases 
hold  otherwise.^^  Although  the  statute  may  not  expressly  so  declare, 
the  exemption  is  allowed  where  the  judgment  is  upon  an  implied  as 
well  as  an  express  contract."^ 

The  determination  whether  the  action  is  contract  or  otherwise  for  this 
purpose  is  not  to  be  tested  by  the  form  of  action  solely,^^  but  rather  by 
the  cause  of  action  as  set  out  in  the  complaint.^*  This  fact  must  be 
determined  by  the  pleadings  and  issues  in  the  case.^= 


S904;  Miller  v.  Minturn,  73  Ark.  183, 
83  S.  W.  918;  Massie  v.  Enyart,  33  Ark. 
688.  Ind. — State  ex  rel.  Kelly  v.  Mor- 
gan, 160  Ind.  474,  67  N.  E.  186;  Gold- 
thait  V.  Walker,  134  Ind.  527,  34  N.  E. 
378;  De  Hart  v.  Haun,  126  Ind.  378, 
26  N.  E.  61;  Keller  v.  McMahan,  77 
Ind.  62;  Terrell  v.  State,  66  Ind.  570; 
State  ex  rel.  Haven  v.  Melogue,  9  Ind. 
196;  Donaldson  v.  Banta,  5  Ind.  App. 
71,  29  N.  E.  362.  Ind.  Ter. — Gaines  v. 
Toles,  1  Ind.  Ter.  543,  37  S.  W.  946. 
Miss. — Smith  v.  Brown,  28  Miss.  810. 
Pa. — ^Bradley  v.  West  Chester  St.  Ey. 
Co.,  160  Pa.  72,  28  Atl.  500,  34  W.  N. 
C-  78;  Pierce's  Appeal,  103  Pa.  27; 
Kenyon  v.  Gould,  61  Pa.  292;  Jjane  v. 
Baker,  2  Grant  Cas.  424;  Pierce  v. 
Lewis,  27  W.  N.  C.  400;  Washburn  v. 
Baldwin,  10  Phila.  472;  ITanner  v. 
Fritz,  2  North.  67.  Va. — Jewett  v. 
Ware,  107  Va.  802,  60  S.  E.  131. 

[a]  A  judgment  in  a  suit  for  injury 
to  goods  in  transportation  by  a  com- 
mon carrier  is  one  for  a  "debt"  with- 
in the  statute.  McDaniel  v.  Johnston, 
110  Ala.  526,  19  So.  35. 

[b]  An  action  for  treach  of  prom- 
ise of  marriage  although  in  form  tres- 
pass, is  in  substance  contract  and  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  his  exemption. 
Keim  v.  Brumbaugh,  29  Pa.  Super. 
557. 

[e]  An  action  of  debt  for  rent  col- 
lected for  the  plaintiff  is  within  the 
statute,  allowing  exemption  from  judg- 
ments on  contract.  Bank  v.  Ziegler,  4 
Kulp  (Pa.)  407. 

[d]  A  decree  settling  partnership 
accounts  is  ex  contractu  so  as  to  entitle 
the  defendant  to  his  exemption.  Wal- 
bridge  v.  Bell,  4  Walk.  (Pa.)  354;  Mc- 
Tague  V.  Eehill,  2  Montg.  Co.  L.  Bep. 
(Pa.)   35. 

[e]  A  claim  for  rent  is  a  "debt 
contracted."  Crane  v.  Waggoner,  33 
Ind.  83;  Mason  v.  O'Brien,  42  Miss. 
420. 

50.    See  ^fra,  U,  B,  5,  c,  (H),  (B). 


fa]  By  judgments  upon  "debts 
contracted"  the  legislature  meant 
judgments  upon  personal  contract.  Ed- 
wards V.  Mahon,  5  Phila.  (Pa.)   531. 

[b]  By  "judgments  obtained  on 
contract"  "is  undoubtedly  meant 
judgments  on  contract  of  the  person 
against  whom  they  may  be  executed — ■ 
that  is,  judgments  against  the  persons 
of  the  parties  which  may  be  levied  on 
the  goods  or  lands  of  the  debtor  gen- 
erally, and  not  judgments  de  terris 
against  specific  real  estate,  which  may 
be  executed  against  such  estate,  with- 
out any  contract  whatever  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  owner."  Laucks'  Ap- 
peal, 34  Pa.  426. 

51.  See  infra,  11,  B,  5,  c,  (II),  (B). 

52.  Johnson  v.  Collier,  161  Ala.  204, 
49  So.  761. 

53.  Johnson  v.  Collier,  161  Ala.  204, 
49   So.  761. 

54.  Johnson  v.  Collier,  161  Ala.  204, 
49  So.  761;  McDaniel  v.  Johnston,  110 
Ala.  526,  19  So.  35. 

55.  Gentry  v.  Purcell,  84  Ind.  83; 
Green  v.  Simon,  17  Ind.  App.  360,  46 
N.  E.  693.  See  Pickrell  v.  Jerauld,  1 
Ind.  App.  10,  27  N.  E.  433,  50  Am.  St. 
Eep.  192,  holding  certain  parol  evi- 
dence   inadmissible. 

As  to  the  determination  whether  ac- 
tion is  ex  contractu  or  ex  delicto,  see  1 
Standard  Peoc.  413;  4  Standakd  Pboc. 
625,  641,  651;  5  Standard  Peoc.  359; 
10  Standaed  Pboc.  222. 

[a]  Duty  of  Sheriff. — When  a  claim 
of  exemption  is  lodged  with  the  sheriff, 
he  has  a  right  and  it  is  his  duty  to  look 
to  the  judgment  on  which  the  execu- 
tion was  issued  and  to  the  complaint 
upon  which  the  judgment  is  based  to 
determine  whether  the  debtor  is  en- 
titled to  an  exemption,  but  he  cannot 
go  beyond  this.  Johnson  v.  Collier,  161 
Ala.  204,  49  So.  761.  Compare  McLaren 
V.  Anderson,  81  Ala.  106,  8  So.  188. 

fb]  A  phrase  in  the  judgment, 
"without    relief    from    valuation    and 
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Where  a  plaintiff  waives  the  tort  and  sues  wholly  in  contract,  the 
debtor  is  entitled  to  his  exemption.^* 

Judgment  for  Money  Lost  on  a  Wager. —  A  cause  of  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  money  lost  by  wagering,  is  one  founded  upon  contract  within 
the  statute,^^  but  it  is  otherwise  where  the  action  is  brought  by  the 
state  to  recover  the  money  lost  for  the  loser's  wife  or  children.^^ 

(B.)  Where  Judgment  Is  in  Tort.  —  A  statute  allowing  exemptions 
against  an  execution  on  a  judgment  for  a  debt  does  not  give  an  exemp- 
tion from  execution  on  a  judgment  in  a  tort  action,^^  though  some 
cases  hold  the  contrary.^"    Under  such  a  statute  the  debtor  is  not  en- 


appraiaemeDt  laws,"  is  not  conclusive 
that  the  judgment  is  one  upon  contract. 
Gentry  v.  Purcell,  84  Ind.  83. 

[c]  The  use  of  terms  Importing 
tortious  acts  in  characterizing  the  pro- 
curement of  a  contract  and  its  breach 
will  not  convert  the  action  from  con- 
tract to  tort.  Jewett  v.  Ware,  107  Va. 
802,  60  S.  E.  131. 

56.  Ark.— St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Hart,  38  Ark.  112.  Ind.— Nowl- 
ing  V.  Mcintosh,  89  Ind.  593,  holding 
no  waiver  appeared.  Pa. — Wireman  v. 
Mueller,  20  W.  N.  C.  19,  7  Atl.  592,  18 
W.  N.  C.  84;  Bank  v.  Ziegler,  4  Kulp 
^07. 

[a]  The  waiver  must  appear  upon 
the  pleadings  and  issues.  Nowling  ». 
Mcintosh,  89  Ind.  593. 

57.  Johnson  v.  Collier,  161  Ala.  204, 
49  So.  761. 

[a]  A  judgment  on  a  complaint 
containing  a  count  for  money  had  and 
received  and  a  count  for  so  much 
money  lost  by  plaintiflf  on  a  wager  is 
a  judgment  in  contract  and  the  exemp- 
tion prevails  against  it.  Johnson  v. 
Collier,  161  Ala.  204,  49  So.  761. 

58.  State  ex  rel.  Kelly  v.  Morgan, 
160  Ind.  474,  67  N.  E.  186,  holding  the 
amount  recovered  is  a  penalty  to  sup- 
press gambling. 

59.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  Collier,  161  Ala. 
204,  49  So.  761;  Eichardson  v.  Me- 
Creary  &-Co.,  158  Ala.  65,  48  So.  341, 
132  Am.  St.  Eep.  17;  Taylor  v.  Dwyer, 
131  Ala.  91,  32  So.  509;  Northen  v. 
Banners,  121  Ala.  587,  25  So.  817,  77 
Am.  St.  Eep.  74;  Dangaix  v.  Lunsford, 
112  Ala.  403,  20  So.  639;  Wright  v. 
Jones,  103  Ala.  539,  15  So.  852;  Stuck- 
ey  V.  McKibbon,  92  Ala.  622,  8  So. 
879;  Meredith  v.  Holmes,  68  Ala.  190. 
Ark. — Miller  v.  Minturn,  73  Ark.  183, 
83  S.  W.  918;  Cason  V.  Bone,  43,  Ark. 
17;  Smith  v.  Eagsdale,  36  Ark.  297; 
Massie   v.   Enyart,   33   Ark.  688.     Ga. 
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Davis  V.  Henson,  29  Ga.  345.  Ind. 
Eies  V.  McGlatchey,  128  Ind.  125,  27  N. 
E.  349;  De  Hart  v.  Haun,  126  Ind.  378, 
26  N.  E.  61;  Kussell  v.  Cleary,  105  Ind. 
502,  5  N.  E.  414;  Nowling  v.  Mcintosh, 
89  Ind.  593;  State  v.  Melogue,  9  Ind. 
196;  Donaldson  v.  Banta,  5  Ind.  App. 
71,  29  N.  E.  362.  Ind.  Ter.— Gaines  v. 
Toles,  1  Ind.  Ter.  543,  37  S.  W.  946. 
Pa.— Kenyon  v.  Gould,  61  Pa.  292; 
Gangwere's  Appeal,  36  Pa.  466;  Kirk- 
patrick  v.  White,  29  Pa.  176;  Pierce  v. 
Lewis,  27  W.  N.  C.  400.  Va.— White- 
acre  V.  Eeetor,  29  Gratt.  (70  Va.)  714, 
26  Am.  Eep.  420. 

[a]  A  judgment  in.  a  slander  suit 
against  the  husband  for  tortious  Ian-  ^ 
guage  of  the  wife  is  not  a  judgment 
resulting  from  hi*  marriage  contract 
or  its  breach  but  for  her  tort  and  there 
is  no  exemption  allowed  to  the  hus- 
band.   McCabe  v.  Berge,  89  Ind.  225. 

60.  HI. — ^Loomis  v.  Gerson,  62  HI. 
11;  Conroy  v.  Sullivan,  44  111.  451,  un- 
der a  statute  exempting  property  from 
any  debt  contracted  and  a  statute  de- 
claring it  to  be  the  object  of  the  leg- 
islature to  prevent  alienation  in  any 
case  except  by  the  consent  of  the  wife. 
N.  O.— Oakley  v.  Lasater,  89  S.  E.  1063; 
Gill  V.  Edwards,  87  N.  C.  76;  Dellinger 
V.  Tweed,  66  N.  C.  206.  Wis.— Smith 
V.  Omans,  17  Wis.  395. 

[a]  Debt  or  Inability  Contracted. 
Under  a  statute  making  certain  ex- 
emptions from  forced  sales  "for  any 
debt  or  liability  contracted"  it  was 
contended  that  the  word  debt  included 
only  that  which  is  owing  upon  agree- 
ment and  that  if  there  were  any 
doubt  about  it  the  use  of  the  word 
contracted  removed  it.  But  it  was  held 
otherwise,  the  court  saying:  "  But  this 
is  giving  to  those  words  a  much  nar- 
rower sense  than  that  in  which  they 
were  obviously  used.  For  the  word 
'liability,'    used  in    conjunction   with 
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titled  to  an  exemption  as  against  a  judgment  for  damages  for  obtain- 
ing property  by  false  pretenses/^  or  for  damages  for  the  unlawful  de- 
tention of  reaP^  or  personal'^  property,  or  for  damages  for  trespass,^* 
fraud  or  deceit,""  misconduct  of  an  officer,"^  or  malpractice  of  a  physi- 
cian or  surgeon."^ 

(C.)  Where  Judgment  Is  for  a  Penalty.  —  A  judgment  for  a  statutory 
penalty  is  not  a  judgment  for  a  "debt  contracted, "°^  and  it  has  been 
held  that  a  judgment  in  an  action  of  debt  for  penalty  is  not  within  the 
statute."^ 

(D.)  Where  Judgment  Is  on  Bond  —  Judgments  on  bonds  of  fiduciar- 
ies and  officials  are  judgments  on  contract  within  the  exemption  stat- 
utes according  to  some  authorities,'"  but  not  according  to  others/^ 
Bonds  or  recognizances  required  in  the  course  of  a  suit  or  in  a  proceed- 
ing on  a  judgment  or  on  execution  are  held  not  to  be  contracts  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,'^  although  there  is  authority  to  the  con- 


the  word  'debt,'  is  broad  enough  to 
include  all  claims,  whether  fiounded 
upon  tort  or  contract.  And  although 
there  may  be  a  technical  distinction 
between  'debt'  and  'damages,'  still 
the  word  '  debt '  itself  is  commonly  and 
generally  used  to  describe  all  obliga- 
tions to  pay  money,  whether  arising 
from  contract  or  imposed  by  law  as  a 
compensation  for  injuries.  And  in  this 
general  sense  the  word  was  evidently 
used  in  this  statute,  and  the  word 
'contracted''  does  not  mean  founded 
upon  a  contract,  but  it  was  used  in 
its  more  general  sense  as  equivalent 
to  'incurred.'  "  Smith  v.  Omans,  17 
Wis.  395. 

61.  NowlingI  V.  Mcintosh,  89  Ind. 
593. 

>  As  to  exception  where  debt  is  for 
property  obtained  by  false  pretenses, 
see  infra,  U,  B,  5,  c,  (XIII). 

62.  Ala. — ^Penton  v.  Diamond,  92 
Ala.  610,  9  So.  175,  ejectment.  Ind. 
Smith ,«.  Wood,  83  Ind.  522;  Dorrell  v. 
Hannah,  80  Ind.  497;  Thomas  v.  Wal- 
mer,  18  Ind.  App.  112,  46  N.  E.  695. 
Pa. — Smith  v.  Carter,  17  Phila.  344, 
action  against  tenant  holding  over. 

See  7  Standard  Proc.  982. 

[a]  A  statutory  action  for  use  and 
occupation  by  an  owner  of  lands 
against  one  who  occupied  them,  is  in 
the  nature  of  assumpsit,  and  the 
debtor  ia  entitled  to  an  exemption.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hart,  38 
Ark.  112. 

[b]  TJnlawfuX  Detainer. — Gaines  v. 
Toles,  1  Ind.  Ter.  543,  37  S.  W.  946. 

63.  U.  S.—In  re  Owens,  6  Biss.  432, 
18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,632,  replevin.  Ala, 


Stuekey  v.  McKibbon,  92  Ala.  622,  8 
So.  379,  detinue.  Ark. — Smith  v.  Eags- 
dale,  36  Ark.  297,  detinue. 

164.  Banner  v.  Fritz,  2  North.  (Pa.) 
67. 

65.  Edwards  v.  Mahon,  5  Phila. 
(Pa.)  531. 

66.  Kirkpatriek  v.  White,  29  Pa. 
176. 

67.  Miller  v.  Minturn,  73  Ark.  183, 
83  S.  W.  918. 

68.  Williams  v.  Bowden,  69  Ala.  433; 
Keller  v.  McMahan,  77  Ind.  62. 

69.  Johnson  v.  Collier,  161  Ala.  204, 
49  So.  761;  Crawford  v.  Slaton,  133  Ala. 
393,  31  So,  940. 

[a]  Although  ex  contractu,  a  judg- 
ment in  an  action  of  debt  to  recover 
a  penalty  is  not  one  against  which  a 
claim  of  exemption  can  be  asserted  as 
it  is  not  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
a  debt  within  the  meaning  and  intent 
of  the  statute.  Johnson  v.  Collier,  161 
Ala.  204,  49  So.  761;  Crawford  v.  Sla- 
ton, 133  Ala. '393,  31  So.  940. 

70.  Green  v.  Simon,  17  Ind.  App. 
360,  46  N.  E.  693  (guardian's  bond); 
Com.  V.  Brown,  17  Pa.  Super.  520. 

71.  Schuessler  v.  Dudley,  80  Ala. 
547,  2  So.  526,  60  Am.  Eep.  124,  holding 
that  a  judgment  on  a  tax  collector's 
bond  recovered  in  a  summary  action 
for  money  presumptively  converted  is 
a  judgment  in  the  nature  of  one  ex 
delicto .  so  far  as  the  principal  debtor 
is  concerned.  It  is  a  judgment  for  an 
official  defalcation,  not  for  a  debt  con- 
tracted. 

72.  Smith  v.  Brown,  28  Miss.  810; 
Pierce  v.  Lewis,  27  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  400 
(replevin  bond);  Edwards  v.  Withrow, 
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trary."  It  has  been  held  that  an  appeal  bond  is  subsidiary  to  the 
judgment  appealed  from,  and  the  right  of  the  appellant  to  exemption 
from  a  judgment  on  the  appeal  bond  is  to  be  determined  by  the  char- 
acter of  the  original  action.^* 

(E.)  Where  Contract  and  Nonconteact  Actions  Aee  Joined.  —If  a 
right  of  action  in  contract  and  one  not  on  contract  be  united,  and  a 
judgment  be  recovered  in  such  form  as  to  preclude  separating  one  from 
the  other,  the  judgment  will  be  treated  as  a  judgment  rendered  on  con- 
tract so  as  to  entitle  the  debtor  to  his  exemption/^  But  it  is  otherwise 
if  the  amount  recovered  in  the  non-contract  right  of  action  may  be  as- 
certained. In  such  case  the  defendant  can  pay  that  amount  and  claim 
his  exemption  as  to  the  remainder.'" 

(III.)  Exemption  Against  Judgment  for  Costs. — (A.)  In  Civil  Actions. 
Generally  it  is  held  that  costs  are  a  mere  incident  to  a  suit  and  a  judg- 
ment for  costs  partakes  of  the  nature  of  the  suit  in  which  it  is  rend- 
ered.'' Hence,  generally  the  execution  defendant  is  entitled  to  his 
exemption  if  the  suit  was  ex  contractu,'*  but  not  in  case  of  a  tort  ac- 
tion,'^ or  a  special  proceeding.*"    The  general  rule  prevails  where  the 


22  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  576,  recognizance  as 
bail  on  appeal. 

fa]  A  delivery  bond  is  not  a  eon- 
tract  within  the  statute.  Bmith  v. 
Brown,   28   Miss.   810. 

[b]  A  judgment  upon  a  forfeited 
recognizance  given  in  a  criminal  case 
(1)  is  not  a  judgment  on  contract 
■within  the  meaning  of  the  exemption 
statute  (Com.  v.  Savage,  30  Pa.  Super. 
.^64;  Com.  v.  Dougherty,  8  Phila.  [Pa.] 
366),  even  (2)  though  assumpsit  is 
brought  to  enforce  the  recognizance. 
Com.  V.  Savage,  30  Pa.  Super.  364. 

[c]  Judgment  Against  Plaintiff  and 
Bondsmen. — A  judgment  iij  unlawful 
detainer  against  the  plaintiff  and  his 
bondsmen  is  in  tort.  The  fact  that 
the  judgment  was  rendered  against  the 
principal  and  Ms  surety  on  the  bond 
does  not  change  the  nature  of  the  de- 
mand from  tort  to  contract.  Gaines  v. 
Toles,  1  Ind.  Ter.  543,  37  S.  W.  946. 

73.  State  v.  ■Williford,  36  Ark.  155, 
38  Am.  Eep.  34;  Maloney  v.  Newton,  85 
Ind.  565,  44  Am.  Eep.  46. 

\&1  A  bail  bond  is  a  "debt  by  con- 
tract." State  V.  Williford,  36  Ark.  155, 
38  Am.  Bep.  34. 

[b]  Eeplevin  Bail  in  Bastardy  Pro- 
ceeding.— A  judgment  on  the  under-. 
taking  of  a  replevin  bail  in  a  bastardy 
proceeding  is  a  judgment  on  contract 
entitling  the  bail  to  his  exemption.  Ma- 
loney V.  Newton,  85  Ind.  565,  44  Am. 
Bep.  46. 
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74.  Pennsylvania  Life  Ins.  Co.  li. 
Bruner,  41  Pa.  Super.  358;  Bamsdell  v. 
Sevbert,  14  Pa.  Dist.  247. 

75.  Bies  v.  McClatchey,  128  Ind.  125, 
27  N.  B.  349;  Thomas  v.  Walmer,  18 
Ind.  App.  112,  46  N.  E.  695. 

76.  Kies  v.  McClatchey,  128  Ind.  125, 
27  N.  B.  349;  Keller  v.  McMahan  77 
Ind.  62;  Thomas  v.  Walmer,  18  Ind. 
App.  112,  46  N.  B.  695. 

77.  See  5  Standard  Peoc.  791. 

78.  Clingman  v.  Kemp,  57  Ala.  195, 
explained  in  Stuckey  v.  McKibbon,  S2 
Ala.  622,  8  So.  379,  as  intending  to  ap- 
ply to  judgments  for  costs  rendered 
only  in  actions  ex  contractu. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
If  defendant's  realty  cannot  be  divided, 
the  plaintiff  may  sell  the  whole  and 
the  defendant  may  demand  out  of  the 
proceeds  so  much  as  he  would  have  re- 
ceived at  the  appraised  value  had  the 
land  been  divided,  no  deduction  for 
costs  can  be  made  until  defendant's 
claim  to  exemption  is  paid.  Hain  v. 
Ehoads,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  568. 

79.  Northern  v.  Hanners,  121  Ala. 
587,  25  So.  817,  77  Am.  St.  Bep.  74; 
Stuckey  v.  McKibbon,  92  Ala.  622,  8 
So.  379. 

80.  Mengel  v.  McGee,  22  Pa.  Dist. 
671. 

[a]  Against  an  execution  for  costs 
in  a  mandamus  proceeding,  the  defend- 
ant is  not  entitled  to  an  exemption. 
Mengel  v.  McGee,  22  Pa.  Dist.  671. 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF     109 

plaintiff  is  successful  in  the  aetion,^^  even  though  the  principal  judg- 
ment is  merely  for  a  nominal  amount.*^  But  it  has  been  held  that 
though  the  action  be  upon  contract,  a  judgment  for  costs  against  the 
plaintiff  is  statutory  and  not  an  incident  of  the  contract  and  is  not 
within  the  exemption.^^  And  an  unsuccessful  plaintiff  in  an  action  in 
tort,'*  or  in  an  action  which  is  purely  statutory,^^  cannot  ordinarily 
claim  an  exemption  against  a  judgment  for  costs,  though  it  has  been 
held  that  a  judgment  for  costs  rendered  against  a  plaintiff,  even  in  an 
action  of  trover,  should  be  considered  as  a  judgment  for  debt  on  con- 
tract, and  he  may  claim  his  exemption.*^ 

Fee  BiU.  —  Exemptions  are  allowed  to  a  fee  bill  debtor  the  same  as 
to  an  execution  debtor,^^ 

(B.)  In  Criminal  Actigns.ss — A  defendant  has  been  allowed  his  ex- 
emption against  costs  imposed  in  a  criminal  proceeding.^^ 

(IV.)  Exemption.  From  Order  or  Judgment  for  Alimony  and  Maintenance. 
The  right  to  exemption  from  execution  on  a  decree  for  alimony  is  else- 
where discussed.^" 


81.  Ark.— Edwards  V.  Thayer,  123 
Ark.  579,  184  S.  W.  64;  Massie  v.  En- 
yart,  33  Ark.  688.  Ind. — Church  V.  Hay, 
93  Ind.  323;  Donaldson  v.  Banta,  5  Ind. 
App.  71,  29  N.  E.  362.  Pa. — ^Mangel  v. 
McGee,  22  Pa.  Dist.  671;  Strohecker  «. 
Euffington,  1  Pearson  124;  Banner  v. 
Fritz,  2  North.  67  (costs  in  a  suit  in 
ejectment).  Compare  Estate  of  Taylor, 
9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  293,  20  Phila.  101,  47  Leg. 
Int.  25,  holding  an  execution  for  costs 
against  a  guardian  in  a  proceeding  to 
remove  him,  he  not  being  guilty  of  any 
fraudulent  conduct  is  an  execution  upon 
his  implied  contract  to  pay  should  he 
prove  unsuccessful.  To  same  effect 
Harting  v.  Grant,  2  "Woodw.  (Pa.)  127. 

82.  Donaldson  v.  Banta,  5  Ind.  App. 
71,  29  N.  E.  362. 

83.  Edwards  v.  Thayer,  122  Ark. 
579,  184  S.  W.  64;  Buckley  v.  Williams, 
84  Ark.  187,  105  S.  W.  95,  120  Am.  St. 
Rep.  24,  13  Ann.  Cas.  258;  Boss  v. 
Banta,  140  Ind.  120,  34  N.  E.  865,  39 
N.  E.  732;  Donaldson  v.  Banta,  5  Ind. 
App.  71,  29  N.  E.  362. 

84.  In  re  Owens,  6  Biss.  432,  18  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  10,632  in  an  action  of  re- 
plevin; Russell  V.  Cleary,  105  Ind.  502, 
5  N.  E.  414. 

85.  State  ex  rel.  Wingler  v.  Mcin- 
tosh, 100  Ind.  439. 

86.  Bradley  v.  West  Chester  St.  By. 
Co.,  160  Pa.  72,  28  Atl.  500,  34  W.  N. 
C.  78;  Pierce's  Appeal,  103  Pa.  27; 
Lane  v.  Baker,  2  Grant  Cas.  (Pa.)  424. 
See  In  re  Owens,  6  Biss.  432,  18  Fed. 
Cas.   No.   10,632. 


87.  Farris  v.  Smithpeter,  180  Mo. 
App.  466,  166  S.  W.  655;  Bradley  v. 
West  Chester  By.  Co.,  160  Pa.  72,  28 
Atl.  500,  34  W.  N.  C.  78;  Pierce's  Ap- 
peal, 103  Pa.  27. 

[a]  See  In  re  Owens,  6  Biss.  432,  18 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,632,  where  the  court 
"can  see  no  good  reason  why  the  bene- 
fit of  the  statute  might  not  be  claimed 
against  a  fee  bill  thus  issued  [against 
the  successful  party  for  his  owh  costs 
after  a  return  of  nulla  bona  in  an  ac- 
tion of  tort]  as  'final  process  from  a 
court  for  a  debt  growing  out  of  or 
founded  on  contract.'  " 

88.  As  to  right  of  exemption  from 
fines,  see  infra,  II,  B,  5,  c,  (V). 

89.  HolHs  «.  State,  59  Ark.  211,  27 
S.  W.  73,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  28;  Loomis 
V.  Gerson,  62  111.  11. 

[a]  Under  a  provision  exempting  a 
homestead  from  sale  on  execution  ex- 
cept such  as  may  be  issued  on  a  judg- 
ment for  purchase  money,  for  specific 
liens,  laborers'  and  mechanics'  liens 
for  improving  the  same,  or  for  taxes, 
or  against  executors  and  other  named 
persons  for  moneys  collected  by  them 
and  other  trustees  of  an  express  trust 
for  moneys  due  from  them  in  their 
fiduciary  capacity,  the  homestead  is  ex- 
empt from  seizure  and  sale  on  an  exe- 
cution for  costs  adjudged  against  a 
criminal  in  a  criminal  prosecution. 
Hollis  V.  State,  59  Ark.  211,  27  S.  W. 
73,  43   Am.  St.  Eep.  28. 

90.  See  7  Standaed  Pkoc.  835. 
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(V.)  Exemption  From  Judgment  for  Fines,  —  In  some  states  exemption 
cannot  be  claimed  in  cases  where  a  fine  is  imposed  as  a  punishment 
for  a  violation  of  law.*^  But  some  statutes  of  exemptions  are  broad 
enough  to  include  fines.** 

(VI.)  Exemption  From  Purchase-Mdney  Debt. —  (A.)  In  General.  —  In 
the  absence  of  limitation,  the  right  of  exemption  granted  by  the  statute 
prevails  as  against  a  judgment  for  the  purchase  money  of  the  property 
claimed.^^  Most  exemption  statutes,  however,  exempt  purchase  money 
judgments  from  their  operation.**     This  exception  is  sometimes  ex- 


91.  III. — ^Loomis  v.  Gerson,  62  HI. 
11.  Ind. — ^Maloney  «.  Newton,  85  Ind. 
565,  44  Am.  Eep.  46.  Tenn. — ^Xrvin  v. 
State,  6  Lea  588,  under  special  statute 
providing  no  property  shall  be  exempt 
from  fines  for  particular  offenses. 

[a]  The  reason  of  the  rule  in  the 
text  is  that  the  criminal  and  civil  law 
are  carefully  kept  separate  and  dis- 
tinct. Maloney  v,  Newton,  85  Ind.  565, 
44  Am.  Eep.  46. 

[b]  Property  of  Surety.— Under  a 
statute  providing  there  shall  be  no 
property  exempt  from  execution  for 
fine  and  costs  for  a  particular  offense, 
the  property  of  a  surety  is  no  more 
exempt  than  the  property  of  his  prin- 
cipal. Irvin  V.  State,  6  Lea  (Tenn.) 
588. 

[c]  Debt. — A  judgment  for  a  fine  is 
rot  one  for  a  debt,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  exemption  statute.  White- 
acre  V.  Eector,  29  Gratt.  (70  Va.)  714, 
26  Am.  Eep.  420. 

92.  Com.  V.  Cassady,  159  Ky.  776, 
169  S.  W.  497,  L.  E.  A.  1915A,  1214; 
Cora.  V.  Lay,  12  Bush  (Ky.)  283,  23  Am. 
Eep.  718;  Betterton  v.  O'Dwyer,  124 
Mo.  App.  306,  101  S.  W.  628,  review- 
ing history  of  statutes. 

fa]  In  United  States  Courts. — ^By 
§14  of  the  act  of  June  1,  1872,  c.  255 
relating  to  poor  convicts,  it  was  in- 
tended, in  cases  of  fines  for  criminal 
offenses  against  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  that  the  execution  against  prop- 
erty for  its  collection  should  be  sub- 
ject to  the  same  exemptions  as  in  civil 
cases.  Fink  v.  O'Neil,  106  U.  S.  272, 
1  Sup.  Ct.  325,  27  L.  ed.  196. 

9.3.  Kan.' — Voorhees  v.  Patterson,  20 
Kan.  555.  JS.  J. — Spear  v.  Locust  Wood 
Cemetery  Co.,  72  N.  J.  Eq.  821,  66  Atl. 
1068.  can.— Vye  v.  McNeill,  3  Brit. 
Col.  24i 

94.  U.  S.— MuUinix  v.  Simon,  196 
Fed.  775,  116  C.  C.  A.  399;  In  re  Phil- 
lips, 209  Fed.  490;  In  re  Nunemaker, 
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208  Fed.  491;  In  re  Stern,  208  Fed.  488; 
In  re  J.  B.  Maynard  &  Co.,  183  Fed. 
823;  In  re  Campbell,  124  Fed.  417;  In 
re  Tobias,  103  Fed.  68,  4  Am.  Bankr. 
Rep.  555.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  §3903; 
Liddell  v.  Jones,  76  Ark.  344,  88  S.  W. 
961,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  "99;  Friedman  v. 
Sullivan,  48  Ark.  213,  2  S.  W.  785; 
Bridgeford  &  Co.  v.  Adams,  45  Ark. 
136;  Cason  v.  Bone,  43  Ark.  17.  Colo. 
Weil  V.  Nevitt,  18  Colo.  10,  31  Pac. 
487;  Behymer  v.  Cook,  5  Colo.  395.  Fla. 
Const.,  §1,  art.  10;  Giddens  v.  Dicken- 
son, 60  Fla.  320,  53  So.  929;  Cator  v. 
Blount,  41  Fla.  138,  25  So.  283;  Porter 
V.  Teate,  17  Fla.  813.  Ga.— Shirling  v. 
Kennon,  119  Ga.  501,  46  S.  E.  630; 
Watson  V.  Williams,  110  Ga.  321,  35  S. 
E.  344;  Wilcox  v.  Cowart,  110  Ga.  320, 
35  S.  E.  283;  Hawks  v.  Hawks,  64  Ga. 
239;  Loyless  &  GrifSn  v.  Collins,  55  Ga. 
370;  Gray  Bros.  v.  Higgs  (Ga.  App.), 
88  S.  E.  709.  111.— Bush  v.  Scott,  76 
m.  524;  Austin  v.  Underwood,  37  HI. 
438,  87  Am.  Dee.  254;  Kimble  v.  Es- 
worthy,  6  111.  App.  517.  la.— Mitchell 
V.  Joyce,  69-  Iowa  121,  28  N.  W.  473. 
Mich. — ^Feenstra  v.  Tanis,  145  Mich. 
409,  108  N.  W.  674;  Gottesman  v.  Chip- 
man,  125  Mich.  60,  83  N.  W.  1026; 
Lillibridge  v.  Walsh,  104  Mich.  153,  62 
N.  W.  172,  97  Mich.  459,  56  N.  W. 
854.  Minn. — Langevin  v.  Bloom,  69 
Minn.  22,  71  N.  W.  697,  65  Am.  St. 
Eep.  546';  Eogers  v.  Brackett,  34  Minn. 
279,  25  N.  W.  601;  Harlev  v.  Davis,  16 
Minn.  487.  IVEiss. — Buckingham  v.  Nel- 
son, 42  Miss.  417.  Mo. — Deloach  Mill 
Mfg:  Co.  V.  Latham,  99  Mo.  App.  231, 
72  S.  W.  1080;  State  v.  Orahood,  27 
Mo.  App.  496.  ■  N.  Y. — Snyder  v.  Davis, 
1  Hun  350,  47  How.  Pr.  147;  Smith  v. 
Slade,  57  Barb.  637;  Hoyt  v.  Van  Al- 
styne,  15  Barb.  568.  N.  C— Fox  v. 
Brooks,  88  N.  C.  234.  N.  D.— Northern 
Shoe  Co.  V.  Oecka,  22  N.  D.  631,  135  N. 
W.  177;  Wagner  v.  Olson,  3  N.  D.  69, 
54  N.  W.  286.    Ohio.— Cechvala  v.  Ma- 
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pressly  limited  by  the  statute  itself,^^  or  by  construction  of  the  statute^^ 
to  real  property;  while  some  statutes  except  only  personal  property.®'  , 
An  exception  to  the  exception  is  sometimes  made.®® 

(B.)  Terms  Defined  ANb  Applied.  —  Puechase  Monet. —  It  has  been  held 
that  the  word  "purchase-money"  within  the  statute  means  the  money 
agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  purchaser  for  property  exempt  by  law  from 
execution.®®  It  includes  money  loaned  for  and  applied  to  the  pur- 
chase of  the  exeinpt  property,^  but  not  to  money  borrowed  to  pay  a 
pre-existing  debt  for  the  purchase  price.*  Where  a  note  is  given  for 
the  purchase  money  the  judgment  recovered  thereon  is  a  judgment  for 


dak,  20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.)  286.  But 
see  State  ex  rel.  Armstrong  v.  Lacy,  IS 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  379.  Pa.— Wiley's  Ap- 
peal, 90  Pa.  173;  Fehley  v.  Barr,  66  Pa. 
196;  tririch's  Appeal,  48  Pa.  489;  Kyle's 
Appeal,  45  Pa.  353;  Hawbicker's  Est., 
6  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  570;  Fox  v.  Belong^  1 
Woodw.  137;  Scott  v.  Kerlin,  1  Del. 
Co.  345.  S.  D. — Hosteller  v.  Holborn, 
21  S.  D.  547,  114  N.  W.  693.  Wis. 
Houlehan  v.  Eassler,  73  Wis.  557,  41 
N.  W.  720. 

[a]  Where  part  payment  has  been 
made,  the  purchaser  has  no  right  to 
claim  a  homestead  to  that  extent  or 
in  the  proportion  which  the  payment 
bears  to  the  whole  purchase  money. 
The  fact  that  the  land  has  depreciated 
in  value  below  the  unpaid  balance 
does  no^;  affect  the  question.  Cook  v. 
Crocker,  53  Ga.  66. 

[b]  Although  the  judgment  em- 
braces other  debts  besides  purchase 
money,  the  plaintiff  does  not  lose  his 
furchase  money  lien.  Fox  v.  Delong,  1 
Woodw.  (Pa.)  137. 

[c]  In  Arkansas,  the  proviso  that 
no  property  shall  be  exempt  from  debts 
contracted  for  the  purchase  price  in 
§3903  of  Kirby's  Digest  applies  to 
§3904  also.  Friedman  v.  Sullivan,  48 
Ark.  213,  2  S.  W.  785. 

95.  Burn's  Ann.  Ind.  Sts.,  .1914, 
§759. 

96.  Shear  v.  Reynolds,  90  HI.  238; 
Howard  v.  Lakin,  88  lU.  36;  Wells  v. 
Lilly,  86  111.  317. 

97.  See  the  statutes  generally  and 
Mo.  Eev.  Sts.,  1909,  §2191. 

98.  Feenstra  v.  Tanis,  145  Mich.  409, 
108  N.  W.  674;  Maxon  v.  Perrott,  17 
Mich.  332,  97  Am.  Dee.  191.  But  as 
to  present  law  in  Michigan,  see  How. 
Mich.  Sts.,  §13055. 

99.  Hoyt  11.  Van  Alstyne,"  15  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  568. 

Materials  furnished  to  make  a.  crop 


as  purchase  money,  see  infra,  II,  B,  5, 
e,  (VII). 

Ziieu  of  attorney  in  defending  home- 
stead as  purchase  money,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  5,  e,  (X),  (A). 

As  to  landlord's  lien,  see  infra,  II,  B, 
5.  c,   (X),   (C). 

[a]  The  amount  due  a  laborer  for 
work  done  in  making  farm  products  is 
not  purchase  money.  Watson  v.  Will- 
iams, 110  Ga.  321,  35  S.  E.  344, 

[b]  Where  Part  of  Consideration  Is 
Payment  of  Debts. — A  partner  who  pur- 
chases the  partnership  assets,  paying 
therefor  some  cash  and  assuming  the 
partnership  debts,  cannot  claim  an  ex- 
emption out  of  the  assets  when  sued 
ty  the  retiring  partner  for  failure  to 
pay  those  debts.  Piatt  v.  Piatt,  50  Fla. 
594,  39  So.  536. 

[c]  The  assumption  by  the  pur- 
chaser of  an  indebtedness  of  the  seller 
to  a  third  person,  as  part  payment  for 
a  horse,  and  the  giving  of  a  note  to 
such  third  person,  does  not  make  the 
note  a  purchase  price  debt  so  as  to  de- 
feat the  purchaser 's  claim  of  exemption 
as  to  the  horse,  against  a  judgment  on 
the  note.  Washington  v.  Cartwright, 
65  Ga.  177.  But  see  Fox  v.  Brooks,  88 
N.  C.  234,  infra,  note  3. 

[d]  The  assumption  by  a  subse- 
quent purchaser  from  the  vendee,  of 
the  latter 's  original  obligation  to  pay 
for  land,  and  the  giving  of  a  note 
therefor,  prevents  an  exemption  in  the 
land  from  being  claimed  against  a  judg- 
ment on  the  note.  Sparger  v.  Cumpton, 
54  Ga.  355. 

1.  Magee  n.  Magee,  51  111.  500,  99 
Am.  Dec.  571;  Austin  ■».  Underwood,  37 
HI.  438,  87  Am.  Dec.  254;  Houlehan  v. 
Eassler,  73  Wis.  557,  41  N.  W.  720. 

2.  Winslow  V.  Noble,  101  111.  194; 
Magee  v.  Magee,  51  111.  500,  99  Am. 
Dee.  571;  Eyster  ■!/•.  Hathaway,  50  111. 
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purchase  money  within  the  statute,'  and  according  to  some  authorities 
a  transferee  of  the  note  has  the  same  rights  as  the  original  vendor.* 
But  where  the  vendor  indorses  the  note  to  another,  a  judgment  against 
him  as  indorser  is  not  a  judgment  for  purchase  money  as  his  indorse- 
ment is  founded  on  a  new  consideration." 

The  word  "obligations"  in  a  statute  providing  that  no  property  shall 
he  exempt  for  the  payment  of  obligations  contracted  for  the  purchase 
thereof,  means  a  debt  contracted  to  be  paid  or  a  duty  to  be  performed 
by  the  purchaser  fis  the  consideration  of  the  purchase.^ 

(O.)  Exception  Applies  Only  to  Peopeett  Purchased..^  Generally  the 
exception  applies  only  to  the  property  purchased,  not  to  others  exempt 
property.^  According  to  some  authorities,  the  proceeds  of  the  property 
purchased  are  not  exempt,*  but  some  statutes  have  extended  the  rule  so 
as  to  make  liable  to  seizure,  property  or  proceeds  of  an  exchange  or 
sale  of  the  property  purchased.^     Where  the  property  purchased  is 


521,  99  Am.  Dec.  537;  Austin  v.  Under- 
wood, 37  111.  438,  87  Am.  Dee.  254. 

3.  Ga. — ^Pairclotli  v.  St.  Johns,  44 
Ga.  G03.  Minn. — -Rogers  v.  Brackett, 
34  Minn.  279,  25  N.  W.  601.  Pa.— Fox 
V.  Belong,  1  Woodw.  137,  under  a  stat- 
ute excepting  "liena  of  bonds,  mort- 
gages or  other  contracts  for  the  pur- 
chase money." 

[a]  No  change  in  the  instrument 
evidencing  the  debt  or  the  security  will 
cl}ange  the  debt  from  one  for  purchase 
money  to  one  that  is  not.  Kimble  v. 
Esworthv,  6  111.  App.  517. 

4.  See  infm,  II,  B,  5,  e,  (VI),  (E). 

5.  Faircloth  v.  St.  Johns,  44  Ga.  603. 

6.  Piatt  V.  Piatt,  50  Pla.  594,  39  So. 
535;  Porter  v.  Teate,  17  Fla.  813;  Fox 
V.  Brooks,  88  N.  C.  234;  "Whitaker  v. 
Elliott,  73  N.  C.  186. 

[a]-  It  embraces  every  contract  to 
pay  for  land,  (1)  whether  by  specialty 
or  bv  parol.  Lawson  v.  Pringle,  98  N. 
C.  450,  4  S.  E.  188;  Fox  v.  Brooks,  88 
N.  €.  234.  But  (2)  it  must  be  made 
with  the  vendor  and  the  consideration 
must  be  the  price  of  the  land  pur- 
chased.    Fox  c.  Brooks,  88  N.  C.  234. 

[b]  Where  the  vendee  contracts  to 
pay  a  note  ovrtng  by  the  vendor  to  a 
third  person,  as  part  consideration  for 
a  purchase  of  land,  the  land  is  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  the  debt  as  a 
debt  for  purchase  money.  Pox  v. 
Brooks,  88  N.  C.  234.  But  see  Wash- 
ington V.  Cartwright,  65  Ga.  177,  supra, 
note  2. 

7.  U.  S.— 7?i  re  Tobias,  103  Fed.  68, 
4  Am.  Bankr.  Eep.  555.'  Colo. — Weil 
V.  Nevit,  18  Colo.  10,  31  Pao.  487.  Fla. 
Smith    V.   Gufford,   36  Fla.   481,   18   So. 
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717,  51  Am.  St.  Eep.  37.  Ga. — Loyless 
&  Griffin  v.  Collins,  55  Ga.  370.  N.  Y. 
Smith  V.  Slade,  57  Barb.  637.  See 
Hickok  V.  Fay,  36  Barb.  9.  But  see 
Snyder  v.  Davis,  1  Hun  350,  47  How. 
Pr.  147;  Craft  v.  Curtiss,  25  How.  Pr. 
163;  Cox  V.  Stafford,  14  How.  Pr.  519; 
Davis  r.  Peabody,  10  Barb.  91,  and  Cole 
V.  Stevens,  9  Barb.  676,  6  How.  Pr. 
424. 

8.  See  Giddens  v.  Dickenson,  60  Fla. 
S20,  53  So.  929;  Cechvala  v.  Madak,  20 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  8.)  286.  Compare 
MuUinix  v.  Simon,  196  Fed.  775,  116  C. 
C.  A.  399;  Smith  v.  GufCord,  36  Fla. 
481,  18  So.  717,  51  Am.  St.  Eep.  37. 

[a]  Where  Material  Is  Used  in 
Ettilding  for  Another. — A  contractor 
who  purchases  material  and  uses  it  in 
the  erection  of  a  building  for  another 
cannot  under  this  statute  have  an  ex- 
emption in  the  amount  due  him  for 
erecting  the  building  as  against  the 
purchase  price  of  the  material  so  pur- 
chased and  used.  Giddens  v.  Dicken- 
son, 60  Fla.  320,  53  So.  929. 

[b]  But  an  exemption  in  goods, 
paid  for  with  the  proceeds  of  goods 
not  paid  for,  may  be  claimed  when 
honestly  acquired  in  the  regular  course 
of  business.  In  re  Tobias,  103  Fed.  68, 
4  Am.  Bankr.  Hep.  555. 

[c]  Liability  of  Crops  for  Purchase 
Money  of  Land. — A  statute  making  a 
homestead  liable  for  the  purchase 
money  does  not  make  the  crops  raised 
thereon  liable  therefor.  Johnson  v. 
Holmes,  49  Ga.  365. 

9.  Cannon  v.  Dexter  Broom  &  Mat- 
tress Co.,  120  Fed.  657,  57  C.  C.  A.  119 
(under  the  Constitution  of  South  Caro- 
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mingled  with  exempted  property  that  has  been  set  apart,  such  portion 
only  can  be  subjected  to  a  debt  for  the  purchase  money  as  can  be  traced 
and  identiiied.^"  It  is  not  intended  that  this  exception  should  reach 
the  property  of  a  surety.^^  It  has  been  held  obligations  incurred  in  the 
production  of  crops  are  of  the  same  nature  as  purchase  money  obliga- 
tions from  which  the  crops  are  not  exempt.^^  But  other  authorities  are 
to  the  contrary,^^  except  where  furnished  by  a  landlord  who  has  a  lien.^* 
(D.)  Peopeett  Must  Be  in  Hands  op  Vendee.  —  The  exception  as  to  the 
purchase  price  does  not  create  a  lien  upon  the  property  purchased  but 
relates  to  the  remedy  merely;^®  the  vendor  can  therefore  subject  the 
property  only  while  it  remains  in  the  hands  of  the  vendee,"  and  the 


Una) ;  McGahan  v.  Anderson,  113  Fed. 
115,  51  C.  C.  A.  92;  Blackford  v.  Boak, 
73  Ore.  61,  143  Pac.  1136. 

10.  Mitchell  V.  Simpson  Grocery  Co., 
114  Ga.  199,  39  S.  E.  935;  "Wagner  v. 
Olson,  3  N.  D.  69,  54  N.  W.  286,  stocks 
of  goods. 

[a]  Contra,  In  re  Tobias,  103  Fed. 
68,  4  Am.  Bankr.  Eep.  555,  holding  in 
a  bankruptcy  proceeding  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  bankrupt  to  identify  and 
designate  the  goods  on  which,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  he  still  owes  the  purchase 
money. 

[b]  Where  a  stock  of  goods  is  set 
apart  as  exempt  and  the  head  of  the 
family  without  an  order  of  court  con- 
tinues to  carry  on  the  business,  a  ven- 
dor of  goods,  sold  to  him  and  mingled 
with  the  stock,  is  entitled  to  subject 
to  the  payment  of  the  purchase  price 
only  such  goods  as  he  can  identify. 
Mitchell  V.  Simpson  Grocery  Co.,  114 
Ga.  199,  39  S.  E.  935. 

11.  Davis  V.  Peabody,  10  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  91,  where  the  court  say  the  words 
"purchase-money"  should  be  held  to 
mean  the  original  demand  for  the  prop- 
erty sold  as  distinguished  from  the  de- 
mand on  the  security  given  for  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  price. 

12.  Farmer  v.  Greer  Fertilizer  Co., 
102  S.  C.  285,  86  S.  E.  639. 

As  to  exception  of  materials  and 
supplies  used  in  producing  crop,  see 
infra,  U,  B,  5,  e,   (VII). 

13.  Wilcox  V.  Cowart,  110  Ga.  320, 
35  S.  E.  283;  Jones  v.  Spillers,  9  Ga. 
App.  473,  71  S.  E.  777.  But  compare, 
Stephens  v.  Smith,  62  Ga.  177,  and  Tift 
V.  Newsom,  44  Ga.  600,  holding  that 
debts  for  supplies  furnished  a  planter 
to  make  his  crop  are  within  an  excep- 
tion of  materials  furnished  therefor,  oi; 
are  in  the  nature  of  purchase  money. 


fa]  A  debt  for  fertilizer  used  on 
land  is  not  within  the  statute.  Wilcox 
V.  Cowart,  110  Ga.  320,  35  S.  B.  283. 

14.  See  cases  in  preceding  note,  and 
infra,  n,  B,  5,  c,  (X),  (B). 

15.  U.  S.—In  re  Boyd,  120  Fed.  999; 
In  re  Wells,  105  Fed.  762.  Mich.— Lil- 
libfidge  v.  Walsh,  104  Mich.  153,  62 
N.  W.  172,  97  Mich.  459,  56  N.  W. 
854.  Mo.— Barton  v.  Sitlington,  128 
Mo.  164,  177,  30  S.  W.  514;  Straus  v. 
Eothau,  102  Mo.  261,  14  S.  W.  940 
(reviewing  authorities) ;  Norris  v. 
Brunswick,  73  Mo.  256;  Barbee  &  Co.  v. 
Crawford,  13'2  Mo.  App.  1,  111  S.  W. 
614;  De  Loach  Mill  Mfg.  Co.  v.  La- 
tham, 99  Mo.  App.  231,  72  S.  W.  1080; 
Van  Frank  v.  Walther,  84  Mo.  App. 
472;  Corning  &  Co.  v.  Einehart  Medi- 
cine Co.,  46  Mo.  App.  16.  N.  D. 
Northern  Shoe  Co.  v.  Cecka,  22  N.  D. 
631,  135  N.  W.  177,  explaining  Weil  v. 
Quam,  21  N.  D.  344,  131  N.  W.  244. 

Exceptions  as  creating  a  lien  gen- 
erally, see  supra,  II,  B,  5,  c,  (I). 

16.  Weil  v.  Kevitt,  18  Colo.  10,  31 
Pac.  487,  where  the  court  says:  "When 
a  vendor  sues  and  recovers  judgment 
for  the  purchase  price  of  property 
which  he  has  theretofore  sold,  the  stat- 
ute gives  him  the  right  to  have  exe- 
cution against  the  property  so  sold 
while  the  same  remains  in  the  hands 
of  his  vendee,  notwithstanding  sucft 
property  may  be  exempt  from  levy  and 
sale  for  any  other  purpose." 

[a]  Where  Purchaser  Is  Dead. 
Where  the  property  purchased  is  real 
estate  and  a  judgment  is  recovered 
against  the  executor  on  a  note  given 
for  the  purchase  money,  the  property 
cannot  be  taken  on  the  judgment  as  it 
had  passed  to  the  heirs  on  the  death 
of  the  purchaser.  Buckingham  v.  Nel- 
son, 42  Miss.  417. 
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statute  sometimes  expressly  so  provides."  Other  statutes,  however, 
permit  the  vendor  to  subject  the  property  in  the  hands  of  a  subsequent 
purchaser  with  notice  that  the  purchase  money  is  unpaid.^^ 

(E.)  Whether  Exception  Is  Personal  to  Vendor — Some  cases  hold  the 
proviso  in  the  exemption  statute  is  a  privilege  which  is  personal  to  the 
vcndor,^^  or  those  representing  him.^°  But  others  hold  that  it  is  im- 
material to  whom  the  debt  is  due,  as  all  that  is  required  is  that  the 
vendee  owe  the  purchase  money  or  a  part  thereof  .^^  Accordingly  some 
authorities  hold  that  a  transferee  of  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  price 
can  seize  the  property  as  against  the  debtor's  claim  of  exemption ;^^ 
though  others  hold  that  he  cannot,^^  unless  perhaps  he  takes  a  new 
note.2* 


17.  Mullinis  ».  Simon,  196  Fed.  775, 
116  C.  C.  A.  399  (under  the  Arkansas 
constitution);  Friedman  v.  Sullivan,  4S 
Ark.  213,  2  S.  W.  785. 

[a]  Where  Property  Sold  After  Fil- 
ing Petition  in  Bankruptcy. — Where 
property  is  in  the  hands  of  a  vendee 
at  the  time  of  filing  of  a  petition  in 
■bankruptcy  and  is  afterwards  sold  by 
the  trustee  with  a  distinct  understand- 
ing that  the  bankrupt's  right  of  ex- 
emption would  apply  to  the  proceeds 
as  to  the  specific  articles,  the  proceeds 
are  a  substitute  for  the  property, 
ivhich  is  still  in  the  hands  of  the  ven 
dee.  The  bankrupt's  right  to  exemp- 
tion is  referable  to  the  condition  of 
things  existing  at  the  filing  of  the 
petition.  Mullinis  v.  Simon,  196  Fed. 
775,  116  C.  C.  A-  399. 

18.  Straus  v.  Eothan,  102  Mo.  261, 
14  S.  W.  940  (reviewing  authorities); 
Parker  v.  Bodes,  79  Mo.  88;  Van  Frank 
V.  Walther,  84  Mo.  App.  472. 

[a]  A  mortgagee  is  not  a  purchaser 
within  the  statute.  Kane  v.  Manley, 
63   Mo.   App.  43. 

[b]  The  Michigan  statute  provid- 
ing that  the  property  shall  not  be  ex- 
empt in  the  hands  of  a  purchaser  if 
the  purchase  was  after  suit  commenced 
and  the  filing  of  a  specified  notice, 
does  not  authorize  the  purchaser  to 
fraudulently  transfer  the  property  be- 
fore such  suit  or  notice,  to  defeat  a 
Jovy  thereon.  Lillibridge  v.  Walsh,  104 
Mich.  153,  62  N.  W.  172,  97  Mich.  459, 
SC  N.  W.  854. 

19.  In  re  Boyd,  120  Fed.  999;  Weil 
«.  Nevitt,  18  Colo.  10,  31  Pac.  487. 

[a]  Similar  to  Vendor's  Lien. — The 
privilege  of  the  statute  bears  a  close 
analogy  to  a  vendor's  lien  for  the  pur- 
chase of  real  estate.  Weil  v.  Nevitt, 
18  Colo.  10,  31  Pac.  487. 
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[b]  Under  the  Bankruptcy  Law. 
Although  under  the  state  law  a  home- 
stead exemption  can  be  claimed  in  un- 
paid for  property  against  every  one 
except  the  vendor,  the  bankrupt  act 
consolidates  the  demands  of  all  the 
creditors  and  any  creditor  may  except 
to  the  allowance  of  the  homestead  on 
the  ground  the  purchase  money  is  un- 
paid. In  re  Campbell,  124  Fed.  417. 
Compare  In  re  Boyd,  120  Fed.  999;  In 
re  Wells,  105  Fed.  762,  holding  unpaid 
for  property  claimed  as  exempt  does 
not  vest  in  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy. 

20.  Williams  v.  Jones,  100  111.  362 
(holding  assignee  of  note  under  the 
circumstances  represented  the  vendor); 
Eyster  v.  Hatheway,  50  111.  521,  99  Am. 
Dec.  537,  the  provision  applies  only  to 
vendors  and  vendees,  or  those  repre- 
senting them. 

21.  Lawson  v.  Pringle,  98  N.  C.  450, 
4  8.  E.  188. 

22.  Ga.— Chambliss  v.  Phelps,  39  Ga. 
386.  See  McElmurray  v.  Blue,  91  Ga. 
509,  18  8.  E.  313  (on  the  authority  of 
WoflEord  V.  Gaines,  53  Ga.  485,  where 
the  note  was  renewed  and  a  new  note 
made  payable  to  the  holder) ;  Sparger 
V.  Cumpton,  54  Ga.  355.  Minn. — Lan- 
gevin  V.  Bloom,  69  Minn.  22,  71  N.  W. 
697,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  546,  holding  that 
Harlev  v.  Davis,  16  Minn.  487,  some- 
times cited  as  holding  the  contrary,  is 
not  authority  therefor  when  the  facts 
are  considered.  Mo.^ — State  v.  Orahood, 
27  Mo.  App.  496.  N.  C. — Lawson  v. 
Pringle,  98  N.  G.  460,  4  S.  E.  188; 
Whitaker  v.  Elliott,  73  N.  0.  186. 

23.  Colo.— Weil  v.  Nevitt,  18  Colo. 
10,  31  Pac.  487.  lU.— Gruhn  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 128  111.  178,  21  N.  E.  18.  Mich. 
Shepard  v.  Cross,  33  Mich.  96. 

24.  Williams  v.  Jones,  100  111.  362. 
See  McElmurray  v.  Blue,  91  Ga.  509, 
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(F.)  Waiver.  —  The  creditor  may  waive  this  exception.^^ 
(VII.)  VSTiere  Debt  Is  for  Necessaries,  Materials  Furnished  or  Labor  Done. 
An  exception  to  the  right  of  exemption  is  frequently  made  in  favor  of 
debts  contracted  in  the  purchase  of  necessaries.^*  The  necessaries  mus^ 
be  those  purchased  for  the  debtor  himself  and  family,''^  but  they  are 
not  limited  to  articles  of  food,  clothing,  shelter,  or  similar  articles.^^ 
The  determination  of  what  articles  are  necessaries  depends  upon  the 
circumstances  of  each  particular  case,^* 


18  S.  E.  313;  WofEord  v.  Gaines,  53  Ga. 
485. 

[a]  Where  the  assignee  of  a  note 
given  for  the  purchase  price  by  the 
jiurchaser  and  another  as  security,  by 
an  arrangement  with  the  purchaser 
surrenders  the  notes  to  him  and  takes 
a  note  of  the  purchaser  alone  and  a 
trust  deed  to  secure  payment,  the  as- 
signee stands  in  the  place  of  the  ven- 
dor and  he  is  within  the  statute.  Will- 
iams V.  Jones,  100  111.  362. 

25.  Cator  v.  Blount,  41  Fla.  138,  25 
So.  283. 

[a]  But  a  creditor  by  filing  -witli  an 
assignee  for  creditors  his  debt  against 
the  assignor  and  accepting  from  such 
assignee  a  pro  rata  dividend  does  not 
waive  the  right  to  subject  property 
which  is  not  exeippt  because  the  debt 
was  for  the  purchase  price.  Cator  v. 
Blount,  41  Fla.   138,  25  So.  283. 

26,  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ga. — ^HufE  v.  Bournell, 
48  Ga.  338.  Me.— Fisher  v.  Shea,  97 
Me.  372,  54  Atl.  846,  61  L.  E.  A.  567., 
Mass. — Sullivan  v.  Hadley,  160  Mass. 
32,  35  N.  E.  103;  Darling  v.  Andrews,  9 
Allen  106.  Minn. — See  Bofferding  v. 
Mengelkoch,  129  Minn.  184,  152  N.  W. 
135,  holding  the  statute  making  this 
exception  is  unconstitutionalj  Mont. 
Dayton  l).  Ewant,  28  Mont.  153,  72 
Pae.  420,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  549.  Neb. 
See  Lehnoffi).  Fisher,  32  Neb.  107,  48 
N.  W.  821.  N.  H.— Garside  v.  Colby, 
72  N.  H.  544,  58  Atl.  50.  Pa.— Karnes 
f.  Eosena  Furnace  Co.,  5  Pa.  Dist.  752; 
Karnes  v.  McGuire,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  306. 
R.  I. — ^Palmisciano  v.  Eapoue,  94  Atl. 
S52;  Eich  v.  Treu,  25  E.  I.  208,  55  Atl. 
492.  Wash. — Creditors  Collection  Assn. 
V.  Bisbee,  80  Wash.  358,  141  Pao.  886. 
Can.— Central  Bank  v.  Ellis,  20  Ont. 
Ap;^.  364. 

,  [a]  A  judgment  upon  a  claim  for 
necessaries  is  a  "debt  or  demand  for 
necessaries"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  Esman  v.  EoUer,  27  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  712, 


[b]  But  a  claim  for  rent  is  not  a 
"necessary"  even  though  it  may  be 
rent  of  the  house  in  which  the  defend- 
ant lives.  Beard  v.  Covill,  102  N.  y. 
Supp.  204.  See  Huff  v.  Bournell,  48  Ga. 
338,  holding  the  rent  of  premises  dis- 
connected from  the  homestead  in  which 
the  debtor  lives,  he  having  leased  the 
homestead,  is  not  a  "necessary." 

[c]  Money  Loaned. — An  affidavit 
for  an  execution  against  salary  of  a 
debtor  which  does  not  state  that  the 
judgment  was  for  necessaries  but  sim- 
ply for  money  loaned  is  insufficient. 
In  re  Hogan,  64  Misc.  302,  118  N.  Y. 
Supp.  537. 

[d]  Exception  to  Exception. — The 
debtor  is  allowed  a  certain  amount  as 
exempt  from  a  debt  for  necessaries. 
Jumper  v.  Moore,  110  Me.  159,  85  Atl. 
485.  See  Fisher  «.  Shea,  97  Me.  372, 
54  Atl.  846,  61  L.  E.  A.  567;  Quimby 
V.  Hewey,  92  Me.  129,  42  Atl.  344,  de- 
cided before  the  amendment  of  the 
statute. 

Extent  to  which  wages  are  exempt 
from  debts  for  necessaries,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  5,  a,  (IV),  (F). 

27.  Lehnoff  v.  Fisher,  32  Neb.  107, 
48  N.  W.  821. 

[a]  Debts  for  necessaries  incurred 
in  carrying  on  a  hotel  or  boarding-house 
business  are  not  within  the  purview 
of  the  statute.  LehnofE  v.  Fisher,  33 
Neb.  107,  48  N.  W.  821. 

28.  Eich  V.  Treu,  25  E,  I.  208,  55 
Atl.  492. 

29.  Fisher  v.  Shea,  97  Me.  372,  54 
Atl.  846,  61  L.  E.  A.  567;  Provost  v. 
Fiche,  93  Me.  455,  45  Atl.  506. 

[a]  The  word  "necessaries"  ap- 
plies only  to  living  persons, — some- 
thing to  sustain  or  maintain  a  living 
person,  either  food,  clothing,  medicine, 
habitation,  education  or  whatever  is 
necessary  for  such  person  in  his  stage 
in  life.  Burial  expenses  of  the  mother 
of  the  debtor  are  not  necessaries.  Wat- 
kins  V.  Schlecter,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  42. 

[b]  A  claim  for  medical  attendance 
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Materials  and  Supplies  Furnished. —  Debts  for  materials  and  supplies 
furnished  are  sometimes  expressly  excepted  by  statute.^" 

Labor  Done  or  Performed. —  Statutes  sometimes  provide  that  no  prop- 
erty shall  be  exempt^^  from  execution  for  any  labor  done  thereon,  or 


and  medicines  furnished  (1)  is  "a  de- 
mand for  necessaries."  Darling  v.  An- 
drews, 9  Allen  (Mass.)  106.  But  (2) 
under  a  statute  exaepting  wages  from 
the  exemption  where  the  judgment  is 
for  "necessaries  sold"  or  for  work 
performed  in  the  family  as  a  domestic, 
"necessaries  sold"  will  not  include 
services  of  a  surgeon  to  the  defend- 
ant's wife.  Taylor  v.  Barker,  108  App. 
Div.  21,  95  N".  Y.  Supp.  474. 

[c]  A  sewing  machine  for  defend- 
ant's own  personal  use  in  the  manu- 
facture of  her  own  clothing  is  not 
shown  to  be  necessary.  Provost  v. 
Piche,  9,3  Me.  455,  45  Atl.  506. 

[d]  Groceries  furnished  an  unmar- 
ried man  to  be  used  by  the  family 
where  he  boards  and  used  by  him  to 
pay  his  board  are  not  necessaries  fur- 
nished a  defendant  or  his  family,  with- 
in the  statute.  McAuley  v.  Tracy,  61 
Me.  523. 

fe]  Legal  services  (1)  rendered  in 
protecting  and  defending  a  person  ar- 
rested may  generally  be  classed  as  a 
necessary,  but  such  services  in  the  in- 
stitution of  criminal  proceedings  would 
not  be.  Whether  the  defense  of  a  con- 
tract right  where  the  only  result  of  an 
adverse  decision  is  a  pecuniary  loss  is 
a  necessary  is  doubtful.  Fisher  v. 
Shea,  97  Me.  372,  54  Atl.  846,  61  L.  E. 
A.  567,  on  the  authority  of  Askey  v. 
Williams,  74  Tex.  294,  11  S.  W.  1101, 
5  L.  E  A.  176.  Services  of  an  attorney 
(2)  for  a  minor  defendant  are  neces- 
saries. Eich  V.  Treu,  25  E.  I.  208,  55 
Atl.  492,  on  the  authority  of  Crafts  v. 
Carr,  24  E.  I.  397,  53  Atl.  275,  9&  Am. 
St.  Eep.  721,  60  L.  E.  A.  128. 

[f]  An  execution  for  damages 
caused  by  negligence  cannot  issue 
against  a  debtor's  salary  under  a  stat- 
ute authorizing  a  seizure  of  salary  on 
an  execution  for  "necessaries."  Kelly 
V.  Mulcahy,  131  App.  Div.  639,  116  N. 
T.   Supp.   61. 

[g]  An  action  on  a  judgment  re- 
covered for  "necessaries  furnished" 
is  not  for  necessaries  furnished  within 
the  statute  as  the  claim  is  merged  in 
the  first  judgment.  Brown  v.  West,  73 
Me.  23. 
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30.  Fla.— Cathcart  v.  Turner,  18  Fla. 
837,  under  statute  allowing  a  landlord 
to  distrain  property  for  supplies  fur- 
nished a  tenant.  Ga. — Stephens  v. 
Smith,  62  Ga.  177.  La.-^Hinton  v. 
Eoane,  124  La.  927,  50  So.  798,  134  Am. 
St.  Eep.  526.  Minn.' — Nickerson  v. 
Crawford,  74  Minn.  366,  77  N.  W.  292, 
73  Am.  St.  Eep.  354. 

[al  Furnished  by  Partner  to  Firm. 
Funds  arising  from  the  sale  of  goods 
furnished  by  one  partner  to  another 
under  a  contract  of  partnership,  and 
invested  in  improvements  on  a  home- 
stead are  not  moneys  borrowed,  labor 
done  or  materials  furnished.  Ealgo  «?. 
Van  Dyke,  44  Ga.  61. 

[b]  A  claim  for  rent  is  an  "obliga- 
tion contracted  in  the  production  of  the 
crop."     Prince  v.  Nance,  7  S.  C.  351. 

[c]  SuppUes  furnished  to  make  a 
crop  are  "materials  furnished  there- 
for" within  the  exception.  Stephens 
V.  Smith,  62  Ga.  177;  Tift  v.  Newsom, 
44  Ga.  600. 

fd]  Furnished  "by  landlord  to  ten- 
ant to  enable  the  latter  to  subsist  or 
raise  crop.  Eudd  v.  Ford,  91  Ky.  183, 
15  S.  W.  179;  Garden  v.  Dearing,  14 
Ky.   L.   Eep.   78. 

[e]  Supplies  to  Family  as  Supplies 
Furnished  Plantation. — A  statute  pro- 
viding that  debts  due  for  necessary 
supplies  furnished  to  a  plantation  shall 
be  entitled  to  a  privilege  on  the  crop 
does  not  embrace  supplies  for  the  use 
of  a  planter  and  his  family  beyond 
plantation  fare,  such  as  cigars,  cognac, 
annisette,  and  ice.  Hollander  v.  His 
Creditors,  6  La.  Ann.  668. 

Liability  for  debts  for  purchase  price, 

see  supra,  II,  B,  5,  c,  (VI). 

31.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Dicken  v.  Thrasher,  58  Ga.  360;  Mitch, 
ener  v.  Eobins,  73  Miss.  383,  19  So. 
103.  Compare  Parham  v.  McMurray,  32 
Ark.  261,  holding  §3  of  the  article  of 
exemptions  in  the  constitution  of  1868 
has  no  application  to  personal  property 
but  relates  solely  to  labor  on  the  home- 
stead. ••  ■ 

fa]  Labor  done  in  cultivation  of 
crops  on  a  homestead  is  "labor  done 
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lahor  performed.  This  exception  does  not  extend  to  materials  and 
supplies  furnished.^^ 

(VIII.)  Where  Debt  Is  for  Wages.  —  An  exception  to  the  exemption 
laws  is  frequently  provided  for  when  the  debt  is  for  the  wages  of  lab- 
orers, servants  or  other  named  persons."^  This  exception  is  personal 
to  the  laborer  or  other  person  named  in  the  statute,  and  no  other  class 
of  creditors  is  entitled  to  its  benefits.^* 

A  "laborer"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  is  one  who  performs 
manual  labor,  not  requiring  special  knowledge  or  skill/^  and  who  is 


thereon."     Dleken  v.  Thrasher,  58  Ga. 
360. 

[b]  Claims  Less  Than  Specified 
Sum. — A  provision  that  the  exemption 
statute  shall  not  extend  to  "  a  claim 
for  work  and  labor  less  than"  $100 
does  not  privilege  all  claims  for  work 
and  labor  to  the  extent  of  $100  but 
only  applies  to  claims  which  are  less 
than  $100.  Kelly  v.  Hines,  6  Ohio  Dec. 
(Eeprint)  988,  9  Am.  L.  Record  404. 

Services  of  attorney  defending  home- 
fetead,  see  II,  B,  5,  c,  (X),  (A;. 

[c]  Where  the  Creditor  Has  no 
Judgment. — Under  a  statute  providing 
that  no  property  shall  be  exempt 
"when  the  judgment  is  for  labor  per- 
formed,"- the  creditor  who  has  per- 
formed labor  is  within  the  statute  al- 
though he  has  no  judgment,  where  the 
debtor  is  dead  and  the  creditor  has  Ms 
claim  allowed  in  chancery,  there  being 
a  statute  forbidding  any  action  against 
the  personal  representative  after  the 
estate  is  declared  insolvent,  Mitchener 
V.  Eobins,  73  Miss.  383,  19  So.  103. 

32.  Burlington  Mfg.  Co.  ■».  Board  of 
Court  House,  etc.  Comrs.,  67  Minn.  327, 
69  K.  W.  1091.  See  Kilgo  v.  Van 
Dyke,  44  Ga.  61. 

33.  See  generally  the  statues  and 
the  following:  U.  Si — In  re  Phillips, 
209  Fed.  490,  under  the  Washington 
statute.  111. — Smith  v.  Kennett,  94  111. 
App.  331;  Graves  v.  Ahlgren,  87  HI. 
App.  668;  Stroup  v.  Hobbs,  65  111.  App. 
296;  Bohn  v.  Weeks,  50  111.  App.  236. 
Kan. — McBride  v.  Eeitz,  19  Kan.  123; 
Reed  v.  Umbarger,  11  Kan.  206.  Minn. 
See  Tuttle  v.  Strout,  7  Minn.  465,  82 
Am.  Dee.  108,  holding  statute  to  be 
unconstitutional.  Neb. — ^Fox  v.  McClay, 
48  Neb.  820,  67  N.  W.  888;  Henderson 
V.  Nott,  36  Neb.  154,  54  N.  W.  87,  38 
Am.  St.  Eep.  720;  Snyder  v.  Brune,  22 
Neb.  189,  34  N.  W.  364.  Pa.— Enke  v. 
Stine,  6  Pa.  Co.   Ct.  23;   Van  Wye  «. 


Harrington,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  272;  Meiers 
V.  TJmla,  6  Kulp  332;  Finns  v.  Banker, 
5  Kulp  33. 

[a]  Whether  giving  a  note  for 
wages  merges  the  debt  and  allows  the 
debtor  to  claim  his  exemption,  query. 
Eeed  v.  Umbarger,  11  Kan.  206.  As  to 
analogous  proposition,  where  note  is 
given  .for  purchase  money,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  5,  c,  (VI),  (B). 

[b]  An  execution  for  work  and 
labor  (1-)  is  not  an  execution  for 
"wages."  Smith  v.  Kennett,  94  111. 
App.  331.  Nor  (2)  does  a  transcript 
for  "work  and  labor  done"  show  the 
claim  to  be  "wages  for  manual  labor," 
Moskovitz  V.  Grangers,  13  Pa.  Dist. 
153.  The  (3)  words  "for  labor"  do 
not  import  that  the  consideration  was 
"wages"  due  the  payee  as  a  "laborer 
or  servant."  Magers  v.  Dunlap,  39  111. 
App.  618. 

[c]  Garnishment  of  Wages  for  De- 
mand of  Wages. — Where  a  statute  de- 
clares generally  that  no  property  shall 
be  exempt  from  execution  for  laborer's 
wages,  and  another  enacted  subse- 
quently exempts  wages  from  the  oper- 
ation of  process,  the  latter  being  thp 
legislature's  last  expression  on  the  sub- 
ject must  be  taken  to  exempt  wages 
frojn  garnishment  for  wages.  Snyder 
V.  Brune,  22  Neb.  189,  34  N.  W.  364. 

fd]  In  Pennsylvania,  money  due  for 
wages  is  exempt  even  on  a  judgment 
based  on  a  claim  for  wages.  Frutchey 
V.  Lutz,  167  Pa.  337,  31  Atl.  638. 
Contra,  Finns  v.  Banker,  5  Kulp  33; 
Enke  V.  Stine,  4  Kulp  56. 

[e]  Homesteads  are  not  affected  by 
this  statute  in  Nebraska.  Fox  v.  Mc- 
Clay, 48  Neb.  820,  67  N.  W.  888. 

34.  Bundy  V.  Harris,  151  111.  App. 
461;  Grimes,  v.  Sprague,  86  Mo.  App. 
245. 

35.  Dickinson  v.  Eahn,  98  HI.  App. 
245;    Epps   v.  Epps,   17   HI.   App.   196. 
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subject  to  the  control  and  direction  of  hisi  employer.^® 

A  "servant"  is  one  who  is  employed  to  perform  an  Inferior  and 
menial  service.^^ 

(IX.)  Where  Debt  Is  for  Board.  —  Statutes  sometimes  allow  the  seizure 
of  wages  where  the  debt  is  for  board  and  lodging.**^ 

(X.)  Where  Creditor  Has  a  lien. —  (A.)  In  Gbneeal. —  The  statutes  of 
exemptions  relate  only  to  general  executions  and  are  not  designed  to 
prevent  a  person  from  creating  a  lien  upon  whatever  property  he  sees 
fit.  If  a  debtor  creates  a  lien  upon  particular  propei-ty,^^  as  where  he 
gives  a  mortgage,^"  he  waives  his  exemption  as  to  the  creditor  having 


Compare  supra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (IV),  (E), 
(2);  II,  B,  5,  a,  (IV),  (C);  II,  B,  5,  b, 
(V). 

fa]  The  word  laborer  "carries  with 
it  the  idea  of  actual  physical  and  man- 
ual exertion  or  toil,  and  is  used  to  de- 
note that  class  of  persons  who  liter- 
ally earn  their  bread  by  the  sweat  of 
their  brows,  and  who  perform  with 
their  own  hands,  at  the  cost  of  con- 
siderable physical  labor,  the  contracts 
made  with  their  employers.  Farinholt 
«.  Luekhard,  90  Va.  936,  21  S.  B.  817, 
44  Am.  St.  Eep.  953. 

[b]  Skilled  labor  is  not  within  the 
statue.  Dickinson  v.  Eahn,  98  111.  App. 
245. 

[c]  Traveling  salesmen  and  book- 
keepers are  not  within  the  statute. 
IHekinson  v.  Eahn,  98  111.  App.  245; 
Epps  V.  Epps,  17  111.  App.  196. 

[d]  A  mail  carrier  is  a  laboring 
nian.  Farinholt  v.  l/uckhard,  90  Va. 
936,  21  S.  E.  817,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  953. 

36.  Fox  V.  McClay,  48  Neb.  820,  67 
N.  W.  888;  Henderson  v.  Nott,  36  Neb. 
154,  54  N.  W.  S7,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  720. 

[a]  A  contractor  is  not  within  the 
statute.  Henderson  v.  Nott,  36  Neb. 
154,  54  N.  W.  87,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  720. 

37.  Dickinson  v.  Eahn,  98  111.  App. 
245. 

38.  Mendola  v.  Pellerite,  21  Pa. 
Dist.  391;  Serena  v.  Cfuilfoy,  7  Pa. 
Dist.  141;  Karnes  v.  Eosena  Purn.  Co., 
5  Pa.  Dist.  752;  Smith  v.  Dingus,  2  Pa. 
Dist.  710;  Karnes  v.  McGuire,  18  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  306.  See  Smith  v.  MeGiuty,  101 
Pa.  402  under  an  earlier  statute.  But 
Bee  Blythan  i>.  Eescorla,  1  Kulp  (Pa.) 
351;  Benner  v.  Smith,  21  Pa.  Dist.  473 
holding    statute    unconstitutional. 

[a]  Judgment  in  Excess  of  Exemp- 
tion.— Where  stktute  authorizes  a  seiz- 
nre  of  wages  for  four  weeks'  board  or 
less,  execution  may  issue  for  four 
week.s'  board  although  the  judgment  is 
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in  excess  thereof.  Karnes  v.  Kosena 
Furn.  Co.,  5  Pa.  Dist.  752.  But  see 
Tredennick  v.  Jones,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  548. 

39.  la. — Swan  v.  Bournes,  47  Iowa 
501,  29  Am.  Eep.  492.  Minn. — Flint  v. 
Luhrs,  66  Minn.  57,  68  N.  W.  514,  61 
Am.  St.  Eep.  391.  Miss. — Halsell  v. 
Turner,  84  Miss.  432,  36  So.  531.  Pa. 
Building  Assn.  v.  O'Connor,  3  Phila. 
453.  Tex. — Baughn  v.  Allen  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  68  S.  W.  207. 

[a]  A  clause  in  a  lease  making  the 
rent  charge  a  lien  on  crops  and  stock 
whether  exempt  or  not  constitutes  in 
effect  a  mortgage  and  is  enforceable 
against  property  otherwise  exempt. 
Fejavary  v.  Broesch,  52  Iowa  88,  2  N. 
W.  963,  35  Am.  Eep.  261. 

[b]  Where  a  decree  specifically  de- 
clares certain  property  to  be  subject 
to  a  lien  and  wliere  the  decree  can 
bo  effectuated  only  bv  a  sale  of  the 
property,  the  property  cannot  be 
claimed  as  exempt.  Graves  v.  Graves, 
106  Ind.  118,  5  N.  E.  879. 

40.  U.  S.—In  re  Jones,  2  Dill.  343, 
13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,445.  Cal.— Peterson 
V.  Hornblower,  33  Cal.  266.  Fla. — ^Pat- 
terson V.  Taylor,  15  Fla.  336.  Ind. 
Fleming  v.  Henderson,  123  Ind.  234,  24 
N.  E.  236;  Love  v.  Blair,  72  Ind.  281. 
la. — ^Fejavary  v.  Broesch,  52  Iowa  88, 
2  N.  W.  963,  35  Am.  Itep.  261.  Kan. 
Dosbaugh  Nat.  Bank  v.  Jelf,  86  Kan. 
41,  119  Pac.  538,  purchase  money  mort- 
gage. Mont. — Cheney  v.  Caldwell,  20 
Mont.  77,  49  Pac.  397.  'Pa. — Gang- 
were 's  Appeal,  36  Pa.  466;  McAuley's 
Appeal,  35  Pa.  209;  Pennsylvania  Co. 
V.  Bruner,  41  Pa.  Super.  358;  Morgan 
V.  Noud,  5  Clark  93;  Huffort's  Appeal, 
10  W.  N.  C.  528;  Craig  v.  Craig,  1  W. 
N.  C.  613.  Tex.— Baughn  v.  Allen  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  68  S.  W.  207  (under  statute 
providing  no  exemption  shall  apply  to 
debts  secured  by  liens) ;  Eose  v.  Martin 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  33  S.  W.  284;  Big- 
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the  lien,  but  not  as  to  creditors  generally  however.*^  And  where  the 
statute  makes  certain  charges  a  lien  upon  the  property,  the  lien  will 
prevail  over  a  claim  of  exemption  in  such  property,*^  as  in  the  case  of 
innkeepers,*^  boarding  house  keepers,**  keepers  of  livery  or  boarding 
stables,*^  attorneys  who  have  a  lien  on  property  of  a  client  for  fees,*" 


ger  V.  Jones,  3  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  §227; 
Mason  v.  Bumpass,  1  White  &  W.  Civ. 
Cas.  §§1340,  1341. 

[a]  Reason. — With  quite  as  much 
reason,  might  a  vendor  or  pledgor  who 
had  sold  or  pledged  property  in  pay- 
ment of  a  debt,  demand  its  return  on 
the  ground  it  was  exempt.  The  con- 
stitution and  statute  did  not  mean  to 
restrain  the  debtor  from  voluntarily  in- 
cumbering or  transferring  his  prop- 
erty.   Love  V.  Blair,  72  Ind.  281. 

[b]  Mortgaged  Property  Set  Apart 
to  Wido-w. — A  widow,  to  whom  personal 
property  of  the  husband  encumbered 
by  a  mortgage  is  set  apart,  cannot 
claim  it  as  exempt  as  against  the  mort- 
gagee of  the  deceased.  Eecker  v.  Kil- 
gore,  62  Ind.  10,  afflrmed  in  Mead  v. 
McFadden,  68  Ind.  340. 

[c]  If  a  chattel  mortgage  cover 
both  exempt  and  nonexempt  property, 
the  mortgagor  may  require  the  mort- 
gagee to  subject  the  nonexempt  prop- 
erty first.  Baughn  v.  Allen  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  68   S.  W.   207. 

[d]  Where  the  judgment  is  obtained 
on  the  bond  accompanying  the  mort- 
gage, instead  of  on  the  mortgage  it- 
self, no  exemption  can  be  claimed. 
In  re  McAuley's  Appeal,  35  Pa.  209. 

41.  U.  S.—in  re  Jones,  2  Dill.  343, 
13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,445.  Ala.— Col- 
lier V.  Wood  Bros.,  85  Ala.  91,  4  So. 
840.  Conn. — ^Patten  v.  Smith,  4  Conn. 
450,  10  Am.  Dec.  166.  la. — Evans  v.  St. 
Paul  Harvester  Wks.,  63  Iowa  204,  18 
Is.  W.  881.  Ky.— CoUett  v.  Jones,  2  B. 
Mon.  19,  36  Am.  Dec.  586.  Mont. 
Cheney  v.  Caldwell,  20  Mont.  77,  49 
Pac.  397.  Okla. — ^Irwin  v.  Walling,  4 
Okla.  128,  44  Pac.  219,  construing  a 
statute  providing  "personal  property 
mortgaged  may  be  taken  under  attach- 
ment or  execution  issued- at  the  suit  of 
a  creditor  of  a  mortgagor."  Tex. 
Baughn  v.  Allen  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  68 
S.  W.  207.  Va.— Williams  v.  Watkins, 
92  Va.  680,  24  S.  E.  223. 

[a]  Subjection  of  Premises  by  a 
Creditor  Not  the  Mortgagee. — Where  a 


debtor  is  in  possession  of  a  homestead 
upon  which  he  has  given  mortgages 
precluding  the  allowance  of  a  home- 
stead, a  judgment  creditor  cannot  re- 
quire the  property  to  be  sold  for  the 
payment  of  the  mortgage  and  judg- 
irient  without  any  allowance  of  home- 
stead against  the  wishes  of  the  mort- 
gagees. Bernsee  v.  Hamilton,  3  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  550,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  487. 

42.  Swan  v.  Bournes,  47  Iowa  501, 
29  Am.  Rep.  492. 

[a]  Funeral  Expenses. — Where  the 
statute  provides  that  the  estate  of  a 
decedent  when  not  exceeding  a  certain 
amount  shall  be  set  off  to  the  widow, 
and  that  she  shall  pay  and  may  be 
sued  for  funeral  expenses,  she  cannot 
<;laim  an  exemption  in  the  property 
against  a  judgment  for  such  expenses, 
as  there  is  no  contract  between  her 
and  the  creditor  and  her  liability  at- 
taches because  she  has  property  vested 
in  her  charged  with  such  expenses.  It 
is  analogous  to  a  mortgage  of  the  prop- 
ertv  for  a  debt.  Fleming  v.  Henderson, 
123'  Ind.  234,  24  N.  E.  236. 

[b]  A  judgment  on  the  bond  of  a 
tax-collector  does  not  create  a  lien  on 
his  homestead,  notwithstanding  the  ex- 
istence of  a  statute  making  such  bond 
a  lien  on  all  his  realty.  Hume  v.  Gos- 
sett,  43  111.  297. 

'  43.  Swan  v.  Bournes,  47  Iowa  501, 
29  Am.  Eep.  492. 

44.  Thorn-  v.  Whitbeek,  11  Misc.  171, 
32  N.  Y.  Supp.  1088. 

45.  Flint  V.  Luhr,  66  Minn.  57,  68 
N.  W.  514,  61  Am.  St.  Bep.  391. 

46.  Halsell  v.  Turner,  84  Miss.  432, 
36  So.  531. 

[a]  As  Labor  Done  or  Purchase 
Money. — The  lien  of  an  attorney  in  de- 
fending a  homestead  and  obtaining  it 
to  be  set  apart  is  in  the  nature  of 
labor  done  on  the  homestead  and  of 
purchase  money  thereof.  Strohecker  v. 
Irvine,  76  Ga.  639,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  62. 
But  see  Collier  v.  Simpson,  74  Ga.  697, 
as  to  enforcement  of  mortgage  to  se- 
cure fees  for  services  in  removing  in- 
cumbrance from  homestead. 
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meehanies'  liens,*^  and  where  animals  are  irapounded.*®    The  statute 

Bjay  specifically  except  claims  secured  by  lien.*^ 

Costs  incurred  in  enforcing  the  lien  are  included  in  the  lien.^" 

(B.)    Landlord's  Lien.  —  As  between  landlord  and  tenant,  there  can 

be  no  claim  of  exemption  in  articles  on  which  the  landlord  has  a  lien,^' 

but  it  is  otherwise  as  to  articles  on  which  he  has  no  lien.°^ 

(XI.)   Where  Debt  Is  for  Eeiit.53 — Although  some  statutes  specifically 

exempt  a  tenant's  property  from  distress  for  rent,'*  others  provide  that 


47.  Laueks'  Appeal,  24  Pa.  426. 

48.  Thomason  v.  Brownwood,  44  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  623,  98  S.  W.  938. 

[a]  A  city  ordinance  making  im- 
pounded animal  liable  for  the  expenses 
of  impounding  them,  authorizes  execu- 
tion against  them  even  though  the  ani- 
mal is  otherwise  exempt.  Thomason  v. 
Brownwood,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  623,  98 
S.  W.  938. 

49.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Ind.— Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §759.  Ohio. 
Bernsee  v.  Hamilton,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
487,  3  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  550.  Tex. — Mason 
V.  Bumpass,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas. 
§1340. 

50.  Slaughter  «.  Winfrey,  85  N.  C. 
159. 

As  to  exceptions  against  judgments 
for  costs,  see  supra,  II,  B,  c,  (III^. 

51.  Colo. — Noxon  V.  Glaze,  11  Colo. 
App.  503,  53  Pac.  827.  Fla.— Hodges 
V.  Cooksey,  33  Fla.  715,  15  So.  549,  24 
L.  R.  A.  312;  Cathcart  <c.  Turner,  18 
Fla.  837.  N.  C— Hamer  v.  McCall,  121 
N.  C.  196,  28  S.  E.  297;  Slaughter  u. 
Winfrej-,  85  N.  C.  159;  Durham  v. 
Speeke,  82  N.  C.  87.  Terni.— Hill  v. 
George,  1  Head  394. 

Contra,  Abraham  ».  Davenport,  73 
Iowa  111,  34  N.  W.  767,  5  Am.  St.  Rep. 
665. 

[a]  Eight  Is  Personal. — The  right 
of  a  landlord  to  seize  property  other- 
wise exempt  is  personal  to  himself. 
Duperron  v.  Communy,  6  La.  Ann.  789. 

[b]  A  landlord  having  a  judgment 
against  a  tenant  cannot  justify  a  seiz- 
ure of  exempt  property  by  setting  up 
iinadjudicated  liens  on  the  property. 
McGaughey  v.  Meek,  1  White  &  W. 
Civ.   Cas.    (Tex.),   §1196. 

fc]  In  Louisiana,  the  exemption  in 
Code  of  Practice,  art.  644,  does  not  ap- 
ply to  lessees.  Stewart  v.  Lacoume,  30 
La.  Ann.  157;  Duperron  v.  Communy,  6 
La.  Ann.  789. 
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[d]  In  Texas,  (1)  it  is  provided,  in 
a  statute  giving  a  landlord  a  lien  on 
all  property  on  the  premises,  that  this 
statute  shall  not  be  construed  as  re- 
pealing or  affecting  any  act  exempting 
property  from  forced  sale.  Vern. 
Sayles'  Tex.  Civ.  St.,  1914,  art.  5490; 
York  V.  Carlisle,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  269, 
46  S.  W.  257.  Compare,  Veru.  Sayles' 
Tex.  Civ.  St.,  1914,  art.  3793.  (2) 
If  the  tenant  fails  to  claim  the  ex- 
emption, the  landlord  may  seize  other- 
wise exempt  property.  York  v.  Car- 
lisle, 19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  269,  46  S.  W. 
257;  Hammer  v.  Woods,  6  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  179,  24  S.  W.  942.  See  generally 
the  title  "Homesteads  and  Exemp- 
tions." 

Exemption  against  debt  for  rent,  see 

infra,  II,  B,  5,  e,  (XI). 

fe]  In  Georgia  (1)  the  landlords' 
special  lien  upon  crops  for  rent  of  the 
premises  is  considered  to  be  for  a  debt 
in  the  nature  of  purchase  money  and 
as  such  is  superior  to  a  claim  of  ex- 
emption. Shirling  v.  Keunon,  119  Ga. 
501,  46  S.  E.  630;  Watson  v.  Williams, 
110  Ga.  321,  35  S.  E.  344;  Harrell  v. 
Pagan,  43  Ga.  339;  Taliaferro  v.  Pry, 
41  Ga.  622  (where  the  debtor  waived 
the  statute  also);  Davis  v.  Meyers,  41 
Ga.  95.  (2)  Neither  the  crop  nor  the 
money  for  which  it  was  sold  can  be 
claimed  by  the  tenant  as  exempt 
against  the  landlord.  Davis  v.  Meyers, 
41  Ga.  95. 

52.  Schofield  v.  Liody,  35  Pla,  1,  16 
So.  780;  Hodges  v.  Cooksey,  33  Pla. 
715,  15  So.  549,  24  L.  R.  A.  812;  Cath- 
cart V.  Turner,  18  Pla.  837. 

53.  Rent  as  a  debt  contracted,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  5,  c,  (II). 

Rent  as  a  necessary,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  5,  c,  (VII). 

54.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
Noxon  i\  Glaze,  11  Colo.  App.  503,  53 
Pac.  827;  Kenyon  v.  Gould,  61  Pac. 
292. 
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exemptions  shall  not  prevail  against  an  execution  for  rent.^' 

(XII^  Where  Execution  Is  For  Money  Beceived  as  Attorney  or  Agent. 
Statutes  sometimes  provide  that  no  property  shall  be  exempt  from  exe- 
cution issued  on  a  judgment  against  an  attorney  or  agent  for  money  or 
property  received  for  his  client  or  principal.'"* 

(SHI.)  Where  Debt  Is  for  Property  Obtained  by  False  Pretenses.  —  An  ex- 
ception to  the  exemption  statute  is  sometimes  made  where  the  debt  was 
incurred  for  property  obtained  by  false  pretenses.^^ 

(XIV.)  Where  State  or  Nation  Is  Plaintiff.ss —  Generally  in  the  absence 
of  an  express  provision  of  statute  the  debtor  may  claim  his  exemption 
against  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  state  as  well  as  against  one  in  favor 
of  an  individual  creditor."^  And  under  a  federal  statute  adopting  the 
statutes  of  the  state  relating  to  executions,  final  process  of  the  United 


[a]  In  Kentucky  the  statute  pro- 
vides that  property  exempt  from  exe- 
cution shall  be  also  exempt  from  dis- 
tress for  rent,  except  for  money  or 
property  furnished  to  enable  the  tenant 
to  raise  his  crop.  Eudd  v.  Ford,  91  Ky. 
183,  15  S.  W.  179;  Garden  v.  Bearing, 
14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  78. 

55.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Miss. — ^Eansom  v.  Duff,  60  Miss.  901. 
N.  J.— Guest  V.  Opdyke,  31  N.  J.  L. 
552.  Pa.— See  Pepper's  Estate,  1  Phila. 
562,  holding  the  heirs  cannot  claim 
property  as  against  a  charge  for  rent 
to  which  it  was  subject  when  it  came 
to  them.  W.  Va.— -See  Donaldson  v. 
Voltz,  19  "W.  Va.  156,  holding  the  stat- 
ute unconstitutional. 

[a]  Exemption  of  Garnishee  of  Ten- 
ant.— The  rights  of  a  landlord  against 
his  tenant  do  not  attach  as  against  the 
debtor  of  the  tenant  against  whom  the 
landlord  has  recovered  judgment  in  a 
proceeding  by  garnishment  so  as  to  de- 
prive him  of  his  exemption.  Swope 
V.  Boss,  29  Ark.  370. 

[b]  As  Affected  by  Character  of 
Process. — This  statute  applies  whether 
the  process  is  technically  appropriate 
for  the  collection  of  rent,  to-wit,  an 
attachment  or  distress  for  rent,  or 
whether  it  is  a  fieri  facias  upon  a  judg- 
ment in  personam  for  rent  due  and 
unpaid.  Eansom    v.  DufE,  60  Miss.  901. 

Exemption  against  lien  of  landlord, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  5,  e,  (X),  (B). 

56.  Shreck  v.  Gilbert,  52  Neb.  813, 
73  N.  W.  276;  Brvay  v.  Hill,  46  Wash. 
457,  90  Pae.  590. 

[a]  Power  of  Attorney. — ^A  cause  of 
action  against  a  spiritualist  medium  for 
fraud  in  that  the  medium  induced  the 
plaintiff  to  give  him  a  power  of  attor- 


ney by  means  of  which  the  defendant 
obtained  moneys  belonging  to  the  plain- 
tiff and  that  he  failed  to  account  for 
such  money  is  not  within  the  statute. 
Brvay  v.  Hill,  46  Wash.  457,  90  Pae, 
590. 

[b]  Application  to  Homesteads. — The 
statute  of  Washington  has  no  reference 
to  homestead  exemptions.  Ervay  v. 
Hill,  46  Wash.  457,  90  Pae.  590. 

57.  Sundback  v.  GrifSth,  7  S.  D.  109, 
63  N.  W.  544;  Hall  v.  Harris,  1  S.  D. 
279,  46  N.  W.  931,  36  Am.  St.  Eep. 
730. 

58.  As  to  exception  from  exemption 
in  criminal  case,  see  supra,  II,  B,  5, 
c,  (V) ;  judgment  for  costs  in  criminal 
cases,  see  supra,  II,  B,  5,  c,  (III). 

59.  U.  S.— See  Fink  v.  O'Neil,  106 
U.  S.  272,  1  Sup.  Ct.  325,  27  L.  ed. 
196,  not  deciding  the  point.  Ark. 
State  V.  Williford,  36  Ark.  155,  38  Am. 
Eep.  34.  Ga.' — Colquitt  v.  Brown,  63 
Ga.  440;  Doe  ex  dem.  Gladney  v.  Dea- 
vors,  11  6a.  79,  distinguished  in  Brooks 
V.  State,  54  Ga.  36,  which  was  a  claim 
against  a  defaulting  public  officer  for 
withholding  public  revenues.  Ind. 
Maloney  v.  Newton,  85  Ind.  565,  44 
Am.  Eep.  46.  Ky. — Com.  v.  Lay,  12 
Bush  283,  23  Am.  Eep.  718,  execution 
for  fine  and  costs;  Compare,  Com.  v. 
Cook,  8  Bush  220,  8  Am.  Eep.  456. 
Mo.— State  v.  Pitts,  51  Mo.  133;  Bet- 
terton  v.  O'Dwyer,  124  Mo.  App.  306, 
101  S.  W.  628.  N.  Y.—In  re  St;:ohm, 
51  Misc.  481,  101  N.  T.  Supp.  688  (a 
judgment  for  support  of  an  insane  per- 
son); St.  Lawrence  State  Hospital  v. 
Fowler,  15  Misc.  159,  37  N.  T.  Supp. 
12.  Va. — See  Whiteacre  v.  Eector,  29 
Gratt.  (70  Va.)  714,  26  Am.  Eep.  420, 
holding  the  state  is  not  within  the  pur- 
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States  upon  judgments  in  civil  actions  are  subject  to  the  same  exemp- 
tions as  apply  to  private  persons  by  the  law  of  the  state  in  which  the 
property  is  found.*" 

d.  Amount.  —  The  exemption  which  a  debtor  may  claim  is  gener- 
ally limited  as  to  amount  by  the  statute  granting  it,^^  although  many 
specific  articles  are  exempted  without  reference  to  their  value.^^  If 
the  debtor  has  less  property  than  the  law  allows  him,  he  is  entitled  to 
the  whole.®^  Any  claim  made  in  excess  of  the  statutory  limit  is  im- 
proper and  will  not  be  allowed.**  The  statute  is  a  continual  mandate 
to  the  officer  to  leave  that  amount  of  the  debtor's  estate  untouched. *° 
If  an  article  claimed  is  indivisible  and  worth  in  excess  of  the  statutory 
exemption,  the  debtor  cannot  claim  it  as  exempt, "''  even  if  he  pays  the 
officer  in  mioiley  the  excess  of  value.^'  And  where  the  exemption  is  of 
specific  number  of  a  given  class  of  chattels,  a  debtor  whd  owns  but  an 


view  of  a  constitutional  provision  con- 
cerning homestead  exemptions  because 
not  named  therein.  Can. — Talcott  v. 
Sieklesteel,  21  U.  G.  Q.  B.  43. 

[a]  Against  a  liability  to  the  state 
for  misappropriation  of  state's  money 
there  is  no  exemption  under  a  statute 
creating  an  exemption  on  an  execution 
against  debts  contracted.  Vincent  v. 
State,  74  Ala.  274. 

As  to  exemption  against  fines,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  5,  c,  (V). 

60.  Fink  v.  O'Neil,  106  U.  S.  272, 
1  Sup.  Ct.  325,  27  L.  ed.  196.  But  see 
United  States  v.  Howell,  9  Fed.  674, 
holding  a  state  exemption  is  intended 
to  apply  only  to  debts  between  indi- 
viduals and  not  to  debts  owing  to  the 
state  or  United  States. 

61.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  TJ.  S. — In  re  McCutchen, 
100  Fed.  779,  construing  §2132  of  Eev. 
Sts.  of  South  Carolina.  Ind. — Hart  v. 
O'Rourke,  151  Ind.  205,  51  N.  E.  330; 
Citizens'  State  Bank  Vi  Harris,  149  Ind. 
208,  48  N.  E.  856.  Minn.— Ire  re  How, 
59  Minn.  415,  61  N.  W.  456;  Cogel  v. 
Mickow,  11  Minn.  475.  N.  0. — Camp- 
bell V.  White,  95  N.  0.  344;  Citizens' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Green,  78  N.  C.  247;  Dean 
V,.  King,  35  N.  C.  20.  N.  D.— Woods 
V.  Teeson,  31  N.  D.  610,  154  N.  W.  797. 
Wis. — Humphrey  v.  Taylor,  45  Wis.  251, 
30  Am.  Eep.  738. 

Amount  of  insurance,  see  siipra,  II, 
B,  5,  a,  (III),  (D),  (2),  (b). 

As  to  amount  of  farming  utensils  ex- 
empted, see  su'pra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (IX), 
(C),   (2),   (c). 

Amount  of  wages  exempt,  see  swpra, 
II,  B,  5,  a,  (IV),  (F). 

Exemption  of  work  animals  as  Ilm- 
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Ited  Ijy  value,  see  supra,  11,  B,  5,  a, 
(XI),  (A),   (8). 

62.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  discussion  supra,  II,  B,  5,  a. 

63.  McCluskey  v.  McNeely,  8  HI. 
578;  Gadman  v.  Smith,  17  Ind.  152. 
See  Sandberg  v.  Borstadt,  48  Colo.  96, 
109  Pae.  419. 

[a]  If  no  more  than  the  statutory 
amount  of  exemption  in  wages  is  due, 
the  debtor  can  claim  that  amount. 
Wohlfbrd  v.  Wabash  Coal  Co.,  164  lU. 
App.  185. 

[b]  The  costs  of  the  execution  can- 
not be  taken  out  of  a  fund  realized  on 
the  sale  of  defendant's  property  where 
the  fund  does  not  exceed  the  statutory 
exemption.  McFarland  v.  Short,  1  Chest. 
Go.  Eep.   (Pa.)   410. 

64.  TJ.  S. — In  re  Zimmerman,  202 
Fed.  812.  Ala. — Piukus  v.  Bamberger, 
99  Ala.  266,  13  So.  578.  lU.— Waldo 
V.  Gray,  14  HI.  184.  Ohio. — Munson  v. 
Gashorn,  1  Ohio  Deo.  (Eeprint)  404. 

65.  Campbell  v.  White,  95  N.  C.  344. 
[a]    When  the  amount  allotted  has 

been  diminished  by  use,  loss,  or  other 
cause,  the  debtor  has  a  right  to  have 
exempted  any  other  personal  property 
which  he  may  have  up  to  the  pre- 
scribed limit.  Campbell  v.  White,  95 
N.  C.  344. 

66.  lU.— Waldo  v.  Gray,  14  111.  184; 
Cook  V.  Scott,  6  111.  333.  Me. — Everett 
V.  Herrin,  46  Me.  357,  74  Am.  Dee. 
455;  Hughes  v.  Farrar,  45  Me.  72.  Mo. 
State  V.  Jungling,  116  Mo.  162,  22  S. 
W.  688.  Can.— McMartin  v.  Hurlbuit, 
2  Ont.  App.  146. 

See  supra,  II,  B,  5,  a,  (XI),  (A), 
(8). 

67.  Waldo  V.  Gray,  14  HI.  184.   See 
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undivided  half  interest  in  such  chattels  cannot  on  that  account  double 
the  number  allowed,  as  this  would  change  the  exemption  to  one  of 
value.**  The  value  of  other  property  in  the  debtor's  possession  and  not 
inventoried  should  be  deducted  from  the  statutory  amount  of  exemp- 
tion when  setting  aside  the  exemption  from  inventoried  property.*" 
Where  a  bankrupt,  after  the  filing  of  the  petition  and  before  the  elec- 
tion of  a  trustee,  applies  to  his  own  use  personalty  of  the  estate,  its 
value  should  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  exemption  subse- 
quently allowed  him.'" 

Claiming  Under  Several  Sections. —  A  debtor  may  claim  his  exemption 
under  several  subdivisions  of  the  statute  if  he  is  included  within  them,'^ 
but  where  the  exemptions  allowed  under  different  sections  are  such 
that  a  claim  under  one  section  would  be  inconsistent  with  and  neces- 
sarily exclude  a  claim  under  another  section  the  debtor  cannot  claim 
under  both.'^ 

Construing  the  statutes  as  to  the  amount  of  exemption,  the  courts  give 
the  statutes  a  liberal  construction.'* 


Everett  v.  Herrin,  46  Me.  357,  74  Am. 
Dec.  455. 

68.  White  V.  Capron,  52  Vt.  634. 

69.  Pinkus  v.  Bamberger,  99  Ala. 
266,  13  So.  578.  Compare,  Trager  v. 
Feebleman,  95  Ala.  60,  10  So.  213. 

70.  In  re'McUlte,  189  Fed.  250. 

71.  U.  S. — In  re  Strauch,  208  Fed. 
842  (where  the  referee  attempted  to 
defeat  the  homestead  exemption  by  im- 
properly deducting  therefrom  the  per- 
sonal property  exemption);  In  re  Zim- 
merman, 202  Fed.  812.  Colo. — Sandberg 
V.  Borstadt,  48  Colo.  96,  109  Pac.  419. 
lU.— Good  V.  Fogg,  61  111.  449,  14  Am. 
Eep.  71. 

[a]  A  debtor  who  is  the  head  of  a 
family  and  a  keeper  of  a  boarding 
house  is  entitled  to  exemptions  allowed 
to  a  head  of  a  family  and  to  an  ex- 
emption of  property  used  in  carrying 
on  the  business  of  keeping  a  boarding 
house,  up  to  the  statutory  limit.  Sand- 
berg V.  Borstadt,  48  Colo.  96,  109  Pae. 
419.  To  same  effect,  see  also  Eolla 
State  Bank  v.  Borgfield,  93  Mo.  App. 
62. 

[b]  In  Georgia  a  debtor  may  claim 
under  either  §3414  or  §3416  of  the  Code 
of  1910,  but  not  under  both.  McFar- 
lin  V.  Beeves,  10  Ga.  App.  581,  73  S.  E. 
862. 

72.  Van  Lue  v.  Warlich-Cornett  Co., 
12  Cal.  App.  749,  108  Pae.  717. 

[a]  Sections  Belating  to  Different 
Occupations. — ^A  debtor  cannot  claim 
exemption  under  a  statute  relating  ex- 
elusivelj5  to  farmers  and  under  a  stat- 


ute relating  exclusively  to  teamsters. 
Van  Lue  v.  Wahrlich-Cornett  Co.,  12 
Cal.  App.  749,  108  Pac.  717. 

73.  Kan. — Donmeyer  v.  Donmeyer, 
43  Kan.  444,  23  Pac.  627.  Mo.— State 
V.  Farmer,  21  Mo.  160.  Wyo. — ^Laf- 
ferty  v.  Sistalla,  11  Wyo.  360,  72  Pac. 
192. 

[a]  Statute  Construed.  —  Where  a 
statute  exempts  certain  animals,  pro- 
visions and  fuel  and  allows  in  lieu  of 
such  animals  other  property  to  a  cer- 
tain value,  the  debtor  is  entitled  to 
other  property  to  the  prescribed  limit 
and  in  addition  thereto  provisions  and 
fuel.    In  re  Buelow,  98  Fed.  86. 

[b]  In  Nebraska  the  code  section 
exempting  $500  in  personal  property  to 
heads  of  families  without  homesteads 
is  intended  as  an  exemption  in  addi- 
tion to  the  exemption  of  specific  articles 
given  by  another  code  section.  John- 
son V.  Bartek,  56  Neb.  422,  76  N.  W. 
878;  Williams  v.  Golden,  10  Neb.  432, 
6  N.  W.  766. 

[c]  Exemption  of  Beds  and  Furni- 
ture of  Given  Value. — Where  the  stat- 
ute exempts  one  bed  and  bedding  to 
each  householder  and  an  additional  bed 
and  bedding  for  each  member  of  the 
family  and  other  household  goods,  uten- 
sils and  furniture  to  the  value  of 
$500.00,  the  debtor  cannot  claim  as  ex- 
empt more  than  the  statutory  number 
of  beds  but  must  make  his  selection ' 
from  other  furniture.  In  re  Eobison, 
215  Fed.  662. 
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e.  Claim  and  Enforcemeni  of  Exemption,  —  This  subject  is  fully 
treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.'* 

6.  Rights  of  Third  Persons  in  Property  Levied  on.  —  a.  By  Mo- 
tion. —  A  summary  proceeding  by  motion  to  compel  the  sheriff  to  de- 
liver to  claimant  property  seized  under  an  execution  as  the  property 
of  the  execution  defendant  is  not  a  proper  remedy.*"  Nor  can  the 
claimant  move  to  quash  the  execution,*^  though  he  may  move  to  dis- 
miss the  levy,  where  it  is  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  record  that  the 
judgment  or  execution  is  wholly  void.*^ 

b.  Replevin,  Trover,  etc.  —  One  whose  property  has  been  levied  on 
as  the  property  of  another  may  generally  avail  himself  of  any  appro- 
priate remedy  such  as  replevin,*^  trover,**  or  their  statutory  substi- 
tutes, notwithstanding  the  existence  of  a  special  remedy  by  way  of 
elaim.*^ 

c.  Interpleader  iy  Sheriff.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  interpleader  by 
the  sheriff  is  the  proper  remedy  whereby  conflicting  titles  between  third 
party  claimants  and  the  execution  creditor  to  property  held  under  .a 
writ  of  execution  is  determined.*^ 

d.  By    Affidavit    or    Claim.  — (I,)    Eight  To  File.  —  (A.)    Geneeaixt. 
Statutes  frequently  provide  for  the  filing  of  a  claim  of  some  sort  by 
third  persons  who  contend  that  their  property  has  been  levied  upon  as 
the  property  of  the  execution  debtor.*''     This  remedy  is  purely  stat- 
utory, being  unknown  to  the  common  law,*^  and  in  the  absence  of  such 


74.  See  11  Standabd  Peoc.  469,  et 
seq. 

40.  LawBon  v.  Johnson,  5  Ark.  168. 

41.  Morrison  v.  Anderson,  111  Ga. 
847,  36  S.  E.  462. 

[a]  Motion  To  Quash  Not  Proper  in 
Claim  Suit. — A  claimant  of  property 
levied  upon  has  no  right  to  make  a 
motion  to  quash  the  attachment  or 
judgment  upon  which  the  execution  is 
based,  or  the  execution  itself.  His 
only  concern  being  that  the  process 
shall  not  be  enforced  by  a  seizure  and 
sale  of  his  property,  his  remedy,  in  a 
case  where  such  a  motion  would  be 
good  if  presented  by  the  proper  party 
is  to  move  to  dismiss  the  levy.  Mor- 
rison V.  Anderson,  111  Ga.  847,  36  S.  E. 
462;  Pulaski  v.  Thompson,  83  Ga.  270, 
9  S.  E.  1065;  Davidson  v.  Eogers,  80 
Ga.  287,  7  S.  E.  264;  Morton,  Bliss  & 
Co.  V.  Gahona,  70  Ga.  569;  Bosworth 
V.  Clark,  62  Ga.  286.  But  see  Ansley 
Co.  V.  O 'Byrne,  120  Ga.  618,  48  S.  E. 
228;  Bick  v.  Carter,  123  Mo.  App.  311, 
100  S.  W.  531;  and  infra,  II,  B,  6,  d, 
(XII),   (C),   (4),   (b). 

42.  Osborne  v.  Eice,  107  Ga.  281,  33 
S.  E.  54;  Moody  v.  Millen,  103  Ga.  452, 
30.  S.  E.  258.  See  Hilton  &  Dodge 
Lumb.   Co.   V.   Clements,   108   Ga.   791, 
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33  S.  E.  951;  and  infra,  U,  B,  6,  d, 
(XII),  (C),  (4),  (b). 

43.  See  infra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (III); 
and  the  title  "Replevin." 

[a]  Execution  From  Supreme  Court. 
Eeplevin,  and  not  the  interposition  of 
a  claim,  is  the  proper  remedy  where 
the  execution  issues  from  the  supreme 
court  which  has  no  original  jurisdic- 
tion in  matters  of  fact.  State  v.  Book- 
er, 61  Miss.  16. 

44.  See  the  title  "Trover  and  Con- 
version," and  infra,  U,  B,  6,  d,  (HI). 

45.  See  infra,  II,  B,  6,  d,   (III), 
[a]     Though   an  indemnifying  bond 

for  the  benefit  of  the  claimant  and  the 
sheriff  is  given  by  the  execution  cred- 
itor pursuant  to  statute,  the  claimant  is 
not  compelled  to  rely  thereon  unless 
the  statute  so  provides,  but  may  pro- 
ceed in  trover  or  replevin  against  the 
sheriff.  State  v.  McBride,  81  Mo.  349; 
Belkin  v.  Hill,  53  Mo.  492;  Stevens  v. 
Springer,  23  Mo.  App.  375. 

46.  See  14  Standaed  Peoc.  229,  et 
seq. 

47.  See  the  statutes  and  the  discus" 
sion  following. 

48.  Ala. — Munter  v.  Leinkauff  & 
Strauss,  78  Ala.  546.  Ga. — ^Lingo  v. 
Harris,  78  Ga.  28;   Moses  v.  Eagle  & 
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a  statute  the  claimant  has  no  standing  in  the  action  in  which  the  exe- 
cution was  issued.*^  A  claim/  may  be  interposed  only  in  those  cases  cov- 
ered by  the  terms  of  the  statute."" 

(B.)  As  Affected  bt  Character  of  Propeett. —  The  statute  sometimes 
limits  the  right  to  make  third  party  claims  to  cases  in  which  personal 
property  has  been  levied  upon.'^  But  in  some  jurisdictions,  the  right 
is  extended  to  cover  real  property .''' 

(II.)  Nature  and  Purpose  of  Proceeding. —  A  third  party  claim  suit  is 
a  civil  suit.®^  It  is  not,  however,  an  independent  suit,  but  is  conse- 
quential or  collateral  to  the  main  suit  against  the  execution  defendant."* 
It  has  been  said  that  it  partakes  of  the  nature  of  an  equitable  proceed- 
ing, though  in  the  law  side  of  the  court,°^  and  where  the  claimant  files 
a  petition  for  equitable  relief  in  aid  of  his  claim,  it  becomes  a  purely 
equitable  proceeding."^  Generally  the  claim  laws  are  intended  to  pre- 
vent unnecessary  suits  and  expense,  by  determining  in  advance  of  the 


Phenix  Mfg.  Co.,  68  Ga.  241.  lU. 
Wende  v.  Zimmer,  189  111.  App.  490. 
Miss. — Shattuck  v.  Miller,  50  Miss. 
386. 

[a]  No  claim  could  be  interposed  to 
property  levied  on  by  execution  issued 
upon  judgments  at  law  prior  to  Feb. 
16,  1799,  but  the  same  was  sold,  leav- 
ing the  parties  interested  to  their  ac- 
tions for  redress.  Lingo  v.  Harris,  73 
Ga.  28. 

49.  Price  v.  Sanchez,  8  Pla.  136; 
Ball  V.  Cedar  Valley  Creamery  Co.,  98 
Iowa  184,  67  N.  "W.  232,  overruling 
Edwards  v.  Cosgro,  71  Iowa  296,  32  N. 
W.  350,  in  so  far  as  it  stated  that  a 
third  person  could  interpose  a  claim. 

50.  LefEel  v.  Miller  (Miss.),  7  So. 
324. 

51.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6039;  How- 
ard V.  Deens,  143  Ala.  423,  39  So.  346; 
Lassiter  v.  State,  106  Ala.  292,  17  So. 
725.  Axk.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §3267. 
111.— Hurds'  St.,  1916,  eh.  140a,  §1. 
Ky.— Carroll's  Code,  1906,  §645.  Miss. 
Code,  1906,  §4990.  Mo.— Kev.  St.,  1909, 
§2204;  Potter  v.  Everett,  40  Mo.  App. 
152.  Mont.— Rev.  Code,  1907,  §6823. 
Neb.— Eev.  St.,  1913,  §8062.  N.  J.— 2 
Comp.  St.,  1910,  p.  2255,  §32;  Weller 
V.  Lanning,  41  N.  J.  L.  477.  N.  Y. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1418.  Ohio.— Jones 
V.  Carr  &  Co.,  16  Ohio  St.  420;  Patty 
V.  Mansfield,  8  Ohio  369.  Ore.— Som- 
mer  v.  Oliver,  39  Ore.  453,  65  Pac. 
600;  Vulcan  Iron  Wks.  v.  Edwards,  27 
Ore.  563,  36  Pac.  22,  39  Pac.  403.  Tex. 
Jones  V.  Bull,  90  Tex.  187,  37  S.  W. 
1054;  Whitman  v.  Willis,  51  Tex.  421. 

[a]     Real  property  cannot  be  claimed 


under  such '  statutes.  Leffel  v.  Miller 
(Miss.),  7  So.  324;  Potter  v.  Everett, 
40  Mo.  App.  152,  growing  trees. 

[b]  The  character  of  the  property 
at  the  time  of  the  interposition  of  the 
claim  determines  whether  the  court  has 
jurisdiction  to  administer  the  remedies 
which  the  claim  statute  gives.  Jones 
V.  Bull,  90  Tex.  187,  37  S.  W.  1054. 

52.  Pla.  Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1626;  Ga. 
Code,  1911,  §5167. 

53.  Lassiter  v.  State,  106  Ala.  292, 
17  So.  725;  Planters'  &  Merchants' 
Bank  v.  Borland,  5  Ala.  531. 

As  to  jurisdiction  of  criminal  court 
to  try  claim  action,  see  infra,  II,  B,  6, 
d,    (XII),    (A). 

54.  Catching  v.  Bowden,  89  Ala.  604, 
8  So.  58;  Munter  v.  LeinkaufE,  78  Ala. 
546. 

[a]  "A  claim  is  really  an  interven- 
tion authorized  by  statute  in  a  pro- 
ceeding to  which  the  claimant  is  not  a 
party."  Pord  v.  HoUoway,  112  Ga. 
851,  38  S.  E.  373. 

55.  Hollinshead  v.  Woodard,  128  Ga. 

7,  57  S.  E.  79;  Ford  v.  HoUoway,  112 
Ga.  851,  38  S.  E.  373;  Dawson  v.  Equit- 
able Mtg.  Co.,  109  Ga.  389,  34  S.  E. 
668;  Howell  v.  Elsberry,  79  Ga.  475, 
479,  5  S.  E.  96;  Colquitt  v.  Thomas,  8 
Ga.  258;  Smith  v.  Knowles,  16  Ga.  App. 
669,  85  S.  E.  986. 

56.  Austin  v.  Southern  Home  B.  & 
L.  Assn.,  122  Ga.  439,  50  S.  E.  382; 
Timmons  V.  Mathis,  9  Ga.  App.  713,  72 

8.  E.  279. 

As  to  right  to  jury  in  such  case,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (XH),  (C),  (2;. 
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execution  sale  the  issue  of  title  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  claimant,''' 
though  in  some  jurisdictions  they  are  intended  solely  for  the  protection 
of  the  officer  making  the  levy.®^ 

(III.)  A  Cumulative  Ecmedy.  —  The  proceeding  by  claim  is  a  cumula- 
tive remedy  f^  the  claimant  is  therefore,  not  bound  to  follow  such  pro- 
ceeding, but  may  resort  to  other  appropriate  remedies.""  If  the  remr. 
edy  afforded  by  claim  proceeding  is  inadequate  and  incomplete,  he  may 


57.  Fla.— Baars  v.  Creary,  23  Fla. 
311,  2  So.  662.  Ga. — Central  Bank  v. 
Georgia  Groc.  Co.,  120  Ga.  883,  48  S. 
E.  325;  Anderson  v.  Banks,  92  Ga.  121, 
IS  S.  E.  364.  lU.— Lansing  v.  Bates,  11 
111.  550.  Ky. — Hoskins  v.  Eobinson, 
101  Ky.  667,  42  S.  W.  113.  Miss. 
Shattuck  V.  Miller,  50  Miss.  386.  N.  J. 
Harris  v.  Krause,  60  N.  J.  L.  72,  37 
Atl.  439. 

[a]  "The  object  of  the  statute  is 
to  furnish  third  parties — strangers  to 
the  writ — a  speedy  remedy  in  case  their 
property  is  seized  for  the  debt  of  an- 
other, or  is  taken  as  the  property  of 
another. ' '  Pitts  v.  ■  Burgess,  2  Wills. 
Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §700. 

58.  Cal. — Dubois  v.  Spinks,  114  Cal. 
289,  46  Pac.  95.  IVIiim. — Northwest 
Thresher  Co.  v.  Dietlein,  105  Minn. 
518,  117  N.  W.  231.  Neb.— State  v. 
Gillespie,  9  Neb.  505,  4  N.  W.  239. 
Ohio. — Jones  v.  Carr  &  Co.,  16  Ohio  St. 
420;  Abbey  v.  Searls,  4  Ohio  St.  598; 
Patty  V.  Mansfield,  8  Ohio  369.  Ore. 
Vulcan  Iron  Wks.  v.  Edwards,  27  Ore.. 
563,  36  Pae.  22,  39  Pac.  403. 

59.  Ala. — Lassiter  v.  State,  106  Ala. 
292,  17  So.  725;  Columbus  Iron  Wks. 
Co.  V.  Eenfro  Bros.,  71  Ala.  577.  Tla. 
Toomer  v.  Foufth  Nat.  Bank,  68  Fla. 
555,  67  So.  225.  Ga. — McLennan  v. 
Graham,  106  Ga.  211,  32  S.  E.  118; 
Sears  v.  Bagwell,  69  Ga.  429;  Eaiford 
«.  Hyde,  36  Ga.  93;  Phillips  v.  State, 

15  Ga.  518;  Whittington  v.  Doe  ex  dem. 
Wright,  9  Ga.  23.  lU.— Pike  v.  Colvin, 
67  HI.  22'7.    Ohio.— Jones  v.  Carr  &  Co., 

16  Ohio  St.  420. 

60.  Ala. — McAdams  v.  Beard,  34 
Ala.  478.  Fla. — Toomer  v.  Fourth  Nat. 
Bank,  68  Fla.  555,  67  So.  225.  Ga. 
Lawless  v.  Orr,  122  Ga.  276,  50  S.  E. 
85;  McLennan  v.  Graham,  106  Ga.  211, 
32  S.  E.  118;  Sears  v.  Bagwell,  69  Ga. 
429;  Eaiford  v.  Hyde,  36  Ga.  93;  Whit- 
tington V.  Doe  ex  dem.  Wright,  9  Ga. 
23.  in.— Pike  v.  Colvin,  67  111.  227. 
Ky. — Hoskins  v.  Eobinson,  101  Ky.  667, 
42  S.  W.  113.  Mo.— St,  Louis,  Alton  & 
C.  E.  Co.  V.  Castello,  28  Mo.  379;  Brad- 
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ley  V.  HoUoway,  28  Mo.  150;  Hawk 
V.  Applegate,  37  Mo.  App.  32;  Houx 
V.  Shaw,  18  Mo.  App.  45.  See  also 
State  V.  McBride,  81  Mo.  349.  N.  J. 
Harris  v.  Krause,  60  N.  J.  L.  72,  37 
Atl.  439.  Ohio. — Jones  v.  Carr  &.  Co., 
16  Ohio  St.  420;  Ealston  v.  Oursler,  12 
Ohio  St.  105;  Patty  v.  Mansfield,  8  Ohio 
369;  Moses  v.  Brashears,  2  Handy  36, 
12  Ohio  Dec.  317.  Ore. — Vulcan  Iron 
Wks.  V.  Edwards,  27  Ore.  563,  36  Pac' 
22,  39  Pac.  403;  Coos  Bay  E.,  etc.  Co, 
V.  Wieder,  26  Ore.  453,  456,  38  Pac. 
338;  Capital  Lumbering  Co.  v.  Hall,  9 
Ore.  93.  Tex. — Lang  v.  Dougherty,  74 
Tex.  226,  12  S.  W.  29;  Hardy  v.  Broad- 
dus,  35  Tex.  668;  Moore  v.  Gammel,  13 
Tex.  120;  McKay  v.  Treadwell,  8  Tex. 
176;  Vickery  v.  Ward,  2  Tex.  212; 
Schley  v.  Hale,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas. 
§930. 

[a]  The  language  of  the  court  in 
Price  V.  Sanchez,  8  Fla.  136,  stating 
that  the  claim  proceeding  "is  a  sub- 
stitute for  the  action  of  trespass  or 
trover  at  common  law,"  is  character- 
ized, in  Toomer  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank, 
68  Fla.  555,  67  So.  225,  as  being  un- 
fortunate, but  not  authority  for  hold- 
ing that  the  proceeding  is  exclusive. 
But  see  Bernheimer  &  Sons  v.  Martin, 
66  Miss.  486,  6  So.  326,  holding  that 
replevin  cannot  be  brought  where  a 
claim  could  have  been  interposed. 
Clark  V.  Clinton,  61  Miss.  337;  GrifSn 
V.  Lancaster,  59  Miss.  340. 

[b]  Failure  To  Interpose  Claim  Does 
Not  Operate  as  Estoppel. — The  failure 
to  file  a  claim  to  property  which  has 
been  levied  on  will  not  estop  the  true 
owner  from  asserting  his  title  by  an 
action  of  trover  against  the  purchaser 
at  the  sale  under  the  execution,  such 
owner  having  done  nothing  that  had  a 
tendency  to  mislead  the  purchaser  as 
to  the  owner's  relation  to  the  property 
and  the  title.  Lawless  v.  Orr,  122  Ga. 
276,  50  S.  E.  85;  McLennan  v.  Graham, 
106  Ga.  211,  32  S.  E.  118. 

See  awgra,  TL,  B,  6,  b,  and  the  titles 
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resort  to  equity."^  But  when  the  claimant  has  availed  himself  of  his 
remedy  by  claim  to  vindicate  his  rights,  he  is  thereby  barred  from  re- 
sorting to  other  remedies."^  He  is  not,  however,  obliged  to  proceed 
on  an  indemnifying  bond  given  by  the  execution  creditor  for  his  benefit, 
unless  the  statute  requires  him  to  do  so,  but  may  sue  the  sherifE.^^ 

(IV.)  Where  Made.  —  The  claim  or  affidavit  must  be  made  to  the  sheriff 
or  constable  who  levied  the  writ."* 

(V.)  By  Whom  Made.  —  (A.)  In  General. —  It  is  a  general  rule  that 
these  claims  can  be  interposed  only  by  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  writ 
of  execution."'  The  execution  defendant  cannot  interpose  a  third  party 
claim  in  his  own  behalf  to  the  property  levied  on  under  the  writ  against 
him.""    But  one  against  whom  the  execution  runs  in  a  representative 


"Replevin;"     "Trover    and     Conver- 
sion." 

61.  lU.— Wende  v.  Zimmer,  189  III. 
App.  490.  Miss. — Shaw  v.  Thompson, 
Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  628.  Tex. — Sumner 
V.  Crawford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  S.  W. 
825. 

[a]  Where  the  taking  into  posses- 
sion of  goods  under  a  writ  of  execu- 
tion was  not  warranted  by  law  and 
was  therefore  pot  a  valid  levy,  but 
was  a  mere  trespass,  the  proper 
remedy  was  by  injunction,  for  the  trial 
of  the  right  of  property  would  have 
been  an  inadequate  and  incomplete 
remedy  for  the  plaintiff,  for,  if  it  had 
been  resorted  to,  he  would  have  waived 
all  damages  that  were  incurred  by  rea- 
son of  the  alleged  seizure.  Sumner  v. 
Crawford  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  S.  W. 
825. 

[b]  The  interests  of  a  mortgagee, 
not  in  possession,  should  be  protected 
in  equity.  Floyd  v.  Morrow,  26  Ala. 
353;  Gammage  v.  Silliman,  2  Wills. 
Civ.   Cas.    (Tex.),   §14. 

62.  Ala. — Munter  v.  LeinkaufE,  78 
Ala.  546.  Mo. — Houx  v.  Shaw,  18  Mo. 
App.  45.  Neb. — Storms  •».  Eaton,  5 
Neb.  453.  Ohio. — ^Ealston  v.  Oursler, 
12  Ohio  St.  105;  Moses  v.  Brashears, 
2  Handy  36,  12  Ohio  Dee.  317.  Ore. 
Vulcan  Iron  Wks.  v.  Edwards,  27  Ore. 
563,  36  Pae.  22,  39  Pac.  403;  Capital 
Lumbering  Co.  v.  Hall,  9  Ore.  93.  Tex. 
Lang  V.  Dougherty,  74  Tex.  226,  12  S. 
W.  29;  Howeth  v.  Mills,  19  Tex.  295; 
Moore  v.  Gammel,  13  Tex.  120. 

As  to  election  of  remedies  generally, 
see  the  title  "Choice  and  Election  of 
Bemedles." 

[a]  But  a  claim  interposed  in  one 
case  does  not  prevent  independent  suit 
for  conversion  of  property  levied  on  in 


another  case  though  the  executions 
were  issued  in  different  actions  by  the 
same  plaintiff  against  the  same  defend- 
ant and  levied  simultaneously.  Carson 
V.  McCormick  Harvesting  Mach.  Co., 
18  Tex.  Civ.,  App.  225,  44  S.  W.  406. 

63.  State  v.  McBride,  81  Mo.  349; 
Belkin  v.  Hill,  53  Mo.  492. 

64.  See  the  statutes. 

As  to  the  court  in  which  the  ques- 
tion is  tried,  see  infra,  II,  B,  6,  d, 
(XII),   (A). 

65.  Ala. — ^Howard  v.  Deens,  143  Ala. 
423,  39  So.  346;  Eldridge  v.  Grice,  132 
Ala.  667,  32  So.  683;  Floyd  v.  Morrow, 
26  Ala.  353.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904, 
§3267.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §689; 
Paden  v.  Goldbaum,  4  Cal.  ITnrep.  Cas. 
767,  37  Pac.  759.  Ga.— Wynn  v.  Ir- 
vine's Georgia  Music  .House,  109  Ga.  ' 
287,  34  S.  E.  582;  Zimmerman  v.  Tuck- 
er, 64  Ga.  432;  De  Loach  &  Wilcoxson 
V.  Myrick,  6  Ga.  410.  111.— Hurd's  St., 
1916,  ch.  140a,  §1.  La.— Hefferman  V. 
Brenham,  1  La.  Ann.  146;  Brown  v. 
Cougot,  8  Bob.  14;  Oger  v.  Daunoy,  7 
Mart.  (N.  S.)  656.  Miss. — Sears  v. 
Gunter,  39  Miss.  338.  Mont. — Rev. 
Code,  1907,  §6823.  Tex. — Jones  v.  Bull, 
90  Tex.  187,  37  S.  W.  1054;  Pitts  v. 
Burgess  &  Neal,  2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas., 
§700. 

As  to  who  may  prepare  the  claim  or 
affidavit,  see  infra,  this  section. 

66.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.  1904,  §3267. 
Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1626.  Ga.— Code, 
1910,  §5157;  Wynn  v.  Irvine's  Georgia 
Music  House,  109  Ga.  287,  34  S.  B. 
582.  111.— Hurd's  St.,  1916,  ch.  140a, 
§1.  Ky.— Carroll's  Code,  1906,  §645; 
Borches  v.  Bellis,  110  Ky.  620,  62  S.  W. 
486.  Mo. — McGregor  v.  Hampton,  70 
Mo.  App.  98;  Stevens  v.  Springer,  23 
Mo.   App.   375.     Neb.— Eev.   St.,   1913, 
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capacity  may  claim  the  property  in  his  individual  capacity.*^  The 
claim  may  be  made  either  by  the  claimant  himself,®^  or  by  his  agent,*' 
or  attorney.'"  One  who  is  agent  for  another  may  make  a  claim  for  the 
latter  to  property  taken  on  execution  against  himself.'^  But  the  sheriff 
has  no  authority,  without  the  consent  of  the  claimant,  to  institute  a 
proceeding  to  try  the  right  of  property.'^ 

(B.)  Person  Estopped — One  who  by  his  conduct  or  representations 
has  induced  the  ofScer  to  believe  that  the  property  belongs  to  the  exe- 
cution defendant  is  estopped  from  claiming  the  property  as  his  own.''^ 

(C.)  As  Ajpbcted  Br  Title  ob  Interest.  —  (1.)  In  General. — Under  some 
statutes  the  title  or  interest  of  the  claimant  must  have  existed  at  the 


§8062.  N.  J. — Weller  v.  Lanning,  41 
N.  J.  L.  477.  Ohio. — Jones  v.  Carr  & 
Co.,  16  Ohio  St.  420;  Patty  v.  Mansfield, 
8  Ohio  369.  Ore. — Vulcan  Iron  Wks. 
V.  Edwards,  27  Ore.  563,  36  Pac.  22,  39 
Pae.  403.  Tex. — ^Pitts  v.  Burgess,  2 
Wills.  Civ.  Gas.  (Tex.),  §700. 

[a]  The  wife  of  the  esecution  de- 
fendant is  a  competent  party  to  make 
a  claim.  Houx  v.  Shaw,  18  Mo.  App. 
45;  Atwood  v.  Meredith,  37  Miss.  635. 

67.  Padgett  v.  "Waters,  4  6a.  App. 
306,  61  S.  E.  293.  See  Hardman  v. 
Cooper,  107  Ga.  251,  33  S.  B.  73. 

[a]  Execution  Against  One  as  Agent. 
An  execution  against  "S.  J.  W.  as 
agent  for"  is  an  execution  against 
him;  the  words  "as  agent  for"  being 
merely  descriptio  personae,  and  there-, 
fore  he  cannot  interpose  a  claim  to 
the  property  levied  upon  under  such  an 
execution.  Wynn  v.  Irvine's  Georgia 
Music  House,  109  Ga.  287,  34  S.  B. 
582. 

68.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6039.  Cal. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  §689;  Paden  v.  Gold- 
baum,  4  Cal.  TTnrep.  Gas.  767,  37  Pac. 
759.  Pla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1626.  Ga. 
Blackwell  v.  Pennington  &  Sons,  66  Ga. 
240.  la. — Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  B.  Co.  v. 
Pierce,  138  Iowa  508,  116  N.  W.  594. 
Tex. — ^Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914, 
§7769. 

[a]  Signing. — An  affidavit  made  by 
a  claimant  is  sufScient  although  not 
subscribed  or  signed,  if  it  clearly  ap- 
pears that  he  made  it  and  swore  to  it. 
Albritton  v.  Williams,  132  Ala.  647,  32 
So.  636. 

[b]  By  Partnership.— The  affidavit 
must  be  the  sworn  declaration  of  an 
individual  and  one  signed  in  the  name 
of  a  partnership  is  not  sufficient.  Flint, 
Chamberlain  &  Graham  v.  McGarty,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Gas.  (Tex.),  §1018. 

69.  Ala.— Code,    1907,    §6039.      Cal. 
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Code  Civ.  Proc,  §689.  Fla.— Gen.  St., 
1906,  §1626.  Ga.— Blackwell  v.  Pen- 
nington &  Sons,  66  Ga.  240.  111.— Web- 
ber D..  Brown,  38  111.  87.  la. — Chicago, 
Burlington  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Pierce,  138 
Iowa  508,  116  N.  W.  594.  Tex.— Ver- 
non's Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §7769; 
Walmsley  v.  Hubl^ard,  24  Tex.  612. 

[a]  Agent  Must  Inteipose  Claim  In 
Name  of  Principal. — That  factors  who 
have  made  advances  may  file  a  claim, 
where  property  held  by  or  consigned 
to  them  has  "been  levied  on  under  a 
fieri  facias  does  not  authorize  an  agent, 
having  no  interest  in  the  property,  to 
interpose  in  his  own  name  a  claim 
thereto  for  the  protection  of  his  prin- 
cipal, where  it  has  been  levied  on  as 
the  property  of  a  third  person.  Eow- 
land  V.  Gregg  &  Son,  122  Ga.  819,  50 
S.  E.  949. 

70.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6039.  Ha. 
Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1626.  Ga.— Blackwell 
V.  Pennington  &  Sons,  66  Ga.  240.  la. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  v.  Pierce,  138 
Iowa  508,  116  N.  W.  594.  Tex. — Ver- 
non's Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §7769. 

71.  Walmsley  v.  Hubbard,  24  Tex. 
612. 

72.  Storms  v.  Eaton,  5  Neb.  453; 
Jones  V.  Carr  &  Co.,  16  Ohio  St.  420; 
Moses  V.  Brashears,  2  Handy  36,  12 
Ohio  Dec.  317. 

73.  Idaho. — ^Lick  v.  Munro,  8  Idaho 
510,  69  Pae.  285.  111.— Beaver  v.  Dan- 
ville Shirt  Co.,  69  111.  App.  320.  La. 
Amonett  v.  Young,  14  La.  Ann.  175. 
N.  Y.— Whedon  v.  Ghamplin,  59  Barb. 
61.  S.  D.— Plunkett  v.  Hanschka,  14 
S.  D.  454,  85  N.  W.  1004. 

fa]  Recital  In  forthcoming  bond 
that  property  belongs  to  execution  de- 
fendant creates  an  estoppel  against  a 
third  party,  excuting  such  bond.  Sparks 
V.  Shropshire,  4  Bush   (Ky.)   550. 

[b]  A  mortgagee  lu  possession  of 
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time  of  the  levy,'*  while  under  others,  it  must  exist  at  the  time  of  the 
interposition  of  the  claim/^  The  statutes  frequently  specify  the  nature 
of  the  title  or  interest  which  the  third  party  must  have  before  he  can 
interpose  a  claim  ;'*  thus,  it  is  sometimes  provided  that  a  claim  may  be 
made  by  the  owner  of  the  legal  title,''  or  of  an  equitable  right  or  title 
to  property  levied  upon.'*  The  title  or  interest  must  be  of  such  a  nat- 
ure as  to  render  the  property  not  subject  to  the  writ  and  be  inconsist- 
ent with  the  execution  plaintiff's  right  to  proceed  under  the  writ.'® 


the  goods  levied  upon  isi  not  estopped 
from  setting  up  his  claim  to  it  by  de- 
livering to  the  sheriff  a  receipt  for  the 
property  conditioned  that  on  default  in 
redelivery  he  would  pay  the  amount  of 
the  execution,  ivhere  the  sheriff  and 
the  judgment  creditor  has  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  existence  of  the  mortgage. 
Plunkett  V.  Hanschka,  14  S.  D.  454,  85 
N.  W.  1004. 

74.  State  v.  Jenkins,  170  Mo.  16,  70 
S.  W.  152. 

[a]  Effect  of  Rescission  of  Execu- 
tory Contract  of  Sale. — Under  such  a 
statute  the  owner  of  goods  who  has 
entered  into  an  executory  contract  of 
sale  which  is  mutually  rescinded  after 
the  levy  made  upon  such  goods,  is  re- 
mitted to  his  original  rights  and  is  a 
proper  claimant  under  the  statute. 
State  V.  Jenkins,  170  Mo.  16,  70  S.  "W. 
152. 

75.  Burt  v.  Euhley,  113  Ga.  1144,  39 
S.  E.  409;  Oatts  v.  Wilkins,  110  Ga. 
319,  35  S.  E.  845;  Ruker  v.  Womack, 
55  Ga.  399;  Deariso  &  Co.  v.  Lawrence, 
3  Ga.  App.  580,  60  8.  E.  330;  Casen- 
tini  V.  UUman,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  582, 

54  S.  W.  420. 

[a]  Title  at  time  of  levy  only  not 
sufacient.  Oatts  v.  "Wilkins,  110  Ga. 
319,  35  S.  E.  345;   Euker  v.  Womack, 

55  Ga.  399;  Deariso  &  Co.  v.  Lawrence, 
3  Ga.  App.  580,  60  S.  E.  330. 

76.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

77.  Ala. — Howard  v.  Deens,  143  Ala. 
423,  39  So.  346;  Patapsco  Guano  Co.  v. 
Ballard,  107  Ala.  710,  19  So.  777,  54 
Am.  St.  Eep.  131.  Ga. — Lanier  «. 
Bailey,  120  Ga.  878,  48  S.  E.  324;  Mac- 
Intyre  v.  Ferst,  101  Ga.  682,  28  S.  E. 
989;  Bailey  v.  Brockett,  20  Ga.  148. 
La. — Boubede  v.  Aymes,  29  La.  Ann. 
274;  Livaudais  v.  Livaiidais,  3  La.  Ann. 
454;  Brown  v.  Cougot,  8  Rob.  14;  Oger 
c.  Daunoy,  7  Mart.  (N.  S.)  656.  Miss. 
Code,  1906,  §4990. 

78.  Ala. — Strickland  &  Co.  v.  Le- 
sesne,  160  Ala.  213,  49  So.  233;  How- 


ard V.  Deens.  143  Ala.  423,  39  So.  346; 
Eldridge  v.  Grice,  132  Ala.  667,  32  So. 
683;  Patapsco  Guano  Co.  v.  Ballard, 
107  Ala.  710,  19  So.  777,  54  Am.  St. 
Eep.  131;  Ballard  v.  Mayfield,  Pitman 
&  Co.,  107  Ala.  396,  18  So.  29.  Miss. 
Goyer  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  Wildberger, 
71  Miss.  438,  15  So.  235.  Mo.— State 
V.  McKellop,  40  Mo.  184. 

[a]  .Beneficiary  in  trust  deed  may 
interpose  claim  under  a  statute  allow- 
ing any  person  having  "any  interest" 
in  the  property  to  claim  the  same. 
State  V.  McKellop,  40  Mo.  184. 

fb]  An  assignee  of  a  landlord's 
claim  for  rent  has  such  an  equitable 
title  to  the  crops  raised  upon  the 
rented  premises  as  will  entitle  him  to 
maintain  a  claim  suit,  under  the  stat- 
ute, for  the  trial  of  the  right  of  prop- 
erty. Strickland  &  Co.  v.  Lesesne  & 
Ladd,  160  Ala.  213,  49  So.  233;  Wells 
V.  Cody,  112  Ala.  278,  20  So.  381. 

[c]  A  mortgagee  of  an  unplanted 
crop  has  such  an  equitable  title  in  the 
mortgaged  crop,  so  soon  as  it  comes 
into  existence,  as  makes  available  to 
him  the  right  to  institute  a  claim  suit. 
Ballard  v.  Mayfield,  Pitman  &  Co.,  107 
Ala.  396,  18  So.  29;  Patapsco  Guano 
Co.  V.  Ballard,  107  Ala.  710,  19  So. 
777,  overruling  Columbus  Iron  Wks.  Co. 
V.  Eenfro  Bros.,  71  Ala.  577,  45  Ala. 
Eeprint   292. 

[d]  Trustee. — One  who  holds  the 
legal  title  in  trust  for  a  wife  may  file 
a  claim  where  such  property  is  levied 
upon  as  the  separate  property  of  the 
husband.  Ebgers  v.  Bostain,  11  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  764. 

[e]  In  Alabama,  prior  to  Feb.  28, 
1887,  an  equitable '  title  was  not  suffi- 
cient as  a  basis  of  a  statutory  claim 
suit.  Bush  V.  Henry,  85  Ala.  605,  5 
So.  321;  Wetzler  v.  Kellj,  83  Ala.  440, 
3  So.  747;  Columbus  Iron  Wks.  Co. 
V.  Eenfro,  71  Ala.  577;  King  &  Co. 
V.  Hill,  20  Ala.  133. 

79.     Hurley  v.  Epps,  69  Ga.  611;  Al- 
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(2.)   Paramount  Lien The  claimant  may  be  one  having,  a  lien  upon 

the  property  which  is  paramount  to  the  right,  title  or  interest  of  the 
defendant  in  the  iwrit  j^"  but  it  is  generally  held  that  only  a  lienholder 
in  possession  has  sufSeient  interest  to  interpose  a  claim  to  property 
levied  on,*^  though  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary.*^ 

A  mortgagee  or  lienholder,  not  in  possession  of  the  property,  cannot 
interpose  a  claim  to  determine  the  right  of  the  property.*^    A  mort- 


len  V.  Russell,  19  Tex.  87;  Gillian  v. 
Henderson,  12  Tex.  47;  Schley  v.  Hale, 
1  White  &  W.  dv.  Cas.   (Tex.),  §930. 

[a]  Vendee  in  Possession  Under 
Conditional  Sale. — Where  personal  prop- 
erty has  been  sold  on  a  credit,  with 
title  retained  by  the  vendor  as  secur- 
ity until  payment,  the  vendee  in  pos- 
session, who  has  paid  a  portion  of  the 
purchase  money,  has  such  an  interest 
as  will  authorize  the  interposition  of 
a  claim,  if  the  property  is  levied  on 
by  virtue  of  an  execution  against  a 
defendant  other  than  the  vendor.  Our 
Bank  v-  Corry,  145  Ga.  385,  89  S.  B. 
365. 

[b]  Necessity  of  Unity  of  Owner- 
ship and  Possession. — (1)  In  order  to 
entitle  a  person  to  make  an  af&davit 
of  ownership  his  claim  must  be  one  of 
title  or  of  possession.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  both  ownership  and  posses- 
sion should  unite  in  the  claimant. 
White  V.  Jacobs,  66  Tex.  462,  1  S.  W. 
344.  (2)  One  who  has  the  legal  title 
to  property  at  the  time  of  the  levy 
may  claim  the  property  though  the 
levy  is  made  by  giving  notice  and 
without  taking  actual  possession. 
Marsh  v.  Thomason,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
379,  25  S.  W.  43. 

80.  Ala. — ^Howard  v.  Deens,  143  Ala. 
423,  39  So.  346;  Eldridge  v.  Grice,  132 
Ala.  667,  32  So.  683;  Patapsco  Guano 
Co.  V.  Ballard,  107  Ala.  710,  19  So. 
777,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  131.  Ga.— Hurley 
V.  Epps,  69  Ga.  611.  Miss. — Thomas  v. 
Shell,  76  Miss.  556,  24  So.  876;  Trice 
V.  Walker,  71  Miss.  968,  15 'So.  787. 

[a]  In  Louisiana  the  claimant  must 
be  either  the  owner  of  the  thing  seized 
or  have  a  privilege  on  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale.  Boubede  v.  Aymes,  29  La. 
Ann.  274;  Hickman  v.  Thompson,  26 
La.  Ann.  260;  Livaudais  V.  Livaudais, 
3  La.  Ann.  454;  Brown  V,  Cougot,  8 
Eob.  14. 

81.  Hurley  &  Smith  v.  Epps,  69  Ga. 
611;  White  v.  Jacobs,  66  Tex.  462,  1 
B.  W.  344;  Blanton  v.  Langston'  &  Co., 
60   Tex.   149;   Belt  v.  Baguet,  27  Tex. 

Vol,  XVI 


471;  National  Bank  v.  Citizens  Nat. 
Bank,  41  Tex.  Civ,  App.  585,  93  S.  W. 
209. 

[a]  A  mechanic's  lien  on  personal 
property  for  repairs  done  thereon,  is 
su£S.cient  basis  for  making  a  claim  to 
the  iproperty  when  levied  on.  Hurley 
V.  Epps,  69  Ga.  611. 

[b]  A  landlord  who  has  distrained 
the  goods  of  his  tenant  for  rent  due 
may  interpose  a  claim  thereto  if  the 
goods  are  levied  upon.  Grimsley  ^. 
Klein,  2  111.  343;  Durham  v.  Flannagan, 
2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §22,  where 
goods  delivered  to  'landlord  to  secure 
payment  of  the  rent. 

[c]  A  pledgee  may  interpose  a  claim 
provided  the  oflS.cer  in  making  the  levy 
takes  possession  of  the  property  to  th« 
exclusion  of  the  pledgee.  But  he  can- 
not do  so  where  the  levy  is  made  by 
giving  the  possessor  of  the  property 
notice  as  required  by  the  statute  with- 
out taking  possession  of  the  property. 
National  Bank  v.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank, 
41  Tex.  Civ.  App.  535,  93  S.  W.  209; 
Durham  v.  Flannagan,  2  WUIs.  Civ. 
Cas.   (Tex.),  §22. 

[d]  A  lessor,  who  under  a  statute 
has  a  right  of  pledge  on  the  movable 
effects  of  the  lessee,  which  are  found 
on  the  property  leased,  may  interpose 
a  third  party  claim  where  the  property 
is  seized  upon  by  the  lessee's  crediter 
and  claim  the  proceeds  under  a  dis- 
tribution made  according  to  law.  Case 
V.  Kloppenburg,  27  La.  Ann.  482;  Mc- 
Carthy V.  Baze,  26  La.  Ann.  382. 

82.  Thomas  v.  Shell,  76  Miss.  556,  24 
So.  876;  Trice  v.  Walker,  71  Miss.  968, 
15  So.  787. 

83.  Wilber  v.  Kray  &  Co.,  73  Tex. 
533,  11  S.  W.  540;  Garrity  v.  Thomp- 
son, 64  Tex.  597;  Sparks  v.  Pace,  60 
Tex.  298;  Wootton  v.  Wheeler,  22  Tex. 
338;  Gillian  v.  Henderson,  12  Tex.  47; 
Wright  V.  Henderson,  12  Tex.  43  (trus- 
tee in  deed  of  trust);  National  Bank 
V.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  41  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  535,  93  S.  W.  209;  Brown  &  Co. 
V,  Grinnan,  2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.), 
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gagee  cannot,  however,  interpose  a  claim  before  a  breach  of  the  mtort' 
gage  terms.^* 

(3.)  Remainder  and  Ueversiongry  Interest.  —  In  accordance  with  the  rule 
that  the  claimants'  right  or  title  must  be  inconsistent  with  the  execu-' 
tion  plaintiff's  right  to  proceed  under  the  writ,*^  a  mere  remainderman 
cannot  claim  the  property  where  the  execution  is  levied  upon  the  par- 
ticular prior  estate,^^  and  the  same  is  true  as  to  the  holder  of  a  rever- 
sionary interest.*' 

(4.)  Joint  Ownership.  —  (a.)  Generally.  — ■  If  the  claimant  owns  the 
property  jointly  with  another  third  person,  he  has  sufficient  title  to 
interpose  a  claim,*^  and  he  may  interpose  a  claim  for  all  of  the  own 
ers."* 

(b.)  With  Defendant.  —  But  joint  ownership  with  the  defendant  in  the 
execution  is  not  ordinarily  such  an  interest  as  will  support  a  claim,^" 


§§413,  414;  Sayward  v.  Nunan,  6  Wash. 
87,  32  Pac.  1022. 

[a]  "The  principle  (1)  is  that,  if 
the  defendant  has  an  interest  in  the 
property  subject  to  execution,  it  may 
be  levied  on  and  sold,  notwithstanding 
a  third  party  may  hold  a  lien  with 
which  it  will  be  incumbered  in  the 
hands  of  a  purchaser  at  the  sheriff 's 
sale"  (Garrity  v.  Thompson,  64  Tex. 
597;  Erwin  v.  Blanks,  60  Tex.  583; 
Sparks  v.  Pace,  60  Tex.  298;  Wootton 
V.  Wheeler,  22  Tex.  338;  George  v. 
Dyer,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  [Tex.], 
§§780,  782),  (2)  but  a  claim  may  be 
interposed  by  a  mortgagee  in  posses- 
sion. Craig  V.  Martin-Bennett  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  102  S.  W-  1172. 

84.  Ga. — Maclntyre  &  Co.  v.  Ferst, 
101  Ga.  682,  28  S.  E.  989;  Cabot  v. 
Armstrong,  100  Ga.  438,  28  S.  E.  123. 
Ind. — Philbrick  v.  Goodwin,  7  Blackf. 
18;  Hamilton  v.  Mitchell,  6  Blackf.  131. 
Mo. — TP.  O.  Sawyer  Paper  Co.  ■».  Man- 
gan,  60  Mo.  App.  76., 

•Contra. — ^Ballard  «.  Mayfield,  Pitman 
&  Co.,  107  Ala.  396,  18  So.  29;  Patapseo 
Guano  Co.  v.  Ballard,  107  Ala.  710,  19 
So.  777,  54  Am.  St.  Eep.  131. 

[a]  TTuforeclosed  Mortgage. — ^In  a 
claim  case,  the  claimant  cannot  rely 
upon  an  unforeclosed  mortgage,  though 
it  be  prior  in  date  to  the  judgment  un- 
der which  the  property  is  levied  upon. 
Maclntyre  &  Co.  v.  Ferst,  101  Ga.  682, 
28  S.  E.  989;  Cabot  «.- Armstrong,  100 
Ga.  438,  28  S.  E.  123;  Goodrich  v.  Bowe, 
1  City  Ct.  (N.  Y.)  338. 

[b]  Wliere  the  condition  allowing 
the  mortgagor  to  retain  possession  was 
broken  by  the  levy  of  the  execution, 
the  legal  right  of  the  mortgagees  to 


take  possession  immediately  accrued 
and  gave  them  the  right  to  interpose 
a  claim.  Gaar,  Scott  &  Co.  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  20  lU.  App.  611. 

[c]  Claim  by  Trustee  Before  Con- 
dition Broken. — (1)  On  the  trial  of  a 
claimant's  issue,  it  is  proper  for  the 
court  to  sustain  the  claim  of  a  trustee 
in  a  deed  of  trust,  the  conditions  of 
which  at  the  interposition  of  such  claim 
were  unbroken,  if,  at  the  time  of  trial, 
the  Conditions  have  been  broken.  Dodds 
V.  Pratt,  64  Miss.  123,  8  So.  167.  (2; 
Compare  with  Butler  v.  Lee,  54  Miss. 
476,  wherein  the  court  says:  "If  the 
condition  of  the  deed  of  trust  had  been 
broken  when  the  claim  of  the  trustee 
.  .  .  Tiras  interposed,  the  issue  should 
have  been  determined  in  favor  of  the 
claimant;  otherwise,  not." 

85.  See  supra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (V),  (C), 

86.  North  Georgia  Fertilizer  Co.  v. 
Leming,  138  Ga.  775,  76  S.  E.  95; 
American  Mtg.  Co.  v.  Hill,  92  Ga.  297, 
18  S.  E.  425;  Allen  v.  Bussell,  19  Tex. 
87. 

87.  Allen  v.  Russell,  19  Tex.  87. 

88.  Cotten  v.  Thompson,  21  Ala.  574; 
McGrew  v.  Hart,  1  Port.  (Ala.)  175. 

89.  Hawking  v.  May,  12  Ala.  673; 
BlackweU  v.  Pennington  &  Sons,  66  Ga. 
240. 

90.  Willis  V.  Loeb,  59  Miss.  169; 
ScWey  V.  Hale,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas. 
(Tex.),  §930. 

[a]  If  a  joint  owner's  rights  "re- 
quire protection  in  the  matter  he  must 
resort  to  other  remedies  afforded  by  the 
law."  Schley  *.  Hale,  1  White  &  W. 
Civ.  Gas.   (Tex.),  §930. 
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and  this  is  true  in  ease  of  a  partnership,^^  unless  it  is  denied  by  the 
claimant  that  the  defendant  is  a  member  of  the  firm'.®^ 

(VI.)  When  Made.— The  claim  must  be  interposed  before  the  prop- 
erty seized  or  the  proceeds  thereof  have  passed  from  the  possession 
of  the  officer.9^ 

(VII.)  How  Made.  —  (A.)  In  Generai.**  —  The  statutes  prescribe  how 
a  claim  to  property  levied  upon  shall  be  made,^^  and  the  claimant  must 
act  in  substantial  accordance  with  the  statute.®^  Generally  it  is  re- 
quired that  the  claimant  file  with  or  serve  upon  the  officer  an  affi- 
davit^' or  notice^^  of  his  claim.  The  making  of  the  affidavit  is  a  juris- 
dictional prerequisite,^^  proceedings  in  the  trial  of  the  right  of  prop- 
erty not  being  considered  as  commenced  until  the  claim  is  made^  to  the 


91.  Brown  &  Co.  v.  Young,  1  White 
&  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §1240;  Schley 
V.  Hale,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.), 
§930. 

92.  White  V.  Jaeots,  66  Tex.  462,  1 
S.  W.  344. 

93.  N.  T.  Code  Civ.  Proe.,  §1418; 
Lackey  v.  Campbell  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
54  S.  W.  46. 

94.  By  whom  claim  may  be  made, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (V). 

95.  See  the  statutes. 

96.  Ala. — Munter  v.  Leinkauff,  78 
Ala.  546;  Mobile  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Teague, 
78  Ala.  147.  Fla. — Moody  «.  E.  Hoe 
&  Co.,  22  Fla.  309.  La. — Gravely  v. 
Southern  Ice  Mach.  Co.,  46  La.  Ann. 
549,  17  So.  166.  Miss.— Shattuck  v. 
Miller,  50  Miss.  386.  Tex. — Carter  v. 
Carter,  36  Tex.  693. 

97.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Claim  and  affidavit  made  out 
of  the  state  should  be  properly  authen- 
ticated before  presenting  the  same  to 
the  officer.  Charles  v.  Foster,  56  Ga. 
612. 

As  to  signing  or  subscribing  the  affi- 
davit by  claimant,  see  supra,  II,  B,  6, 
d,    (V),    (A). 

98.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Ai:k. — Lawson  v.  John- 
son, 5  Ark.  168.  111. — Dunlap  u.  Berry, 
5  III.  327,  39  Am.  Dec.  413.  la.— Chi- 
cago, B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.  V.  Pierce,  138 
Iowa  508,  116  N.  W.  594;  Shaw  v. 
Tyrell,  129  Iowa  536,  105  N.  W.  1006. 
N.  J.— Goltra  v.  Tice  (N.  J.  L.),  60 
Atl.  757. 

[a]  Service  of  claim  on  deputy 
sheriff  is  sufficient.  Ia.^Eust  v.  Mor- 
gan, 114  Iowa  101,  86  N.  W.  209; 
Peterman  v.  Jones,  94  Iowa  591,  63  N. 
W.    338.     Ky.— Mann    v.    Martin,    14 
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Bush   763.        Minn. — Williams  v.   Mc- 
Grade,  13  Minn.  174. 

[h]  Property  Levied  Upon  by  Dep- 
uty— Service  on  Sheriff. — So  also  serv- 
ice of  the  claim  is  properly  made  on 
the  sheriff  although  the  property  was 
levied  on  by  a  deputy.  Headington  v. 
Langland,  65  Iowa  276,  21  N.  W.  650. 

99.    Mobile  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Teague,  ■ 
78   Ala.    147;    McAdams   v.   Beard,   34 
Ala.   478;   Flint,    Chamberlain    &   Gra- 
ham V.  MeCarty,   1   White  &  W.  Ciy. 
Cas.  (Tex.),  §1018. 

[a]  Unsworn  Intervention  in  Orig- 
inal Suit  Insu£B.cient. — A  claimant  of 
property  which  had  been  levied  on  as 
the  property  of  another  cannot  assert 
his,  title  to  the  property  by  a  simple 
unsworn  proceeding  without  bond,  de- 
nominated by  him  an  intervention  in 
the  original  suit.  He  must  proceed  ac- 
cording to  the  statute,  by  making  oath 
in  writing  to  his  claim  of  the  property, 
and  by  executing  bond  as  prescribed  in 
the  act.     Carter  v.  Carter,  36  Tex.  693. 

[b]  The  sheriff  is  not  bound  to  no- 
tice bare  assertions  and  declarations  of 
individuals,  as  to  their  claim  to  prop- 
erty found  in  the  possession  of  an 
execution  defendant,  he  is  required  to 
notice  only  legal  claims  fairly  ex- 
hibited. Dunlap  V.  Berry,  5  HI.  327,  39 
Am.  Dec.  413. 

1.  Blackwell  v.  Pennington  &  Sons, 
66  Ga.  240;  Zurcher  v.  Krohne,  Feiss 
&  Co.,  63  Tex.  118. 

[a]  "The  affidavit  is  the  starting 
point  of  the  proceeding — the  active 
principle  that  brings  into  action  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.  It  is  the 
initiatory  step,  and  is  essential  to  the 
exercise  of  the  special  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred by  the  statute."    Flint,  Cham- 
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officer,  and  the  bond  is  given  in  accordance  with  tlie  statute.^ 
(B.)  Contents  or  Claim. —  The  affidavit  or  elaimi  must  follow  the 
statute  as  to  its  contents.'  Generally  it  must  set  out  that  the  third 
party  holds  title  to,*  or  has  the  right  to  the  possession  of,^  or  a  lien 
upon,^  the  property  which  has  been  seized  under  the  writ.  Statutes 
sometimes  require  that  the  notice  of  the  claim  state  the  nature  of  the 
claimant's  interest  in  the  property/  how  and  from  whom*  he  acquired 


berlain  &  Graham  v.  McCarty,  1  "White 
&  W.  Civ.  Gas.   (Tex.),  §1018. 

[b]  A  mere  tender  of  the  claim  af- 
fidavits is  not  sufficient.  JoUey  V. 
Hardeman,  111  Ga.  749,  36  S.  E.  952. 

2.  See  infra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (VIII). 

3.  Kesse  v.  Wilson,  139  Mo.  App.  1, 
119  S.  W.  508. 

[a]  A  claim  which  states  the  nature 
of  the  demand,  its  amount  and  iden- 
tifies the  property  claimed  is  sufficient. 
Goode  V.  Nelson,  29  La.  Ann.  143. 

[b]  Good  Faith.— The  affidavit  or 
claim  must  state  that  the  claim  is 
made  in  good  faith.  Vernon's  Sayles' 
Tex.  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §7769;  Wright  V. 
Henderson,  10   Tex.  204. 

[c]  Form  of  Claim. — (Title  and 
venue.)     J.  K.,  being  duly  sworn,  says, 

that  on  the  day  of  , 

19 — ,  L.  M.,  sheriff  of  coun- 
ty, under  and  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of 
execution  issued  in  said  action,  levied 
upon  and  seized  as  the  property  of 
tlie  above-named  defendant,  personal 
property  described  as  follows:  (insert 
description);  that  at  the  time  of  said 
levy  the  said  property  was  not  the 
property  of  said  defendant  but  was 
and  is  the  property  of  affiant,  who  ac- 
quired title  to  said  property  in  the  fol- 
lowing manner  (state  manner  of  acquir- 
ing title);  that  the  value  of  said  prop- 
erty is  dollars,  and  this  affi- 
davit is  made  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining the  possession  of  said  property. 

(Signature  and  Jurat.) 
To  L.  M.,  sheriff  of  — —  county: 

I  hereby  claim  the  property  de- 
scribed in  the  above  affidavit  and  de- 
mand possession  of  the  same. 

4.  Ala. — Lassiter  v.  State,  106  Ala. 
292,  17  So.  725;  Catching  v.  Bowden, 
89  Ala.  604,  8  So.  58;  McKeithen  v. 
Pratt  &  Co.,  53  Ala.  116.  Fla.— Price 
V.  Sanchez,  8  Fla.  136.  Miss. — Code, 
1906,  §4990.  Mo. — McGregor  v.  Hamp- 
ton, 70  Mo.  App.  98.  Mont. — Rev. 
Code,  1907,  §§6823,  6673.  N.  Y.— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  §1418. 

[a]    Sufficient    Statement    of    Title. 


A  verified  claim  setting  out  that  the 
claimant  is  the  owner  of  the  property 
seized,  and  had  delivered  it  to  the 
execution  defendant  for  purposes  of 
sale,  and  that  he  was  so  holding  it 
when  seized  )by  the  officer,  is  a  suffi- 
cient compliance  with  a  statute  direct- 
ing the  claimant  to  set  out  his  title 
and  state  the  grounds  of  such  title. 
Vermont  Marble  Co.  v.  Brow,  109  Cal. 
236,  41  Pac.  1031,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  37. 

5.  Paden  v.  Goldbaum,  4  Cal.  Unrep. 
Cas.  767,  37  Pac.  759. 

[a]  A  claim  stating  that  the  claim- 
ant is  entitled  to  possession  under  a 
bill  of  sale  of  the  property  levied  upon 
is  sufficiently  explicit.  Henderson  v. 
Hart,  122  Cal.  332,  54  Pac.  1110; 
Dubois  V.  Spin]£s,  114  Cal.  289,  46  Pac. 
95. 

6.  Ala.  Code,  1907,  §6039. 

[a]  If  the  claim  is  based  on  a  mort- 
gage or  lien,  the  affidavit  must  state 
the  nature  of  the  right  which  is 
claimed.  Bennett  v.  McKee,  144  Ala. 
601,  38  So.  129;  Ivey  v.  Coston,  134 
Ala.  259,  32  So.  664. 

[b]  Effect  of  Failure  To  State  Na- 
ture of  Title. — When  in  the  interposi- 
tion of  a  claim,  the  claimants  do  not 
state  in  their  affidavit  that  their  claim 
to  the  property  is  based  upon  a  mort- 
gage, they  are  not  entitled  to  recover 
in  such  suit  as  mortgagees.  Ivey  v. 
Coston,  134  Ala.  259,  32  So.  664. 

7.  Gray  v.  Carroll,  144  Iowa  68,  120 
K.  W.  1035. 

[a]  A  specific  description  of  the 
property  is  not  required  by  the  statute. 
Murray  v.  Thiess'en,  114  Iowa  657,  87 
N.  W.  672. 

8.  Gray  v.  Carroll,  144  Iowa  68,  120 
N.  W.  1035. 

[a]  Sufficient  Statement.  —  Under 
such  a  statute  a  notice  stating  that  the 
cattle  levied  on  were  purchased  in  a 
certain  state  from  different  parties, 
whose  names  could  not  be  given  but 
who  resided  in  a  certain  vicinity,  and 
that  $1,500  was  paid  for  the  thirty- 
three  head  of  cattle,  is  sufficient.  Mur- 
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the  same,  and  the  consideration  paid  therefor.® 

(C.)  CoNCLTjsivENEss  OF  ALLEGATIONS — A  claimant  is  bound  by  any 
admissions  he  may  make  in  the  afSdavit.^"  If  he  asserts  that  he  has 
an  absolute  title  to  the  property  he  is  estopped  from  attempting  to 
hold  it  under  a  mere  lien.^^ 

(D.)  Objections  to, —  In  some  states  the  plaintifE  in  the  execution 
may  demur  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  claimant's  affidavit  of  claim, ^^  but 
no  objections  or  exceptions  can  be  taken  to  the  affidavit  after  issue 
joined/^  or  after  the  execution  creditor  has  given  a  bond." 

(E.)  Amendment. —  It  has  been  said  that  the  claim  affidavit  may 
not  be  amended,  in  the  absence  of  a  statutory  provision  allowing  it,^^ 
but  it  seems  that  under  some  circumstances  amendment  may  be  per- 
mitted.^" 

(VIII.)  Bonds.17  —  (A.)  By  Execution  Plaintipp. —  In  some  jurisdic- 
tions, the  sheriff  may  release  the  property  or  deliver  it  to  the  claim- 
ant unless  the  execution  plaintiff  gives  him  a  bond  -to  indemnify  him 
against  loss  or  damage  by  reason  of  retainiug  such'  property .^^    If  the 


lay  V.  Thiessen,  114  Iowa  657,  87  N.  W. 
672. 

9.  Gray  v.  Carroll,  144  Iowa  68,  120 
N.  W.  1035;  Mclver  v.  Davenport,  110 
Iowa  740,  81  N.  W.  585. 

10.  Asher  v.  Fredenstein,  19  La. 
Ann.  256. 

11.  Garrity  v.  Thompson,  64  Tex. 
597. 

12.  Dixon  V.  Zadek,  59  Tex.  529. 
As  to  demurrer  generally  see  the  title 

"Demurrer."  ^ 

[a]  A  claim  affidavit  may  be  de- 
inurred  to  if  it  fails  to  state  which 
half  of  certain  premises  is  claimed  by 
the  third  person.  Janes  v.  Cleveland, 
62  Ga.  237. 

[b]  Effect  of  Judgment  on  Demur- 
rer.— Where  claimant  fails  to  amend 
his  claim  after  a  demurrer  is  sustained 
thereto,  the  judgment  against  the 
claimant  on  the  demurrer  becomes  as, 
conclusive  a  determination  of  the  mer- 
its of  the  cause  and  of  all  such  issues 
as  might  have  been  litigated  between 
the  parties  to  that  action,  as  though 
the  cause  had  been  determined  under 
formal  issues,  the  hearing  of  evidence, 
and  a  judgment  rendered  thereon. 
Dixon  V.  Zadek,  59  Tex.  529.  As  t« 
effect  of  a  judgment  on  demurrer  as 
res  ad  judicata,  see  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 

13.  Sharp  V.  Hicks,  94  Ga.  624,  21 
S.  E.  208;  Larey  v.  Baker,  85  Ga.  687, 
11  S.  B.  800. 

14.  State  V.  Johnson,  1  Mo.  App. 
219. 
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15.  Blaekwell  v.  Pennington  &  Sons, 
66  Ga.  240. 

[a]  Amendment  to  Change  Claim- 
ant.— An  afB.davit  made  by  one  in  his 
individual  name  cannot  be  amended  so 
as  to  make  a  partnership  the  claim- 
ant. Blaekwell  v.  Pennington  &  Sons, 
66   Ga.   240. 

As  to  change  in  statement  after  ap- 
peal from  justice  court,  see  the  title 
"Justices  of  the  Peace." 

16.  See  Norris  v.  Detar,  5  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  31,  where  it  was  held  that  if 
the  affidavit  was  defective,  the  court 
might  permit  the  claimant  to  amend. 

[a]  Amendment  Unnecessary. — ^Where 
all  the  pertinent  facts  on  behalf  of 
the  claimant  are  admissible  in  evi- 
dence in  a  claim  case  and  actually  ad- 
mitted, the  refusal  of  the  court  to  al- 
low an  amendment  to  the  claim  affi- 
davit setting  out  these  facts  in  detail, 
is  of  no  consequence.  Hadden  v.  Lar- 
ned,  87  Ga.  634,  13  S.  E.  806. 

17.  As  to  forthcoming    bond    given 
by   the    judgment    debtor   for   purpose , 
of    retaining    possession    of    property 
levied  on,   see   the  article   "Forthcom- 
ing Bonds." 

18.  Cal-.— Code  Civ.  Proe.,  §689.  la, 
Code,  1897,  §3992;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q, 
R.  Co.  V.  Pierce,  138  Iowa  508,  116  N, 
W.  594.  Kan.— Gen.  St.,  1909,  §6042, 
Mo.— State  v.  McBride,  81  Mo.  349 
Bradley  v.  Holloway,  28  Mo.  150;  Mc- 
Gregor V.  Hampton,  70  Mo.  App.  98 
Mont. — Gallick  v.  Bordeaux,  31  Mont, 
328,  78  Pac.  583.     N.  J.— 2  Comp.  St., 
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Plaintiff  gives  the  bond  the  officer  must  proceed  and  apply  the  prop- 
erty to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,^^  at  least  if  the  claimant  has 
aot  filed  the  bond  required  of  him.""" 

(B.)  By  Claimant. —  (1.)  Generally. —  In  some  states  the  claimant 
must,  at  the  time  of  interposing  his  affidavit  or  claim,^^  also  execute 
and  deliver  a  statutory  bond,  with  sufficient  sureties."  It  is  not  neces- 
sary for  the  claimant  to  tender  another  forthcoming  bond  when  he 
renews  a  claim  which  he  had  previously  withdrawn.^^  A  claimant  un- 
able to  give  the  bond  must  resort  to  somte  other  remedy  for  the  vindi- 
cation of  his  rights,^*  unless  the  statute  dispenses  with  a  bond  in  case 
of  a  pauper  claimant.^^ 

(2.)  To  Whom  Payable.  —  Some  statutes  require  that  the  forthcom- 
ing bond  be  made  payable  to  the  execution  plaintiff, ^^  and  others  to  the 


1910,  p.  2255,  §a^  (sheriff  must  pro- 
ceed to  sell  property  if  plaintiff  in- 
demnifies him) ;  Harris  v.  Krause,  60  JST. 
J.  L.  72,  37  Atl.  439;  Adams  v.  Diss- 
ton,  44  N.  J.  L.  662;  Weller  v.  Lan- 
ning,  41  N.  J.  L.  477;  Harrison  v.  Al- 
len, 40  N.  J.  L.  556,  bond  without 
surety  sufficient.  Okla. — Eev.  Laws, 
1910,  §5157. 

19.  Harris  v.  Krause,  60  K.  J.  L. 
72,  37  Atl.  439,  claimant  is  forced  to 
resort  to  his  common-law  remedies  for 
redress. 

[a]  Effect  of  indemnity  'bond  after 
judgment  for  claimant  in  proceedings 
tried  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  see 
Storms  V.  Eaton,  5  Neb.  453;  Jones  v. 
Carr  &  Co.,  16  Ohio  St.  4&0;  Ralston 
V.  Oursler,  12  Ohio  St.  105;  Abbey  v. 
Searls,  4  Ohio  St.  598;  Moses  v.  Bra-i 
shears,"  2  Handy  36,  12  Ohio  Dec. 
317. 

20.  "Williamson  v.  "Wylie,  69  Mo. 
App.  368.  Compare,  McGrregor  v.  Hamp- 
ton, 70  Mo.  App.  98,  and  infra,  II,  B, 
6,  d,  (VIII),  (Bj. 

21.  Hand  v.  Hall  Merchandise  Co., 
91  Ga.  130,  16  S.  E.  644. 

[a]  A  bond  cannot  be  given  after 
a  motion  to  dismiss  the  claim  for  want 
of  a  bond  has  been  duly  made.  Hand 
V.  Hall  Merchandise  Co.,  91  6a.  130, 
16  S.  B.  644. 

22.  Ala. — ^Lassiter  v.  State,  106  Ala. 
292,  17  So.  '725;  Catching  v.  Bowden, 
89  Ala.  604,  8  So.  58.  Ark.— Kirby's 
Dig.,  1904,  §3267.  Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906, 
§1626.  Ga.— Code,  1910,  §5158.  Ky. 
Watson  i>.  Gabby,  18  B.  Mon.  658.  Miss, 
Payden  v.  Marshall,  8  Smed.  &  M.  489. 
Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2204  (if  claim- 
ant desires  possession  of  goods);  State 
V.  McBride,  81  Mo.  349;  McGregor  v. 


Hampton,  70  Mo.  App.  98.  Tex. — Car- 
ter V.  Carter,  36  Tex.  693.  Va.— Pields- 
Watkins  Co.  V.  Hensley,  117  Va.  661, 
86  S.  B.  113. 

[a]  A  forthcoming  bond  and  a  dam- 
age bond  must  be  given  where  the 
property  is  given  into  the  custody  of 
the  claimant.  Smith  ■;;.  Hightower,  80 
Ga.  669,  7  S.  E.  165;  Eaiford  v.  Tay- 
lor, 43  Ga.  250. 

[b]  Jurisdictional  PrereQtuisite. — (1) 
The  execution  of  the  bond  in  the  man- 
ner provided  by  the  statute  is  a  juris- 
dictional prerequisite.  Mobile  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Teague,  78  Ala.  147;  McAdams 
V.  Beard,  34  Ala.  478;  Carter  v.  Carter, 
36  Tex.  693;  Zadek  i;.- Dixon  (Tex.),  ,3 
S.  "W.  247.  (2)  And  where  no  bond 
has  been  executed,  the  court  can  de- 
rive no  jurisdiction  from  the  mere  con- 
sent of  the  parties  litigant.  Mobile 
Life  Ins.   Co.  v.  Teague,   78   Ala.   147.  , 

[c]  ,  The  oiHcer  taking  a  forthcom- 
ing bond  has  no  power  to  change  or 
qualify  the  conditions  prescribed  by 
the  statute.  King  v.  Castlen,  91  Ga. 
488,  18  S.  E.  313. 

[d]  For  forms  of  forthcoming  bond, 
see  111.— Eoltz  v.  Stevens,  54  111.  180. 
Ky.— Carroll's  Code,  1906,  p.  653.  Miss. 
Code,  1906,  §5001.  Tex.— Vernon 's 
Sayles'   Civ.    St.,   1914,    §7774. 

23.  Houser  v.  Williams,  84  Ga.  601, 
11  S.  E.  129. 

24.  Moore  «.  Gammel,  13  Tex.  120. 
See  Williamson  v.  Wylie,  69  Mo.  App. 
368. 

25.  Ga.   Code,   1911,  §5164. 

26.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6039.  Ark. 
Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §3267.  Fla.<— Gen. 
St.,  1906,  §1626.  Ky.— Carroll's  Code, 
1906,  §645;  Watson  v.  Gabby,  18  B. 
Mon.   658.     Mass.— Code,    1906,    §4990. 
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state.^'  lu  some  jurisdictions,  if  the  bond  is  a  fortheoming  bond  it  is 
made  payable  to  the  sheriff,^®  while  if  merely  a  bond  to  cover  damages 
it  is  made  payable  to  the  execution  plaintiff.^® 

(3.)  Amount  of.—>('SL.)  In  General. —  The  Statutes  fix  the  amount  of 
the  bond,  the  customary  provision  being  in  double  the  value  of  the 
property  claimed,^"  but  in  no  case  to  be  more  than  double  the  amount 
of  the  writ  levied.^^ 

(b.)  Appraisement  To  Deiermme. —  Where  the  amount  of  the  bonds  is 
based  upon  the  value  of  the  property  claimed,  the  statutes  provide  that 
I  the  property  shall  be  first-  appraised,^^ ,  either  by  the  levying  officer,'' 
or  by  disinterested  persons  selected  by  him.^* 

(4.)  Conditions  of.  —  The  conditions  of  the  bond  vary  with  the  statutes.'^ 
In  those  jurisdictions  where  the  claimant  is  given  the  possession,^" 
the  bond  must  be  conditioned  to  have  the  property  fortheoming  for 
the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  or  claim  of  the  plaintiff,  if  the  issue 
is  determined  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,^'  and  also  for  the  payment  of 
such  costs  and  damages  as  may  be  awarded  against  him.^*    The  bond 


Tex. — Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914, 
§7770. 

[a.]  A  bond  should  not  be  executed 
to  an  assignee  of  the  judgment  cred- 
itor under  a  statute  directing  it  to  be 
made  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution. 
Watson  V.  Gabby,  18  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
658. 

[b]  Where  several  ■writs  have  been 
levieid  upon  the  property,  the  bond  may 
be  made  payable  to  all  the  plaintifEs 
ill  the  several  writs.  Vernon's  Sayles' 
Civ.  St.  (Tex.),  1914,  §7770. 

27.  Mo.  Bev.  St.,  1909,   §2204. 

28.  Houser  v.  Williams,  84  Ga.  601, 
11  S.  E.  129. 

29.  Ga.  Code,  1910,  §5161. 

30.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6039. 
Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §3267.  na. 
Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1626.  Ga.— Code,  1911, 
§5158.  Ky.— Carroll's  Co.de,  1906,  §645. 
Miss. — Code,  1906,  §4990.  Tex. — Ver- 
non's Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §7770. 

31.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6039.  Ga. 
Code,  1911,  §5158.  Miss.— Code,  1906, 
§4990. 

32.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
compare  infra,  II,  B,  7,  d,  (V). 

33.  Ha.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1626.  Ga. 
Code,  1911,  §5158.  Miss.— Code,  1906, 
§4990.  Tex. — Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ. 
St.,  1914,  §7770. 

[a]  Conclusiveness  of  Sheriff's  Ap- 
praisement.— Where  no  issue  has  been 
made  as  to  the  value  of  the  property, 
and  the  claimant  has  not  shown  that 
the  valuation  of  the  property  by  the 
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sheriff  was  incorrect,  it  is  not  error  for 
the  court  to  adopt  the  valuation  of 
the  sheriff,  though  it  would  be  better, 
in  all  cases,  to  require  the  jury  to  find 
the  value  of  the  property,  so  that  the 
court  will  be  able  to  make  such  a  de- 
cree as  will  insure  regularity  in  any 
proceedings  that  may  become  neces- 
sary after  judgment.  Eatoliff  v.  Hicks, 
23  Tex.  173;  Wright  v.  Henderson,  12 
Tex.  43;  York  v.  Le  Gierse  &  Co.,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §1327; 
Aiken  v.  Kennedy,  1  White  &  W.  Civ. 
Cas.  (Tex.),  §1321. 

34.  Carroll's  Code  (Ky.),  1906,  §646. 

35.  See  the  statutes. 

36.  See  infra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (12),  (AJ. 

37.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6039;  Catch- 
ing V.  Bowden,  89  Ala.  604,  8  So.  58. 
Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §3267.  Fla. 
Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1626.  Ga.— Code,  1911, 
§5160;  Reese  v.  Worsham  &  Co.,  110 
Ga.  449,  35  S.  E.  680,  78  Am.  St.  Eep. 
109;  Houser  v.  Williams,  84  Ga.  601, 
11  S.  E.  129.  Miss.— Code,  1906,  §4990. 
Mo. — Sechler  Carriage  Co.  v.  Hymes, 
87  Mo.  App.  193.  Tex. — ^Willis  v. 
Chowning,  90  Tex.  617,  40  S.  W.  395, 
59  Am.  St.  Rep.  842;  Parian  &  Oren- 
dorff  Co.  V.  Coffey,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
218,  61  S.  W.  512. 

38.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6039.  Ha. 
Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1626.  Miss.— Code, 
1906,  §4990.  Mo.— Rev.  St.,  1909, 
§2204.  Tex.— Parlin  &  Orendorff  Co. 
V.  Coffey,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  218,  61  S. 
W.  512. 
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should  contain  a  recital  of  the  appraised  value  of  each  article  of  the 
property  levied  upon.^^ 

(5.)  Oijections  to —  The  plaintifiE  in  execution  may  object  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  bond,*"  but  no  objections  can  be  taken  after  issue  joined.*^ 

(6.)  Amendment  and  Substitution. —  If  a  claim  bond  does  not  conform 
to  the  statute,  it  may  be  amended,*''  or  a  new  and  sufficient  one  may  be 
executed  in  such  time  as  the  court  may  fix,  with  the  same  effect  as  if 
originally  so  executed.*' 

Effect  of  Failure  To  Amend.. —  Failure  to  amend  an  insufficient  bond 
will  effect  a  dismissal  of  the  claim.** 

(7.)  Recovery  Upon.  —  (a.)  Summary  Remedy. —  In  some  jurisdictions  a 
summary  remedy  upon  the  claimant's  bond,  by  ^^aj  of  execution  against 
the  sureties,  is  provided  by  statute.*** 

(b.)  By  Action.  —  aa.  Who  May  Maintain. —  The  person  to  whom  the 
bond  is  made  payable  may  maintain  an  action  upon  a  breach  thereof.*^ 
A  person,  not  a  party  to  the  bond  can  maintain  no  action  for  its 
breach,*^  except  where  the  bond  was  made  to  the  officer  or  the  state 
for  his  benefit.*® 

bb.  Defenses. —  No  defense  can  be  interposed  which  would  inyolve 


39.  Kirby's  Dig.  (Art.),  1904,  §3268; 
CarroU's  Code   (Ky.),  1906,  §646. 

40.  Walker  v.  McDowell,  4  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)  118,  43  Am.  Dee.  476. 

41.  Fulghum  V.  Connor,  99  Ga.  237, 
25  S.  E.  406. 

42.  Lee  v.  Mills,  69  Ga.  740;  Veal 
V.  Perkerson,  47  Ga.  92;' Sweeney  v. 
Jarvis,  6  Tex.  36. 

43.  Carroll's  Code  (Ky.),  1906^  §682; 
Sweeney  v.  Jar-v^is,  6  Tex.  36. 

44.  Lee  «.  Mills,  69  Ga.  740. 

45.  Catching  v.  Bowden,  89  Ala.  604, 
8  So.  58;  Cooper  &  Co.  v.  Davis,  88 
Ala.  569,  7  So.  145;  Moody  v.  B.  Hoe 
&  Co.,  22  Fla.  314. 

[a]  The  claim  bond  must  be  re- 
turned forfeited  (1)  before  execution 
may  issue  against  the  sureties.  Foust 
V.  Greene,  90  Ala.  539,  8  So.  59;  Catch- 
ing V.  Bowden,  89  Ala.  604,  8  So.  58. 
(2)  A  delivery  to  the  sheriff,  to  avoid 
a  forfeiture,  must  be  entire.  A  deliv- 
ery of  less  than  all  is  not  a  perform- 
ance of  the  condition  of  the  bond,  and 
the  sheriff  has  no  discretion  in  the 
matter  but  must  return  the  fact  of  for- 
feiture. Hunter  v.  Leinkauff,  78  Ala. 
546. 

[b]  An  execution  (1)  upon  a  for- 
feited bond  cannot  be  issued  in  favor 
of  only  a  part  of  the  execution  plain- 
tiffs. Moody  V.  Hoe  &  Co.,  22  Fla. 
314.  (2)  It  may  issue  only  against  the 
obligors,  where  the  statute  so  provides. 
Moody  V.  Hoe  &  Co.,  22  Fla.  314. 


As  to  summary  remedies  generally, 
see  the  title  "Summary  Proceedings;" 
for  enforcement  of  forthcoming  bond 
given  by  judgment  debtor,  see  10 
Standard  Proc.  24. 

46.  Heard  v.  Duke,  98  Ga.  134,  26 
S.  E.  485. 

As  to  joinder  of  causes  of  action 
arising  upon  the  breach  of  two  forth- 
coming bonds  given  upon  two  execu- 
tions, see  14  Standard  Peoc.  689,  691, 
note. 

47.  Heard  v.  Duke,  98  Ga.  134,  26 
S.  E.  485. 

[a]  Execution  defendant  has  no 
legal  title  or  equitable  interest  in  the 
enforcement  of  an  action  upon  a  breach 
of  the  bond.  Heard  v.  Duke,  98  Ga. 
134,  26  S.  E.  485. 

48.  See  cases  following,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Parties." 

[a]  Where  the  bond  is  made  pay- 
able to  the  sheriff,  (1)  he  maj',  upon 
a  breach  thereof,  recover  upon  it  for 
the  use  of  the  plaintiffs  in  execution 
(Heard  v.  Duke,  98  Ga.  134,  26  S.  E. 
485),  (2)  or  the  plaintiff  in  execution 
may  bring  suit  in  his  own  name.  Hart 
V.  Thomas  &  Co.,  75  Ga.  529. 

[b]  Where  the  bond  is  made  pay- 
able to  the  state,  any  person  injured 
may,  in  the  name  of  the  state,  sue 
thereon.  Mo.  Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2204; 
State  V.  True,  25  Mo.  App.  451;  Stev- 
ens V.  Springer,  23  Mo.  App.  375. 
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the  very  issup  tried  in  the  claim  case.*'  Nor  can  it  be  contended  that 
the  property  is  a  fixture  and  therefore  part  of  the  realty  and  not  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  court  trying  the  claim  case.^° 

Motion  To  Quash  Bond.  —  The  claimant  cannot,  after  a  judgment  ad- 
verse to  his  claim,  and  a  breach  of  the  condition  of  his  bond,  move 
to  quash  such  bond.^^ 

ee.  Judgment.  —  A  judgment  upon  the  bond  should  ascertain  the 
specific  amount  due  the  execution  plaintiff.^^  It  does  not,  however, 
merge  the  original  judgment,*^  although  in  so  far  as  it  represents  the 
same  indebtedness,  but  one  satisfaction  will  be  allowed.** 

(IX.)  Effect  of  Interposing  Claim.  —  (A.)  Generally. —  In  some  jurisdic- 
tions, the  claimant,  after  having  made  affidavit  and  executed  a  suffi- 
cient bond  is  entitled  to  the  actual  possession  of  the  claimed  property.** 
But  the  sheriff  is  not  thereby  relieved  of  liability  to  the  claimant,*' 


49.  Anderson  v.  Banks,  92  Ga.  121, 
18  S.  E.  364.  See  infra,  Tl,  B,  6,  d, 
(XII),  (C),  (4)  and  (10). 

[a]  The  sureties  on  a  forthcoming 
bond  cannot  assert  that  the  property 
levied  upon  really  belonged  to  their 
principal,  when  he,  or  the  representa- 
tive of  his  estate,  abandoned  the  claim, 
and  thereby  failed  to  establish  his 
right  thereto.  Zurcher  v.  Krohne,  Feiss 
&  Co.,  63  Tex.  118. 

50.  Jones  v.  Bull,  90  Tex.  187,  37 
S.  "W.  1054,  the  principal  and  sureties 
are  estopped  to  deny  that  the  property 
is  personalty,  after  obtaining  posses- 
sion of  it  as  such  by  giving  the  bond. 

51.  Wheeler  v.  "Wooten,  27  Tex.  257. 

52.  Smith  t). .Well's  Admx.,  4  Bush 
(Ky.)   92. 

53.  Lewis  v.  Taylor,  17  Tex.  57. 
See  Seymour  v.  House,  103  Ga.  676,  30 
S.  E.  655. 

[a]  Such  bond  Is  designed  as  a 
cumulative  security  to  the  plaintiff,  for 
the  payment  of  the  debt  claimed  in  the 
execution  with  interest  thereon,  and 
for  the  damages  on  the  failure  to  sus- 
tain the  claim  of  title  to  the  property. 
Lewis  V.  Taylor,  17  Tex.  57. 

54.  Lewis  v.  Taylor,  17  Tex.  57. 

55.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6039;  Catch- 
ing V.  Bowden,  89  Ala.  604,  8  So.  58; 
Munter  v.  Leinkauff,  78  Ala.  546;  Jack- 
son V.  Gewin,  9  Ala.  114;  Rives  &  Owen 
V.  Wilborne,  6  Ala.  45.  Ariz. — ^Lawler 
v.  Bashford-Burmister  Co.,  5  Ariz.  94, 
46  Pae.  72.  Ha. — Gen.  St.,  1906, 
§1626.  Ga.— Code,  1911,  §5162;  Houser 
V.  Williams,  84  Ga.  601,  11  S.  E.  129. 
Miss.— Code,  1906,  §4991;  Sears  v.  Gun- 
ter,  39  Miss.  338.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909, 
§2204;    McGregor  v.  Hampton,  70   Mo. 
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App.  98;  Houx  v.  Shaw,  18  Mo.  App. 
45.  Tex.— Vernons'  Sayles'  Civ.  St., 
1914,  §§7770,  7772. 

[a]  Sheriff  need  not  surrender  pos- 
session of  property  to  claimant,  where 
claim  is  not  made  or  forthcoming  bond 
given  until  the  very  day  of  sale  un- 
der the  levy  of  such  property.  Phil- 
lips V.  State,  15  Ga.  518. 

[b]  Nature  of  Claimant's  Custody. 
The  provision  allowing  the  claimant, 
after  having  complied  with  the  stat- 
ute, to  become  the  bailee  or  custodian 
of  the  property  pending  the  litigation, 
is  highly  conservative,  as  tending  to 
cut  down  the  expenses  of  the  suit.  But 
he  takes  possession  provisionally,  and 
not  as  owner.  The  property  is  in  the 
law's  keeping,  and  he  must  preserve 
it  for  the  law's  final  arbitrament.  Pre- 
servation and  inexpensive  safe  custody 
are  the  limit  of  his  authority  and  duty. 
Munter  v.  Leinkauff,  78  Ala.  546. 

[e]  The  sheriff,  (1)  after  accepting 
a  forthcoming  bond  and  surrendering 
possession  of  the  property,  has  no  right, 
either  upon  his  own  motion  or  upon  the 
plaintiff's  order,  to  again  seize  the 
property  before  the  day  of  sale.  Houser 
V.  Williams,  84  Ga.  601,  11  S.  E.  129. 
(2)  If  he  accepts  the  return  of  the 
property  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  ob- 
ligation, the  expense  of  its  keeping 
from  the  day  of  acceptance  to  the  date 
of  its  sale  falls  upon  him.  Webb  v. 
Eehberg  (Ga.  App.),  90  S.  E.  100. 

56.  Lenoir's  Admr.  v.  Wilson,  36 
Ala.  600.  See  also  supra,  II,  B,  6,  b; 
n,  B,  6,  d,   (III). 

[a]  Interposing  a  claim'  will  not  sus- 
pend the  running  of  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations against  a   claimant's  right  of 
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unless  the  statute  so  provides;''^  and  the  levy  of  the  execution  upon 
the  property  claimed  is  not  discharged  thereby,^^  nor  is  the  lien  cre- 
ated by  the  levy  impaired,^®  and  the  property  may,  after  a  determina- 
tion of  the  claim,  adverse  to  the  claimant,  be  sold  in  satisfaction  of  the 
original  judgment.*"'  But  generally  the  interposition  of  a  claim  in  the 
manner  provided  by  statute  does  suspend  the  right  of  sale  under  the 
writ  pending  the  determination  of  the  claim,^^  though  the  claimant  is 
not  thereby  deprived  of  the  right  to  sell  the  property.**^ 

(B.)   As  Admission.  — The  fact  of  the  making  of  the  levy  is  admit- 
ted by  the  interposition  of  a  claim;**  but  generally  the  legality  of  the 


action.    Baker  v.  Boozer,  58  Ga.  195. 

57.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6049;  Las- 
siter  V.  State,  106  Ala.  292,  17  So.  725. 
Tex.— Vernons'  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914, 
§7794;  Howeth  v.  Mills,  19  Tex.  295; 
Davis  V.  Jones,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  424, 
75  S.  W.  63;  E6se  v.  Eiddle,  3  "Wills. 
Civ.  Cas.   §298. 

58.  Kirby's  Dig.  (Ark.)  1904, 
§3272;  Carroll's  Code  (Ky.)  1906,  §650; 
Southern  Bank  v.  White,  1  Duv.  (Ky.) 
290. 

59.  Ala. — Street  v.  Duncan,  117  Ala. 
571,  23  So.  523;  Branch  Bank  v.  Brough- 
ton,  15  Ala.  127;  Jackson  v.  Gewin,  9 
Ala.  114;  Doremus,  Suydam  &  Co.  v. 
Walker,  8  Ala.  194,  42  Am.  Dee.  634; 
Mills  V.  Williams,  2  Stew.  &  P.  390. 
Ga. — Chesapeake  Guano  Co.  v.  Wilder, 
85  Ga.  550,  11  S.  E.  618.  Ky.— Car- 
roll's  Code,  1906,   §650. 

[a]  The  forfeiture  of  the  forth- 
coming bond  does  not  impair  the  lien 
acquired.  The  Chesapeake  Guano  Co. 
V.  Wilder,  85  Ga.  550,  11  S.  E.  618.    . 

60.  Seymour  v.  House,  103  Ga.  676, 
30  S.  E.  655;  The  Chesapeake  Guano 
Co.  V.  WUder,  85  Ga.  550,  11  S.  E, 
618. 

61.  Ala^ — Street  v.  Duncan,  117  Ala. 
571,  23  So.  523;  Lenoir's  Admr.  v.  Wil- 
son, 36  Ala.  600;  Foster  v.  Smith,  16 
Ala.  192;  Jackson  v.  Gewin,  9  Ala.  114. 
Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1627.  Ga.— Code, 
1911,  §5159.  Ky.— Carroll's  Code,  1906, 
§645;  Vicory  v.  Strausbaugh,  78  Ky. 
425.  Miss.— Code,  1906,  §4991.  Mo. 
Hpux  V.  Shaw,  18  Mo.  App.  45. 

[a]  Where  a  person  (1)  who  has  a 
privilege  or  lien  on  the  property  seized 
interposes  a  claim  [see  supra  II,  B,  6, 
d,  ("V),  (C),  (2)]  the  right  of  sale  is 
not  suspended  as  the  property  is  sold 
subject  to  the  payment  of  the  claim- 
ant's privilege.     Case  v.  Kloppenburg, 


27  La.  Ann.  482;  Hickman  6.  Thomp- 
son, 26  La.  Ann.  260;  Marot  v.  Ferrier, 
18  La.  Ann.  665.  (2)  Injunction  must 
be  obtained  by  the  third  person  to  ar- 
rest the  sale.  Succession  of  Logan,  4 
La.  Ann.  279. 

[b]  Pledged  Property. — Where  the 
property  levied  upon  is  a  pledge  and  is 
claimed  by  the  pledgee,  the  property 
will  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  distributed  among  the  lienholders 
according  to  the  priority  of  their  re- 
spective liens.  People's  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Wheedon,  115  Ga.  782,  42  S.  E.  9L 

[c]  Sale  Under  Another  Execution. 
The  pending  of  a  claim  suit  does  not 
prevent  the  sale  of  the  property  so 
claimed  under  another  fi.  fa.  issued  upon 
a  judgment  of  other  creditors  against 
the  defendant.  Walker  v.  Zorn,  50  Ga. 
370;  Brown  v.  McCrary,  30  Ga.  878. 

62.  Jackson  v.  Gewin,  9  Ala.  114; 
Thomas  &  Co.  v.  Parker,  69  Ga.  283. 

Effect  of  sale  by  claimant  on  claim 
proceedings,  see  infra,  II,  B,  6,  d, 
(XII),    (C),    (3),    (c). 

63.  Ala.— Bradford  &  Sons  v.  Bas- 
sett,  151  Ala.  520,  44  So.  59.  Ga. 
Stinson  v.  Hirsch,  125  Ga.  149,  53  S. 
E.  1011;  Osborne  v.  Eice,  107  Ga.  281, 
33  S.  E.  54;  Cohen  v.  Broughton,  54 
Ga.  296.  Tex. — Latham  v.  Selkirk,  11 
Tex.  314;  Portis  v.  Parker,  8  Tex.  23, 
58  Am.  Dec.  95;  Davis  v.  Jones,  32  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  424,  75  S.  W.  63. 

[a]  Irregularity  of  Levy  Waived. 
As  a  third  party  claim  cannot  properly 
be  filed  until  a  legal  levy  has  been 
made,  a  claimant  by  filing  su^h  claim 
admits  the  seizure  of  the  property  un- 
der the  levy  and  thereby  also  waives 
any  irregularity  or  informality  in  the 
execution  of  the  process,  and  is  estop- 
ped from  questioning  the  '  sufficiency 
of  the  entry  of  levy  made  by  the  ofS- 
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process  under  which  it  is  made  is  not  admitted  thereby, °*  though  it  has 
been  held  to  the  contrary. "^ 

(C.)  On  Right  To  Levy  on  Other  Property. —  The  interposition  of  a 
third  party  claim  does  not  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  levying  on  other 
property  of  the  execution  defendant,  pending  the  proceeding.'"' 

(D.)  .Claimant's  Liability  To  Pay  Execution  Debt.  —  The  claimant 
does  not,  by  interposing  a  claim,  render  himself  liable  to  pay  the  judg- 
ment debt  for  the  collection  of  which  the  writ  was  issued.^'' 

(X.)  Withdrawal  or  Discontm'uance  of.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  Statu  tes 
soinetimes  provide  that  the  'claimant  may  withdraw  or  discontinue  his 
claim,"*  but  that  he  may  not  do  so  beyond  a  limited  number  of  times 


cer.  Stinson  v.  Hirsch,  125  Ga.  149, 
53  S.  E.  1011;  Davis  v.  Jonea,  .S2  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  424,  75  S.  "W.  63. 

64.  Bradford  &  Sons  v.  Bassett,  151 
Ala.  520,  44  So.  59  (if  void  on  its  face) ; 
Stinson  v.  Hirseh,  125  6a.  149,  53  S. 
E.  1011;  Osborne  v.  Rice,  107  6a.  281, 
33  S.  E.  54;  Hudspeth  v.  Scarborough, 
69   6a,    777. 

[a]  Where  the  levy  does  not  de- 
scribe the  property  (1)  levied  upon  and 
noes  not  state  to  which  of  several  de- 
fendants it  belongs,  the  claimant  is 
not  estopped  by  the  interposition  of  his 
affidavit  and  claim  from  excepting  to 
the  levy  on  that  ground.  Hudspeth  v. 
Scarborough,  69  6a.  777.  (2)  Compare 
Drawdy  v.  Littlefield,  75  6a.  215, 
wherein  it  was  said,  "Though  the  levy 
itself  does  not  sky  that  it  is  made  on 
property  as  property  of  T.  P.  L.,  the 
claimant  so  recognized  it  in  her  affi- 
davit of  claim,  and  this  solemn  ad- 
mission in  judicio,  under  oath,  too,  es- 
tops her  from  denying  that  it  was  lev- 
ied on  as  his  property." 

As  to  scope  of  inquiry  into  irregular- 
ity and  invalidity  of  writ  or  judgment, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (XII),  (C),  (4), 
(b). 

65.  Merricks  v.  Davis,  65  HI.  319. 
[a]     "The   claimant,  by  his   act   of 

giving  motioe  to  try  the  right  of  prop- 
erty, admits  the  validity  of  the  exe- 
cution" (Thompson  v.  Wilhite,  81  III. 
356;  Harrison  v.  Singleton,  3  HI.  21), 
and  the  regularity  and  existence  of  the 
proceedings  against  the  defendant.  Dex- 
ter V.  Parkins,  22  HI.  143;  Ledford  v. 
Weber,   7  111.  App.  87. 

66.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6048;  Dore- 
mus,  Suydam  &  Co.  v.  Walker,  8  Ala. 
194,  42  Am.  Dec.  634.  Ark. — Kirby's 
Dig.,  1904,  §3272.  Fla.— 6en.  St.,.  1906, 
§1627,  where  plaintiff  dismisses  first 
levy.    Ga. — Wyatt  v.  Chapman,  66  Ga, 
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727;  Lynch  v.  Pressley,  8  Ga.  327.  Ky. 
Carroll's  Code,  1906,  §650;  Southern 
Bank  v.  White,  1  Duv.  290.  Miss. 
Code,  1906,  §4991  (plaintiflf  may  dis- 
miss the  levy,  and  have  execution  as  if 
it  were  nevei'  made) ;  Walker  v.  Mo 
Dowel],  4  Smed.  &  M.  118,  43  Am.  Dec 
476.  And  see  Davis  v.  Netterville,  68 
Miss.  429,  10  So.  32,  wherein  it  is  stated 
that  a  subsequent  levy  will  not  oper- 
ate as  an  abandonment  of  the  original 
levy.  Tex. — ^Vernons'  Sayles'  Civ.  St., 
1914,  §7795;  Garrity  v.  Thompson,  67 
Tex.  1,  2  S.  W.  750. 

[a]  There  is  no  necessity  for  order 
of  court  permitting  the  withdrawal  of 
a  fi.  fa.  where  the  claim  papers  have 
rot  been  returned  to  the  court  having 
jurisdiction.  Wyatt  v.  Chapman,  60 
Ga.   727. 

67.  Wall  V.  Harvey,  107  Ga.  404,  33 
S.  B.  421;  Southern  Mining  Co.  v. 
Brown,  107  Ga.  264,  33  S.  E.  73;  Bryan 
v:  Simpson,  92  Ga.  307,  18  S.  E.  547; 
Timmons  v.  Mathis,  9  Ga.  App.  713,  72 
S.   E.  279. 

68.  Adams  '  v.  Carnes,  111  Ga.  505, 
36  S.  E.  597;  National  Exchange  Bank 
V.  Walker,  80  Ga.  281,  4  S.  B.  763; 
Hart  V.  Thomas  &  Co.,  61  Ga.  470; 
Ruker  v.  Womack,  55  Ga.  399;  Hodges 
V.  Holiday,  29  Ga.  696;  Lynch  v.  Bond, 
19  Ga.  314;  American  Inv.  Co.  v.  Cable 
Co.,  4  Ga.  App.  106,  60  S.  E.  1037. 

[a]  Where  claimant  has  stipulated 
not  to  withdraw  his  claim,  the  court 
may  deny  a  subsequent  motion  made 
bj'  the  claimant  to  dismiss  the  claim, 
there  being  no  mode  of  dismissing  a 
claim  at  the  claimant's  instance  other- 
wise than  by  withdrawing  it.  Royce 
V.  Small,  94  Ga.  677,  20  S.  E.  12. 

fb]  Plaintiff  cannot  secure  a  dis- 
missal against  the  will  of  the  claimant 
where  he  has  himself  previously  pre- 
vented a  withdrawal  by  the  claimant 
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without  tlie  consent  of  the  execution  plaintiff."'  The  right  to  volun- 
tarily withdraw  the  claim  must  be  exercised  within  a  reasonable  time/" 
And  a  claimant  who  has  gained  possession  of  the  property  claimed 
cannot  voluntarily  withdraw  his  claim  without  first  restoring  the  prop- 
erty to  the  sheriff.''^ 

(B.)  Effect  of. —  While  the  withdrawal  or  discontinuance  of  the 
claim  terminates  the  claimsuit/^  it  does  not,  under  some  statutes,  pro- 
hibit the  execution  plaintiff  from  having  a  case  made  up  and  submit- 
ted to  the  jury,  charging  that  the  claim  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of 
delay  ;^°  nor  does  the  withdrawal  prohibit  the  claimant,  if  he  retains 
the  title,  from  claiming  again.'* 


by  refusing  to  consent  thereto.  Bethune 
v.  Barker,  14  Ga.  694. 

69.  Thomas  &  Co.  v.  Paiiker,  69  Ga. 
283;  Brady  v.  Brady,  68  Ga.  831;  Hart 
i:  Thomas  &  Co.,  61  Ga.  470;  Euker  v. 
Womaek,  55  Ga.  399';  Lynch  v.  Bond, 
19  Ga.  314;  American  Inv.  Co.  v.,  Gable 
Co.,  4  Ga.  App.  106,  60  S.  E.  1037.  See 
Mercer  n.  Baldwin,  85  Ga.  651,  11  S.  E. 
846. 

[a]^  A  dismissal  on  motion  of  the 
execution  plaintiff  when  the  claimant 
'fails  to  appear  operates  merely  as  a 
consent  to  a  dismissal  by  the  claimant 
and  does  not  estop  the  latter  from  mak- 
ing another  claim.  American  Inv.  Co. 
V.  Cable  Co.,  4  Ga.  App.  106,  60  S.  E. 
1037. 

70.  See  cases  following. 

[a]  After  the  jury  has  left  the  box 
to  make  up  its  verdict,  it  is  too  late. 
Houser  v.  Brown,  60  Ga.  366;  Mize  v. 
Ells,  22  Ga.  565. 

[b]  Too  Late  After  Judgment  or 
Verdict  Against  Claimant. — Adams  v. 
Games,  111  Ga.  505,  36  8.  E.  597;  Hiley 
V.  Bridges,  60  Ga.  375;  Eenneker  & 
Glover  v.  McMichael,  33  Ga.  94;  Mize 
V.  Ells,  22  Ga.  565;  Bethune  v.  Barker, 
14  Ga.  694;  Attaway  v.  Dyer,  8  Ga. 
184. 

[c]  After  an  appeal  taken  from  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  execution 
plaintiff,  claimant  cannot  dismiss  his 
claim  without  the  consent  of  the  plain- 
tiff. Bethune  v.  Barker,  14  Ga.  694; 
Attaway  v.  Dyer,  8  Ga.  184. 

71.  Mosely  v.  Gainer,  10  Tex.  578. 

72.  Bay  v.  Atlanta  Trust  &  Bank. 
Co.,  Ill  Ga.  853,  36  S.  E.  769;  Mal- 
passf.  Georgia  Loan  &  Tr.  Co.,  108  Ga. 
303,  33  S.  E.  967;  Anderson  v.  Banks, 
92  Ga.  121,  18  S.  E.  364;  Euker  v.  Wo- 
maek, 55  Ga.  399;  McEea  v.  Nolan,  33 
Ga.  205;  Brown  v.  Burrus,  8  Mo.  26. 

[a]    No  appeal  can  be  taken  upon 


any  decision  of  the  court  made  prior 
to  a  voluntary  withdrawal  of  the  claim. 
McEea  v.  Nolan,  33  Ga.  205. 

73.  Shelnutt  v.  Whitesburg  Bank- 
ing Co.,  141  Ga.  678,  81  S.  E.  1106; 
Eay  V.  Atlanta  Trust  &  B.  Co.,  Ill  Ga. 
853,  36  S.  E,  769;  Mercer  v.  Baldwin, 
85  Ga.  651,  11  S.  E.  846;  National  Ex- 
change Bank  v.  Walker,  80  Ga.  281,  4 
S.  E.  763;  Brady  v.  Brady,  68  Ga.  831; 
Houser,?!.  Brown,  60  Ga.  366;  Whitaker 
V.  David,  49  Ga.  559. 

[b,]  The  case  (1)  for  damages  for 
delay  is  separate  and  distinct  from  the 
claim  suit.  Eay  v.  Atlanta  Trust  &  B. 
Co.,  Ill  Ga.  853,  36  S.  E.  769.  (2) 
Matters,  which  would  have  supported 
the  claimant's  title  in  the  claim  case 
cannot  be  set  up  as  a  defense.  Eay  v. 
Atlanta  Trust  &  B.  Co.,  Ill  Ga.  853, 
36  S.  E.  769.  (3)  Nor  may  the  claim- 
ant, on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  of  the 
issue  asking  damages  for  delay  make 
any  objections  to  rulings  made  in,  the 
trial  of  the  claim  case  before  his  with- 
drawal of  the  claim.  Eay  v.  Atlanta 
Trust  &  B.  Co.,  Ill  Ga.  853,  36  S.  E. 
769. 

74.  Euker  *.  Womaek,  55  6a.  399; 
American  Inv.  Co.  v.  Cable  Co.,  4  Ga. 
App.  106,  60  S.  E.  1037. 

[a]  Withdrawing  a  claim  to  prop- 
erty levied  on,  and  permitting  the  sale 
to  take  place  under  the  process  by 
which  the  property  was  seized,  does  not 
estop  the  claimant  from  afterwards  as- 
serting his  right  to  seize  the  property 
under  an  execution  superior  to  the  pro- 
cess under  which  the  property  was  sold. 
Denton  Bros.  v.  Hanhah,  12  Ga.  App. 
494,  77,  S.  B.  672. 

For  necessity  of  giving  new  bond 
where  claim  renewed  after  a  with- 
drawal, see  infra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (VIII), 
(B),  (1). 
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(XI.)  Consolidation  of  Claims.  —  One  claim  cannot  be  interposed  to  the 
levy  of  several  executions  upon  the  same  property  in  favor  of  different 
plaintiffs  against  the  same  defendant/'  the  remedy  of  the  claimant  in 
Bucli  ease,  if  he  wishes  to  consolidate  the  cases  into  one,  is  to  go  into 
equity  and  ask  that  the  claim  eases  be  consolidated  to  avoid  a  multi- 
plicity, of  suits.'° 

(XII.)  Hearing  and  Determination  of  Claim.  —  (A.)  By  What  Cotjet. 
The  statutes  designate  the  court  which  has  jurisdiction  to  try  the  title 
of  property  levied  upon  and  claimed  by  a  third  person.''^  Generally 
it  is  the  court  from  which  the  writ  issued,''  the  writ,  affidavit  and 
bond  being  returned  by  the  levying  officer  to  such  court  at  the  next 
term.'^ 

Court  of  County  of  Levy.  —  Some  statutes  provide  that  the  court  of 
the  county  in  which  the  levy  is  made  has  jurisdiction;*"  at  least  where 


75.  Ha.— Moody  v.  E.  Hoe  &  Co.,  22 
Ela.  309.  Ga.— Miller  &  Co.  v.  Mattox, 
118  Ga.  269,  45  S.  E.  237.  IMlss.— Mc- 
Anulty  V.  Bingaman,  6  How.  382. 

76.  Miller  &  Co.  v.  Mattox,  118  Ga. 
269,  45  S.  E.  237;  Smith  v.  Dobbins,  87 
Ga.  303,  IS  S.  E.  496.  Compare  Clegg 
V.  Varnell,  18  Tex.  294,  (1)  wherein  the 
claimant  was  allowed  to  enjoin  in  one 
suit  all  executions  issued  upon  judg- 
ments in  favor  of  different  plaintiffs 
and  levied  upon  the  property  claimed, 
and  have  the  right  of  property  deter- 
mined. (2)  But  see  Green  v.  Banks, 
24  Tex.  508,  wherein  the  court  refused 
to  sanction  the  right  of  the  claimant 
to  consolidate  in  one  proceeding  and 
trial  the  causes  of  different  plaintiffs 
in  execution,  whose  executions  hap- 
pened to  be  levied  on  the  same  prop- 
erty, upon  the  ground  that  the  court 
would  have  no  power  to  render  a  joint 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  different  exe- 
cution plaintiffs  as  one  of  them  has 
no  interest  in  the  debt  or  damages  of 
any  of  the  others. 

77.  See   generally  the   statutes. 

78.  Ala. — McAdams  v.  Beard,  34 
Ala.  478;  Doremus,  Suydam  &  Co.  v. 
Walker,  8  Ala.  194,  42  Am.  Dee.  634. 
Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §3269.  Fla. 
Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1627.  Ga.— Code  1910, 
§5167  (if  property  levied  on  is  per- 
sonal property);  Brannan  «.  Cheek,  103 
Ga.  353,  29  S.  E.  937;  Eidling  v.  Stew- 
srt,  77  Ga.  539,  541;  Akin  v.  Peck,  64 
Ga.  643;  Cox  v.  Cox,  48  Ga.  619.  La. 
Brown  v.  Washington,  51  La.  Ann.  483, 
24  So.  976;  Staples  v.  Bouligny,  10  Bob. 
424.  Miss. — Clark  v.  Clinton,  61  Miss. 
337.  Mo. — McGregor  v.  Hampton,  70 
Mo.  App.  98. 
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[a]  Where  the  claimant  is  pre- 
vented by  the  amount  of  his  claim  from 
going  into  the  court  from  which  the 
execution  issued,  he  can  compel  the 
execution  plaintiff  to  come  into  the 
court  having  jurisdiction.  Brown  v, 
Washington,  51  La.  Ann.  483,  24  So. 
976. 

79.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6040.  Ark, 
Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §3269.  Fla.— Gen. 
St.,  1906,  §1627.  Ga.— Code,  1910, 
§5167;  Brannon  v.  Barnes,  111  Ga.  850, 
36  S.  E.  689. 

[a]  Subsequent  Term. — The  court 
has  no  jurisdiction  of  a  trial  of  right 
of  property  until  a  term  subsequent  to 
that  in  which  the  affidavit  and  bond 
was  filed  with  the  sheriff.  Johnson  v, 
Johnson,  108  Ala.  124,  19  So.  306. 

[b]  Where  the  sheriff  fails  to  re- 
turn the  claim  papers  to  the  proper 
court,  the  remedy  of  either  party  is 
to  move  a  rule  against  him  and  compel 
a  proper  return  of  the  claim.  Brannan 
V.  Cheek,  103  Ga.  353,  29  S.  E.  937; 
Cottle  V.  Dodson,  25  Ga.  633. 

80.  Carroll's  Code  (Ky.)  1906, 
§648;  Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.  (Tex.) 
1914,  §7776  (which  court  of  such  coun 
ty  has  jurisdiction  is  determined  by 
the  value  of  the  property  claimed) ; 
Cullers  V.  Gray  (Tex.),  57  S.  W.  305; 
Carney  v.  Marsalis,  77  Tex.  62,  13  S. 
W.  636;  Zurcher  v.  Krohne,  Feiss  &  Co., 
63  Tex.  118  (justice's  court  where 
value  below  $200);  Erwiu  v.  Blanks, 
60  Tex.  583  (district  court  where  value 
S500  or  over);  Chrisman  v.  Graham,  51 
Tex.  454,  (county  court  where  value 
exceeds  $200  and  not  exceeding  $500); 
Chrisman  v.  Grayham,  49  Tex.  491. 

[a]    Even  Tbough  Execution  1>I^^ 
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real  property  is  levied  upon,*^  all  the  claim  papers  being  returned  to 
such  court.*^ 

Justice  of  Peace.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  the  trial  of  the  right  of  prop- 
erty levied  upon  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  execution  issued  from  a  court 
of  record,  is  had  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  and  a  jury.*^ 

Criminal  Court.  —  A  proceeding  to  try  the  right  of  property  between 
an  execution  plaintiff  and  a  claimant,  being  essentially  a  civil  suit,^* 
cannot  be  tried  by  a  court  which  has  jurisdiction  of  criminal  cases  ex- 
clusively.^^ 

(B.)  MAKmG  AND  JoiNDEE  OP  IssuE.sfr —  The  making  and  joinder  of  is- 
sues is  a  matter  governed  entirely  by  the  statutes*^  which  sometimes 
provide  that  the  court  shall  direct  the  issues  to  be  made  up.**  Some- 
times the  only  pleading  necessary  on  the  part  of  the  claimant  is  his 
claim  or  affidavit.*^    In  some  jurisdictions  no  formal  pleadings  need 


tiff    Resides    Elsewhere.  —  Coleman    v. 
Brown,  16  La.  Ann.  110. 

[b]  Venue  Changed. — ^If  the  claim- 
ant is  not  a  resident  of  the  county  in 
which  the  execution  is  issued,  and  the 
Ijroperty  is  levied  on  in  the  county 
of  his  residence,  the  venue  for  the 
trial  of  the  issue  may  be  changed,  on 
his  application,  to  the  circuit  court  of 
the  county  of  his  residence.  Such 
change  of  venue  is  a  matter  of  right. 
Croom  V.  Williams,  110  Miss.  605,  70 
So.  704. 

81.  Thomason  v.  Thompson,  129  Ga, 
440,  59  S.  E.  236,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
536;  Cox  i;.  Cox,  48  Ga.  619. 

[a]  Equitable  Jurisdiction. —  (1) 
Such  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  hear 
the  equitable  petition  of  the  execution 
defendant  who  seeks  relief  against  the 
claimant,  where  the  residence  of  such 
claimant  is  in  another  county,  under 
a  statute  providing  that  petitions  for 
equitable  relief  shall  be  filed  in  the 
county  of  the  residence  of  the  person 
against  whom  relief  is  prayed.  Keith 
V.  Hughey,  138  Ga.  769,  76  S.  E.  91. 
(2)  But  the  court  has  jurisdiction  to 
hear  the  equitable  petition  of  the  exe- 
cution plaintiff,  without  regard  to  the 
residence  of  the  claimant,  where  the 
relief  sought  is  germane  to  and  in- 
volved in  the  claim  action,  for  the 
claimant  by  voluntarily  interposing  a 
claim,  waives  jurisdiction  as  between 
the  parties.  Thomason  v.  Thompson, 
129  Ga.  440,  59  S.  E.  236,  26  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  536;  Dawson  v.  Equitable 
Mortg.  Co.,  109  Ga.  389,  34  S.  E.  668. 

[b]  Where  both  real  and  personal 
property  are  levied   on  and   a   claim 


made  for  both  in  the  county  of  the 
levy,  the  court  should  dismiss  the  claim 
as  to  personalty,  having  no  jurisdic- 
tion over  it.  Brannan  v.  Cheek,  103  Ga. 
353,  29  S.  E.  937;  Cox  v.  Cox,  48  Ga. 
619. 

82.  Cfa.  Code,  1911,  §5167;  Carroll's 
Code  (Ky.)  1906,  §647. 

83.  Kan. — Sponenbarger  ■».  Lemert, 
23  Kan.  55.  Neb.— Rev.  St.,  1913, 
§8062.  Ohio. — Page  &  Adams  Gen. 
Code,  §11741;  Jones  v.  Carr  &  Co.,  16 
Ohio  St.  420;  Patty  v.  Mansfield,  8 
Ohio  369.  Wyo.— Comp.  St.,  1910, 
§4766. 

84.  See  supra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (II). 

85.  Lassiter  i).  State,  106  Ala.  292, 
17  So.  725. 

86.  As  to  the  scope  of  the  iuctniiy 
at  the  trial,  see  infra  II,  B,  6,  d, 
(XII),  (C),  (4). 

87.  See  the  statues. 

88.  Ariz. — Lawler  v.  Bashford-Bur- 
mister  Co.,  5  Ariz.  94,  46  Pac.  72.  Ky. 
Borches  v.  Bellis,  110  Ky.  620,  62  S. 
W.  486;  Harbor  v.  Harris'  Admr.,  8  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  965;  Combs  v.  Wallace,  3  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  384.  Tex. — Scarbrough  v.  Al- 
corn, 74  Tex.  358,  12  S.  W.  72;  Linn  v. 
Wright,  18  Tex.  317,  70  Am.  Dec.  282; 
Wright  V.   Henderson,  10   Tex.  204. 

[a]  It  will  be  assumed  on  appeal 
that  the  trial  court  prescribed  the 
proper  issues.  Harbor  v.  Harris'  Admr., 
8  Ky.  L.  Rep.  965. 

89.  Ga.' — Hadden  i;.  Lamed,  87  Ga. 
634,  13  8.  E.  806.  Mo.— State  v.  Mc- 
Bride,  81  Mo.  349.  Wash.— Sayward 
V.  Nunan,  6  Wash.  87,  32  Pac.  1022; 
Chapin  v.  Bokee,  4  Wash.  1,  29  Pac. 
936. 
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be  made,®"  unless  one  of  the  parties  insists  that  the  issue  be  miade  up  in 
writJng.^^  In  other  states,  however,  formal  pleadings  are  reonired 
consisting  of  either  statements  by  the  execution  plaintiff  and  the  claim- 
ant,'^ or  of  an  answer  or  demurrer  by  the  excution  plaintiff  to  the 


Compare  Lawler  v.  Bashford-Burmia- 
ter  Co.,  5  Ariz.  94,  46  Pao.  72. 

[a]  A  complaint  filed  1)7  the  claim- 
ant is  properly  stricken  from  the  files 
■where  the  case  is  tried  upon  the  al- 
legations of  the  claim  aflSdavit.  Say- 
ward  V.  Nunan,  6  Wash.  87,  32  Pae, 
1022. 

[b]  Under  an  affidavit  alleging  own- 
ership and  Tight  to  immediate  posses- 
sion in  claimant,  the  claimant  is  en- 
titled to  prove  that  he  was  in  pos- 
session of  the^property  and  was  hold- 
ing it  as  security  for  an  indebtedness 
due  him  from  the  execution  defendant, 
and  ia  not  confined  to  proof  of  abso- 
lute ownership.  First  Nat.  Bank  of 
Seattle  v.  Hagan,  16  Wash.  45,  47  Pac. 
223. 

As  to  the  form  and  sufficiency  of  the 
affidavit  or  claim,  see  supra,  II,  B,  6, 
d,   (A^l). 

90.  Ala. — Millitello  v.  Roden  Groe. 
Co.,  190  Ala.  675,  67  So.  420;  Lehman, 
Durr  &  Co.  v.  Warren,  53  Ala.  535.  Fla. 
Moody  V.  E.  Hoe  &  Co.,  22  Fla.  309; 
Price  V.  Sanchez,  8  Fla.  136.  111. 
Kurd's  Eev.  St.,  1916,  eh.  140a,  §7; 
Smeeth-Harwood  Co.  v.  Hutchison,  175 
111.  App.  602.  Ky. — Watson  v.  Gabby, 
18  B.  Mon.  658;  Martin's  Admr.  v.  Don- 
aldson, 5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  253;  Howard  v. 
Onan,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  445.  Wash. — Say- 
ward  V.  Nunan,  6  Wash.  87,  32  Pae. 
1022;  Chapin  v.  Bokee,  4  Wash.  1,  29 
Pac.  936. 

fa]  Discretionary  With  Court. 
Whether  the  pleadings  shall  be  in  writ- 
ing or  not  is  a  question  addressed  to 
the  discretion  of  the  court  in  a  motion 
for  judgment  on  the  bond.  Borches  v. 
Bellia,  110  Ky.  620,  62  S.  W.  486; 
Couchmau's  Admr.  v.  Maupin,  78  Ky. 
33;  Sargent  v.  Farrar's  Assignee,  2  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  212. 

[b]  When  No  Necessity  for  Special- 
ly Pleading  Estoppel. — In  Wright  v. 
McCord,  113  Ga.  881,  39  S.  E.  .510, 
thp  court  said:  "It  is  in  cases  where 
for  some  equitable  cause  a  verdict  is 
to  be  molded  in  a  claim  case  that  there 
must  be  pleadings  sufficient  to  indicate 
llie  elinracter  of  the  finding  sought,  and 
su]>pnrtcd,  perhaps,  by  a  proper  prayer. 
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But  where  the  naked  question  is 
whether  the  land  levied  on  is  subject 
to  the  legal  process  which  has  seized 
it,  and  this  issue  is  raised  upon  an 
ordinary  claim  proceeding,  we  know  of 
no  reason  why  there  should  be  separ- 
ate pleadings  alleging  that  the  land  is 
subject  because  the  claimant  is  estop- 
ped from  asserting  his  title."  See  also 
Millitello  V.  Eoden  Groc.  Co.,  190  Ala. 
675,  67  So.  420.  Compare  Scarbrough 
V.  Alcorn,  74  Tex.  358,  12  S.  W.  72. 

91.  Windham  v.  Clarke,  16  Ala.  659; 
Dent  V.  Smith,  15  Ala.  286. 

fa]  The  fact  that  the  issue  was  not 
made  up  in  vrriting  canijot  be  assigned 
for  error  when  no  objection  was  made 
in  the  lower  court.  Windham  v.  Clarke, 
16  Ala.  659;  Dent  v.  Smith,  15  Ala. 
286;  Phillips  v.  Cooper,  50  Miss.  722. 

[b]  Presumption  of  Issue. — ^A  re- 
cital in  the  record  that  the  jury  came 
and  were  empanelled  to  try  the  issue 
joined  is  sufficient  to  raise  the  pre- 
sumption that  the  formal  issue  in  the 
trial  of  the  right  of  property  was 
joined.  Gray  v.  Eaiborn,  53  Ala.  40; 
Phillips  V.  Cooper,  50  Miss.  722. ' 

92.  See  Lawler  v.  Bashford-Burmis- 
ter  Co.,  5  Ariz.  94,  46  Pae.  72;  Scar- 
brough V.  Alcorn,  74  Tex.  358,  12  S.  W. 
72;  State  v.  Bender,  68  Tex.  676,  5  S. 
W.  674. 

[a]  The  claimant's  affidavit  alone 
(1)  ia  not  sufficient  to  make  up  the  is- 
sue. Searbrotigh  v.  Alcorn,  74  Tex. 
358,  12  S.  W.  72.  (2)  Such  aflidavit  is 
not  to  be  considered  as  a  pleading,  and 
the  source  or  character  of  title  set  up 
therein  is  not  binding  upon  the  affiant 
or  claimant,  but  the  claim  to  the  prop- 
erty must  be  tried  upon  the  pleadings 
tendering  issues.  Hargadine-McKit- 
triok  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  416,  37  S.  W.  622. 
(3)  But  where  the  court  and  the  parties, 
treat  the  claimant 's  affidavit  as  a  state- 
ment of  his  defense  it  is  sufficient  to 
prevent  a  default  until  an  order  to  pro- 
vent  some  other  issue  and  a  failure  to 
comply  therewith.  Lawler  v.  Bashford- 
Burmister  Co.,  5  Ariz.  94,  46  Pac.  72. 

[bl     Estoppel      Specially      Pleaded. 
Under  such  a  statute,  where  the  claim- 
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claim  affidavit,'^  to  which  answer  the  claimant  may  reply^*  or  demur.^^ 
"Where  formal  pleadingjs  are  made,  they  are  generally  governed  by  the 
rules  applicable  to  other  pleadings.^^ 

Counterclaim.  —  The  execution  plaintiff  cannot,  in  a  trial  of  the  is- 
sue of  title,  interpose  a  counterclaim.^^ 

Equitable  Petition.  —  The  statute  sometimes  permits  the  filing  by  either 
the  plaintiff  or  the  claimant  of  an  equitable  petition  by  way  of  amend- 
ment, alleging  facts  showing  any  equitable  matter  germane  to  the  is- 
sue."*   • 

Effect  of  Failure  To  Tender  Issue. —  A  failure  to  tender  issue  within  a 
specified  time  may  be  made  ground  for  dismissal,"*  or  it  may  release 


ant  relies  upon  a  claim  of  ownership  by 
virtue  of  an  estoppel  he  has  not  com 
plied  with  the  requirement  of  the  stat- 
ute that  he  state  the  nature  of  his 
claim  unless  he  sets  up  the  estoppel 
and  the  facts  constituting  it.  Scar- 
brough  V.  Alcorui  74  Tex.  358,  12  S.  W. 
72.  Cornyare  Wright  v.  MfeCord,  113 
Ga.  881,  39  S.  E.  510. 

93.  State  v.  McBride,  81  Mo.  349; 
McGregor  v.  Hampton,  70  Mo.  App.  98; 
Martin  v.  I'ox,  40  Mo.  App.  664;  Stev- 
ens V.  Springer,  23  Mo.  App.  375. 

[a]  Claim  as  Petition. — The  claim 
takes  the  place  and  serves  the  purpose 
of  a  petition.  State  v.  McBride,  81 
Mo.  349;  McGregor  v.  Hampton,  70 
Mo.  App.  98;  Stevens  v.  Springer,  23 
Mo.  App.  375. 

[b]  Failure  to  demur  or  answer 
within  time  allowed  will  effect  a  re- 
lease    of     the    property    levied    upon. 

/  Williamson   v.   Bank   of   Curryville,    69 
Mo.  App.  368. 

94.  Martin  v.  Fox,  40  Mo.  App.  664. 

95.  See  Albert  v.  Freas,  103  Md. 
383,  64  Atl.  282. 

96.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Pleas. — To  a  claim  of  owner- 
ship of  property  seized  under  execu- 
tion issued  against  a  third  party,  the 
plaintiff  in  the  execution  filed  a  plea 
upon  equitable  grounds  setting  forth 
certain  facts  which  it  was  alleged  oper- 
ated as  an  equitable  estoppel  to  the 
claimant  to  assert  a  claim  to  the  prop- 
erty. Held,  that  a  demurrer  to  this 
plea  was  properly  sustained  since  this 
defense  could  have  been  offered  in  evi- 
dence under  the  pleas  at  law.  Albert 
V.  Freas,  103  Md.  383,  64  Atl.  282. 

97.  Myers  v.  Landrum,  4  Wash.  762, 
31  Pac.  33. 

98.  Austin  v.  Southern  Home,  B.  & 
L  Assn.,  122  6a.  439,  50  S.  E.  382; 
Ford  V.  HoUoway,  112  Ga.  851,  38  S. 

10 


E.  373;  Dawson  v.  Equitable  Mortgage 
Co.,  109  Ga.  389,  393,  34  S.  E.  668, 
Southern  Mining  Co.  v.  Brown,  107  Ga. 
264,  33  S.  E.  73;  Roberts  v.  Roberts, 
101  Ga.  765,  29  S.  E.  271;  Cabot  v. 
Armstrong,  100  Ga.  438,  28  S.  E.  123; 
Blandford  &  Thornton  v.  McGehee,  67 
Ga.  84;  Zimmerman  v.  Tucker,  64  Ga. 
432. 

fa]  Petition  Cannot  Enlarge  Issue, 
(1)  Blanford  v.  McGehee,  67  Ga.  84; 
Cox  V.  Cox,  48  Ga.  619.  (2)  A  plaintiff 
"who  seeks  in  a  claim  case  to  subject 
certain  property  to  a  judgment  which 
he  holds  against  one  individually,  can- 
not, when  it  is  shown  that  the  individ- 
ual has  no  title  to  the  property  which 
he  seeks  to  subject,  set  up,  by  way  of 
amendment  to  the  issue  thus  raised,  an 
equity  to  have  such  land  subjected  to 
the  payment  of  a  part  of  the  debt  rep- 
resented by  the  judgment  as  the  prop- 
erty of  a  testator  whose  representative 
is  not  bound  m  his  representative  char- 
acter by  such  judgment. ' '  Hardman  v. 
Cooper,  107  Ga.  251,  33  S.  E.  73. 

[b]  Petition  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
on  the  property  claimed,  is  not  allow- 
able, since  the  mortgage  could  be  fore- 
closed after  the  sale  on  execution  with 
equal  effect.  Cabot  v.  Armstrong,  100 
Ga.  438,  28  S.  E.  123. 

99.  Ga.  Code,  1910,  §6273;  McCall  v. 
Lewis,  129  Ga.  613,  59  S.  E.  302;  Hop- 
per V.  Wilson,  128  Ga.  776,  58  S.  E. 
359;  Sirmans  v.  Bush,  61  Ga.  136. 

fa]  Issue  Tendered  Before  Call. 
Where  plaintiff  tendered  issue  before 
the  case  was 'tailed  by  writing  on  the 
claimant's  afiidavit  that  he  traversed 
and  denied  the  truth  of  such  afiidavit, 
the  levy  should  not  be  dismissed  for  a 
failure  to  tender  an  issie  after  the  an- 
nouncement of  ready.  Sirmans  v. 
Bush,  61  Ga.  136. 

[b]    Plaintiff  has  the  option  of  pro- 
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the  property  from  the  execution  and  discharge  the  claimant's  bond.^ 
Some  statutes  provide  that  if  the  claimant  fails  to  join  issue  when  tend- 
ered, the  court,  at  the  instance  of  the  execution  plaintiff,  will  order 
a  writ  of  inquiry  as  to  the  value  of  the  property  and  to  determine 
whether  or  not  the  claim  was  made  for  the  purposes  of  delay.^ 

(C.)  The  Teial. —  (1.)  In  General.^  — Proceedings  to  determine  third 
party  claims  are  governed  in  general  by  rules  applicable  to  trials  gen- 
erally.* The  trial  of  the  right  of  property  is  sometimes  heard  upon  a 
motion  either  for  a  judgment  upon  the  bond,^  or  to  discharge  the  bond 
and  release  the  levy*  upon  notice  to  the  adverse  party/ 

(2.)  By  Judge  or  Jwry. —  Under  some  statutes  the  issues  in  an  action 
to  try  the  right  to  property  should  be  determined  by  a  jury,^  in  which 
case  the  claimant  cannot  adopt  a  form  of  proceeding  which  would  de- 
prive the  parties  of  the  right  of  trial  by  jury.^  "Where  one  of  the  part- 
ies files  an  equitable  petition  in  aid  of  his  claim,  he  thereby  converts 
the  proceeding  into  one  in  equity,^"  and  is  no  longer  entitled  to  a  jury 
trial  as  a  matter  of  right." 


ceeding  with  trial  or  dismissing  where 
the  claimant  refuses  to  join  issue. 
Boyce  v.  Small,  94  Ga.  677,  20  S.  E.  12. 

[c]  Rule  in  Georgia  changed.  Col- 
lier V.  Blake,  16  Ga.  App.  382,  85  S.  E. 
354. 

[d]  Where  the  court  has  failed  to 
direct  the  issues  to  be  made  up,  it  is 
error  for  it  to  dismiss  the-  case.  Wright 
V.  Henderson,  10  Tex.  204. 

1.  Sears  v.  Gunter,  39  Miss.  338; 
Martin  v.  Lofland,  10  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)   317. 

2.  Bedford,  French  &  Goodwin  Co. 
V.  Adams  Machine  Co.,  93  Miss.  537, 
47  So.  429;  Sears  v.  Gunter,  39  Miss. 
338. 

3.  As  to  trial  hy  sheriff's  jury,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  6,  d,   (XII),   (D). 

4.  See  generally  the  article 
"Trial." 

[a]  Continuances  may  he  allowed  in 
claim  cases  as  in  other  actions,  for  good 
cause  shown.  Ga.' — National  Exchange 
Bank  v.  "Walker,  80  Ga.  281,  4  S.  E. 
763,  absence  of  claimant.  Miss. — Code, 
1906,  §4992.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909, 
§2205.     See   generally  the  title   "Con- 

tjlQUSiIlCSS  *  * 

5.  Carroll's  Code  (Ky.)  1906,  §648; 
Borehes  v.  Bellis,  110  Ky.  620,  62  S.  W. 
486;  "Vicory  v.  Strausbaugh,  78  Ky.  425; 
Williams  v.  Smith,  4  Bush  (Ky.)  540; 
Smith  V.  Wells'  Admx.,  4  Bush  (Ky.) 
92. 

[a]  A  claimant's  hond  taken  after 
the  death  of  the  defendant  cannot  be 
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enforced  by  motion.  Howe  v.  Lane,  8 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  783. 

6.  Carroll's   Code    (Ky.)    1906,  §650. 

7.  Carroll's  Code  (Ky.)  1906,  §§648, 
650;  Smith  v.  Well's  Admx.,  4  Bush 
(Ky.)  92. 

[a]    Such   notice   may   he   amended 

in  the  discretion  of  the  court.  Combs 
V.  Wallace,  3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  384. 

8.  Ala. — Langdou  &  Co.  v.  Brumby, 
7  Ala.  53.  Ark. — Lawson  v.  Johnson, 
5  Ark.  168.  Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1628. 
Ga. — Hodges  v.  Holiday,  29  Ga.  696; 
De  Loach  v.  Myriek,  6  Ga.  410.  Ky. 
Carroll's  Code,  1906,  §648.  Neb.— Eev. 
St.,  1913.  §8062,  jury  in  justice's  court. 
N.  J.— 2  Comp.  St.,  1910,  p.  2255,  §32. 
Tex. — De  Forest,  Armstrong  &  Co.  v. 
Miller,  42  Tex.  34. 

As  to  trial  by  sheriff's  jury,  see  infra, 
II,  B,   6,   d,    (XII),    (D). 

9.  Lawson  V.  Johnson,  5  Ark.  168.  • 
[a]     In  Illinois  (1)  jury  trial  is  not 

necessary  unless  demanded.  Hurd'a 
Eev.  St.,  1916,  ch.  140a,  §7.  (2)  Un- 
der an  earlier  statute  in  Illinois,  a 
sheriff's  jury  determined  the  right  of 
property.  Eowe  v.  Bowen,  28  111.  116; 
Mason  v.  State  Bank,  1  111.  183.  See 
infra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (XIJ),   (D). 

10.  See  swpra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (II). 

11.  Austin  V.  Southern  Home  B.  & 
L.  Assn.,  122  Ga.  439,  50  8.  E.  382. 

Right  to  trial  by  jury  in  equity  case, 
see  generally  the  title  "Juries  and 
Jurors." 
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Oath.12  — The  jury  should  be  sworn  "to  try  the  right  of  property" 
between  thfe  plaintiff  in  execution  and  the  claimant,^^  and,  under  some 
statutes,  to  give  damages  if  the  claim  was  interposed  for  delay. ^* 

(3.)  PartM.s.  —  (a.)  In  GeneralA^ — The  judgment  debtor  or  defend- 
ant in  execution  is  not  a  party  to  a  claim  case,  the  issue  being  joined 
between  the  plaintiff  in  execution  and  the  claimant.^*  Nor  is  the  sher- 
iff a  proper  ..party  thereto."  The  sureties  on  the  claim  bond  are  not 
parties  to  the  trial,^^  unless  judgment  may  go  against  them.^^ 

(b.)  Ef.ect  of  Death  of.  —  If  the  plaintiff  or  one  of  several  joint 
plaintiffs  in  execution  dies  pending  a  trial  of  the  right  of  property, 
the  proceeding  may  be  revived  in  the  name  of  his  personal  representa- 
tive.^" 

If  the  claimant  dies  pending  the  claimj  his  representative  may  be  made 


12.  As  to  oath  of  jury  generally, 
see  the  title  "Juries  and  Jurors." 

13.  Fla. — Volusia  County  Bank  v. 
Bigelow,  45  Fla.  638,  33  So.  704;  Baars 
v.  Creary,  23  Fla.  311,  2  So.  662; 
Moody' u  E.  Hoe  &  Co.,  22  Fla.  309; 
Price  V.  Sanchez,  8  Fla.  136.  Neb. 
Eev.  St.,  1913,  §8063.  Ohio. — Jones  v. 
Can  &  Co.,  16  Ohio  St.  420. 

As  to  scope  of  inquiry,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  6,  d,   (XII),   (C),   (4). 

14.  Moody  V.  E.  Hoe  &  Co.,  22  Fla. 
309. 

15.  See  generally  the  title  "Part- 
ies." 

Amendment  as  to  parties,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  6,  d,  (VII),  (E). 

[a]  Objections  for  failure  to  join 
interested  parties,  as  claimants  must 
be  made  in  trial  court.  Hawkins  v. 
May,   12   Ala.   673. 

16.  Fla.— Moody  v.  E.  Hoe  &  Co.,  22 
Fla.  314.  Ga.— Keith  v.  Hughey,  138 
Ga.  769,  76  S.  B.  91;  Central  Bank  v. 
Georgia  Groc.  Co.,  120  Ga.  883,  48  S. 
E.  325;  Cabot  v.  Armstrong,  100  Ga. 
438,  28  S.  E.  123;  Woodrufe  v.  Wilkin- 
son, 73  Ga.  115;  Bosworth  v.  Clark,  62 
Ga.  286;  Anderson  v.  Wilson,  45  Ga. 
25.  Tex. — Anderson  v.  Anderson,  23 
Tex.  639. 

[a]  The  execution,  plaintiff  cannot 
join  the  judgment  debtor  with  the 
claimant  in  a  proceeding  to  try  the 
right  of  property,  as  such  joinder 
would  change  the  character  of  the  suit, 
and  the  attitude  which  the  claimant  is 
entitled  to  occupy.  Anderson  v.  An- 
derson, 23  Tex.  639. 

17.  Ga. — Deloach  v.  Myrick,  6  Ga. 
410.     lU.— Hibbard  v.  Thrasher,  65  111. 


479.  La. — Staples  v.  Bouligny,  10  Eob. 
424.  Ohio. — Jones  v.  Carr  &  Co.,  16 
Ohio  St.  420. 

18.  Kibble  V.  Butler,  14  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)    207. 

19.  Hodde  v.  Susan,  58  Tex.  389; 
Muenster  v.  Tremont  Nat.  Bank  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  46  8.  W.  277. 

[a]  Therefore  a  judge  related  to  the 
surety  in  a  claim  bond,  is  disqualified 
from  trying  an  action  to  try  the  right 
of  property.  Hodde  v.  Susan,  58  Tex. 
389. 

20.  Gayle  v.  Bancroft's  Admr.,  22 
Ala.  316;  Neal  v.  Heard,  125  Ga.  441, 
54  S.  E.  99;  Eay  v.  Anderson,  114  Ga, 
975,  980,  41  S.  E.  60;  Fulghum  v.  Con- 
nor, 99  Ga.  237,  25  S.  E.  406;  Eogers  v. 
Truett,  73  Ga.  386.  See  generally  the 
titles    ' '  Kevivor ; "    "  Survival. ' ' 

[a]  Where  the  levy  is  made  after 
the  death  of  the  execution  plaintiff, 
the  representative  of  the  deceased 
should  be  made  a  party  to  the  claim 
case.  This  might  be  accomplished 
merely  by  a  tender  of  an  issue  by  the 
representative  and  a  proper  response  by 
the  claimant.  Eay  v.  Anderson,  114  Ga. 
975,  980,  41  S.  B.  60. 

[b]  An  heir  at  law  who  is  without 
authority  to  represent  the  estate  of  a 
deceased  plaintiff  cannot  be  made  a 
party  to  the  claim  case.  Neal  v.  Heard, 
125  Ga.  441,  54  S.  E.  99. 

[c]  Death  of  the  execution  plain- 
tiff after  the  verdict  finding  the  prop- 
erty subject  to  the  writ,  but  before 
rendition  of  the  decree,  does  not  en- 
title the  claimant  to  have  the  verdict 
set  aside.  Eountree  v.  Lathrop  &  Co., 
69   Ga.  539. 
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a  party^^  and  if  there  be  no  representative  judgment  is  entered  against 
the.  sureties  on  his  bond.^^ 

(c.)  Effect  of  Sate  ly  Claimant. —  The  sale  of  the  property  by  the 
claimant  during  the  pendency  of  the  proceedings  does  not  defeat  his 
right  to  continue  them.'^^ 

(4.)  Scope  of  Inquiry. —  (a.)  Title  to  Property.' — The  scope  of  the  in- 
quiry depends  of  course,  upon  the  issues  which  have  been  made  up,^* 
and  the  statutes  regulating  the  matter.^"  Generally  the  true  issue 
made  between  the  claimant  and  the  execution  plaintiff  is  whether  or 
not  the  property  levied  upon  is  liable  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment against  the  execution  defendant,^"  thus  thereby  trying  the  respect- 
ive merits  of  the  claimant's  and  execution  defendant's  title.^^     Gen- 


21.  Ga.  Code,  1911,  §6272. 
'22.  Miss.  Code,  1906,  §4996. 
[a]  A  nunc  pro  tunc  judgment  rend- 
ered against  a  deceased  claimant,  is 
not  void  but  merely  voidable,  and  con- 
sequently binding  upon  his  sureties  un- 
til set  aside  in  a  direct  proceeding 
Ramsey  v.  Zapp  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  57 
S.  "W.  82.  And  see  Muenster  v.  Tre- 
mont  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  46 
S.    W.    277. 

23.  Thomas  &  Co.  v.  Parker,  69  Ga. 
283,  he  may  continue  the  proceedings 
to  protect  his  purchaser.  Compare  su- 
pra, II,  B,  6,  d,  (IX),  (A). 

24.  As  to  the  making  and  joinder 
of  issues  see  supra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (XII), 
(B). 

25.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  In  niinois  the  issue  is  whether 
the  right  of  property  is  in  the  claim- 
ant. Marshall  v.  Cunningham,  13  111. 
20;   Cassell  v.  "Williams,  12  111.  387. 

[b]  In  Mississippi,  whether  or  not 
the  claimant  has  title  or  a  paramount 
lien  which  entitles  him  to  hold  the 
property  is  not  a  proper  issue.  Trice 
l>.  Walker,  71  Miss.  968,  15  So.  787. 

26.  Ala.— Millitello  v.  Eoden  Groc. 
Co.,  190  Ala.  675,  67  So.  420;  Brad- 
ford &  Sons  V.  Basset,  151  Ala.  520, 
44  So.  59;  Johnson  v.  Citizens'  Bank, 
145  Ala.  654,  39  So.  577;  Barney  v. 
W.  O.  Peeples  Groc.  Co.,  108  Ala.  476, 
18  So.  805;  Crosby  v.  Hutchinson,  53 
Ala.  5;  Langdou  &  Co.  v.  Brumby,  7 
Ala.  53.  Fla.— Baars  v.  Creary,  23  Pla. 
311,  2  So.  662;  Moody  v.  Hoe,  22  Fla. 
309;  Price  v.  Sanchez,  8  Fla.  136.  Ga. 
Thomason  v.  Thompson,  129  Ga.  440, 
59  S!  E.  236,  26  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  536; 
Widincamp  v.  James,  129  Ga.  279,  58 
S.  E.  836;  McLendon  v.  Shumate,  128 
Ga.  526,  57  S.  E.   886;   HolUnshead  v. 
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"Woodard,  128  Ga.  7,  57  S.  E.  79;  Stin- 
son  V.  Hirsch,  125  Ga.  149,  53  S.  B. 
1011;  Ansley  v-  O 'Byrne,  120  Ga.  618, 
48  S.  E.  228;  Bay  v.  Atlanta  Bank  Co., 
110  Ga.  305,  35  S.  E.  117;  Deloach  & 
Wilcoxson  V.  Myrick,  6  Ga.  410.  111. 
Marshall  v.  Cunningham,  13  III.  20. 
Miss. — Trice  v.  Walker,  71  Miss.  968, 
15  So.  787;  Phillips  v.  Cooper,  50  Miss. 
722;  Shattuck  v.  Miller,  50  Miss.  386; 
Sears  v.  Gunter,  39  Miss.  338;  Atwood 
iy.  Meredith,  37  Miss.  635;  Thomas  v. 
Estes,  2  Smed.  &  M.  439.  Wash. 
Chapin  v.  Bokee,  4  Wash.  1,  29  Pac. 
936. 

[a]  Estoppel  May  Be  Shown  Under 
Such  Issue. — Millitello  v.  Eoden  Groc. 
Co.,  190  Ala.  675,  67  So.  420;  Wright 
V.  MeCord,  113  Ga.  881,  39  S.  E.  881. 
But  see  Scarbrough  v.  Alcorn,  74  Tex. 
358,   12   S.   W.   72. 

[b]  The  fact  that  the  execution  de- 
fendant had  other  property  which 
should  have  been  first  levied  on,  can- 
not be  put  in  is^ue  by  the  claimant. 
Mosely  v.  Gainer,  10  Tex.  578. 

[e]  No  question  can  be  raised  as  to 
the  liability  of  the  claimant  to  pay  the 
debt  on  which  the  execution  was 
founded.  Southern  Min.  Co.  v.  Brown, 
107  Ga.  264,  33  S.  E.  73. 

27.  Bradford  &  Sons  v.  Basset,  151 
Ala.  520,  44  So.  59;  Johnson  v.  Citi- 
zens' Bank  (Ala.),  39  So.  577;  Petree 
V.  Wilson,  104  Ala.  157,  16  So.  143; 
Crosby  v.  Hutchinson,  53  Ala.  5;  Hol- 
linshead  v.  Woodard,  128  Ga.  7,  57  S, 
E.  79. 

[a]  Feigned  Issue. — "Nothing  is,  in 
truth,  put  in  issue  by  the  record,  in  a 
claim  case,  but  the  liability  of  the 
property  to  the  plaintiff's  judgment. 
The_  title. of  the  claimant  is  tried,  but 
no  issue  is  made  on  the  record  about 
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erally  a  title  paramount  to  that  of  execution  defendant  held  by  a  third 
person,  a  stranger  to  the  trial  of  the  right  of  title,  and  with  whom 
claimant  has  no  privity,  cannot  be  shown  by  the  claimant  to  defeat  the 
plaintiff's  execution.^^ 

(b.)  Irregularity  and  Invalidity  of  Writ  or  Judgment.  —  As  the  defendant 
in  execution,  in  a  direct  proceeding  for  that  purpose,  is  the  only  per- 
son who  can  raise  the  question  of  the  regularity  of  a  writ,^'  and  as 
the  claim  statutes  were  not  intended  to  give  a  remedy  against  irre- 
gular executions,  the  rule  is  that  the  claimant  cannot,  in  the  collateral 
proceeding  of  a  trial  of  the  right  of  property,  force  ah  issue  as  to  the 
regularity  of  the  writ,^"  or  of  the  judgment  upon  which  the  writ  is- 
sued,^^  or  that  the  initial  process  was  served  by  one  without  authority 


that.  It  is  a  feigned  issue — ^feigned 
albeit  it  involves  title  to  lands.  That 
the  sole  legal  issue  is  the  liability  of 
the  property  to  the  judgment  is  proven 
by  the  verdict."  HoUinshead  v.  Wood- 
ard,  128  Ga.  7,  57  S.  E.  79,  quoting 
from  Colquitt  v.  Thomas,  8  Ga.  265. 

[b]  The  "right  of  property"  or  is^ 
sue  to  be  tried  under  the  claim  statute 
is  an  issue  of  superiority  as  between 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  execution 
to  subject  the  chattel  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  his  writ,  and  the  claimant's 
title,  as  against  such  right,  or,  in  other 
words,  an  issue  of  the  liability  of  the 
property  to  the  plaintiff's  execution  as 
s gainst  the  claimant's  title,  if  he  has 
any.  It  is  not  a  mere  question  as  to 
whom  the  legal  title  and  possession  of 
the  chattel  were  in  at  the  time  of  the 
lew  of  the  execution.  Baars  v.  Creary, 
23  Fla.  311,  2  So.  662. 

[c]  "Where  the  claimant's  right 
depends  alone  upon  an  interest  as  joint 
owner  or  partner  in  the  property,  the 
judgment  of  the  court  will  not  under- 
take to  regulate  the  equities  of  the 
other  joint  owners  or  partners,  "but 
will  determine  only  the  plain  issue  of 
whether  or  not  the  property  is  subject 
to  the  execution  and  levy,  and  if  the 
claimant  fails  to  show  that  it  is  not 
thus  subject,  the  judgment  will  be 
against  him  and  the  sureties  upon  his 
claim  boud  as  directed  by  the  statute." 
Sohlev  V.  Hale,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas. 
(Tex.)    §§930,  932. 

28.  Eldridge  v.  Grice,  132  Ala.  667, 
32  So.  683;  Jones  v.  Franklin,  81  Ala. 
161,  1  So.  199;  Gotten  v.  Thompson,  21 
Ala.  574;  Foster  v.  Smith,  16  Ala.  192; 
Prow  &  Ferguson  v.  Downman,  11  Ala. 
880;  Branch  Bank  v.  Parker,  5  Ala. 
731;  Eowland  v.  Gregg  &  Son,  122  Ga. 
819,  50  S.  E.  949;  Burt  v.  Eubley,  113 


Ga.  1144,  39  S.  E.  409;  Parker  v.  Mat- 
thews, 106  Ga.  49,  31  S.  B.  784;  Stirks 
«.  Johnson,  99  Ga.  298,  25  S.  E.  648; 
Pierce  v.  De  Graflfenried,  43  Ga.  392; 
Black  V.  Lewis,  30  Ga.  958;  Beers  v. 
Dawson,  8  Ga.  556. 

29.  See  infra,  IV,  A,  2,  o. 

30.  Ala. — Millitello  v.  Eoden  Groc. 
Co.,  190  Ala.  675,  67  So.  420;  Johnson 
V.  Whitfield,  124  Ala.  508,  27  So.  406, 
82  Am.  St.  Eep.  196;  Christian  &  Craft 
Groc.  Co.  V.  Michael,  121  Ala.  84,  25 
So.  571,  77  Am.  St.  Eep.  30;  Sandlin  v. 
Anderson,  Green  &  Co.,  76  Ala.  403; 
Crosbv  11.  Hutchinson,  53  Ala.  5;  Brown, 
Toler  &  Phillips  n.  Hurt  &  Bros.,  3] 
Ala.  146;  Stone  v.  Stone,  1  Ala.  582; 
Perkins  v.  Mavfield,  5  Port.  182.  Fla. 
Baars  v.  Creary,  23  Fla.  311,  2  So.  662; 
Price  V.  Sanchez,  8  Fla.  136.  111. 
Thompson  v.  Wilhite,  81  111.  356.  Miss. 
Atwood  V.  Meredith,  37  Miss.  635.  Neb, 
Miller  V.  Willis,  15  Neb.  13,  16  N.  W. 
840.  Tex. — The  Meader  Go.  v.  Aring- 
dale,  58  Tex.  447;  Hodde  v.  Susan,  58 
Tex.  389;  Portis  v.  Parker,  22  Tex. 
699;  Earle  v.  Thomas,  14  Tex.  583; 
Bennett  v.  Gamble,  1  Tex.  124;  Court- 
ney Shoe  Co.  V.  Polley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
95  S.  W.  7. 

31.  Millitello  v.  Eoden  Groc.  Co.,  190 
Ala.  675,  67  So.  420;  Dent  v.  Smith,  15 
Ala.  286;  Taylor  v.  Branch  Bank,  14 
Ala.  633;  HufC  «.  Cox,  2  Ala.  310; 
Stone  V.  Stone,  1  Ala.  582;  Hooper  v. 
Pair,  3  Port.  (Ala.)  401,  29  Am.  Dec. 
258;  Baars  v.  Creary,  23  Fla.  311,  2 
So.   662;   Price  i!.  Sanchez,  8  Fla.   136. 

[a]  "In  the  case  of  a  fi.  fa.  a  de- 
fendant who  has  had  his  day  in  court 
cannot  go  behind  the  judgment  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  it  ought  never 
to  have  been  rendered,  nor  will  a  claim- 
ant be  allowed  any  such  right."  Horna 
V.  Powell,  88  Ga.  637,  15  S.  E.  688. 
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to  make  serviee,^^  But  if  the  execution,'^  or  the  judgment  upon  which 
it  is  based^*  is  void  for  any  cause  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  record 
or  has  been  set  aside  for  irregularity,^"  or  if  originally  valid,  and  it 
has  been  paid  off  or  otherwise  diseharged,^^  he  may  avail  himself  of 
that  fact  to  defeat  the  plaintifE  on  the  trial  of  the  right  of  property. 
And  it  is  sometimes  permitted,  on  the  trial  of  a  claim  case,  for  the 


[b]  Judgment  Fraudulently  O'b- 
tained. — That  judgment  upon  which  the 
■writ  was  issued  was  obtained  by  fraud 
cannot  be  shown  in  claim  suit.  Milli- 
tello  V.  Eoden  Groc.  Co.,  190  Ala.  675, 
67  So.  420. 

32.  Young  V.  Germania  Sav.  Bank, 
134  Ga.  602,  68  S.  E.  321. 

33.  Ala. — Millitello  v.  Roden  Groc. 
Co.,  190  Ala.  675,  67  So.  420;  Bradford 
&  Sons  V.  Haris,  151  Ala.  669,  44  So.  60; 
Bradford  &  Sons  v.  Bassett,  151  Ala. 
520,  44  So.  59;  Sandlin  v.  Anderson, 
Green  &  Co.,  76  Ala.  403;  Brown,  Toler 
&  Phillips  V.  Hurt  &  Bro.,  31  Ala.  146. 
Ga.— Smith  v.  Lookett,  73  Ga.  104; 
Bradford  v.  Water  Lot  Co.,  58  Ga.  280; 
Robinson  v.  Sohly,  6  Ga.  515;  Slaughter 
V.  Manning,  11  Ga.  App.  650,  75  S.  B. 
1059.  Tex. — The  Header  Co.  v.  Aring- 
dale,  58  Tex.  447;  Webb  v.  Mallard,  27 
Tex.  80;  Portis  v.  Parker,  22  Tex.  699; 
Clegg  V.  Varnell,  18  Tex.  294;  Barle  v. 
Thomas,  14  Tex.  583;  Bennett  v.  Gam- 
ble, 1  Tex.  124. 

[a]  See  Bick  v.  Carter,  123  Mo. 
App."  311,  100  S.  W.  531,  wherein,  upon 
the  motion  of  a  claimant  to  quash  an 
execution,  tie  court  did  so,  upon  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  execution  defendant 
was  dead  at  the  time  of  the  issuance  of 
the  writj  the  court,  however,  said, 
"Whether  or  not  Mrs.  Vaughn  [the 
claimant]"  had  a  right  to  interfere  by 
motion,  it  is  certain  the  court  had  con- 
trol of  its  own  process,  and  it'  ought 
not  to  be  put  in  the  wrong  for  quash- 
ing a  void  execution."  Contra,  Thomp- 
son V.  Wilhite,  81  111.  356;  Merricks  v. 
Davis,  65  111.  319;  Harrison  v.  Single- 
ton, 3  111.  21. 

[b]  The  claimant  (1)  may  attack  an 
execution  or  the  judgment  upon  which 
it  issues  for  any  reason  which  the  de- 
fendant in  execution  could  urge  against 
it  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of  the  claim 
case.  Hollinshead  v.  Woodard,  128 
Ga.  7,  57  S.  E.  79;  Ansley  Cto.  v. 
O 'Byrne,  120  Ga.  618,  48  S.  E.  228; 
Osborne  v.  Rice,  107  Ga.  281,  33  S.  E. 
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54;  New  England  Mortgage  Sec.  Co.  v, 
Watson,  99  Ga.  733,  27  S.  E.  160;  Suy- 
dam  V.  Palmer,  63  Ga.  546;  Home  D, 
Powell,  88  Ga.  637,  15  S.  E.  688;  Brad- 
ford V.  Water  Lot  Co.,  58  Ga.  280.  (2) 
But  he  cannot  move  to  quash  the  judg- 
ment or  execution,  his  remedy  being  by 
motion  to  dismiss  the  levy.  Morrison 
v.  Anderson,  111  Ga.  847,  36  S.  E.  462. 
See  supra,  II,  B,  6,  a. 

[c]  "A  judgment  which  is  void  as 
to  third  persons,  for  the  want  of  jur- 
isdiction, is  not  such  a  judgment  as 
can  prevail;"  and  this  appearing  from 
the  record  itself,  the  levy  is  properly 
dismissed.  Suydam  v.  Palmer,  63  Ga. 
546. 

[d]  It  is  too  late  to  raise  the  ob- 
jection that  the  execution  is  void,  for 
the  first  time  in  the  appellate  court. 
Latham   v.   Selkirk,   11    Tex.   314. 

34.  Hollinshead  v.  Woodard,  128  Ga. 
7,  57  S.  E.  79;  New  Eng'land  Mtg.  Sec. 
Co.  c.  Watson,  99  Ga.  733,  27  S.  E.  160; 
Henderson  v.  Hill,  64  Ga.  292;  Phil- 
lips V.  Hyde,  45  Ga.  220;  Latham  i\ 
Selkirk,  11  Tex.  314. 

[a]  Not  a  Collateral  Attack  Upon 
Judgment.— Krutiua  v.  Culpepper,  75 
Ga.  602. 

fb]  Death  of  Sole  Plaintiff  Before 
Judgment  in  Main  Suit. — Claimant  may 
show  that  the  judgment  upon  which 
the  execution  was  based  was  void  by 
reason  of  the  death  of  the  sole  plain- 
tifE before  the  trial  and  judgment  of 
the  case.  Irwin  v.  Shuford,  144  Ga.  532, 
87  S.  E.  674. 

35.  Brown  v.  Hurt  &  Bro.,  31  Ala. 
146. 

36.  Hollinshead  v.  Woodard,  128  Ga. 
7,  57  S.  E.  79;  Ansley  v.  O 'Byrne,  120 
Ga.  618,  48  S.  E.  228;  Parker  &  Co.  v. 
Mathews,  106  Ga.  49,  31  S.  E.  784; 
Home  V.  Powell,  88  Ga.  637,  15  S.  E. 
688;  Winship  v.  Phillips,  54  Ga.  237; 
Anderson  v.  Wilson,  45  Ga.  25;  Robin- 
son V.  Schly,  e^'Ga.  515. 

[a]  Payment  of  Judgment.  — A 
claimant,  who  fails,  when  the  burden 
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claimant  to  interpose  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  levy  where  the  execution 
or  judgment  appears  from  the  record  to  be  a  nullity.^' 

(5.)  Bight  To  Open  and  Close. —  In  claim  cases,  the  general  rule  is  fol- 
lowed that  the  party  upon  whom  the  burden  of  proof  rests  has  the 
right  to  open  and  elose/^  whether  he  be  the  execution  plaintiff,^'  or 
the  claimant.*" 

(6.)  Burden  of  Proof.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  the  execution  plain- 
tiff has  the  burden  of  proof  in  all  eases  where  the  property  levied  on 
is,  after  the  judgment,  not  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant  in  exe- 
cution ;"■  in  other  jurisdictions  he  has  the  burden  only  when  the  prop- 
erty was  in  the  possession  of  the  claimant  at  the  time  of  the  levy,''^ 
and  by  statute  in  some  jurisdictions,  the  burden  of  proof  is  always  on 
the  execution  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  property  levied  on  was  subject 
to  his  execution,**    Under  some  statutes  the  claimant  has  the  burden 


of  proof  is  cast  upon  him,  to  show 
any  title  or  interest  in  himself  to  the 
property,  cannot  meet  the  issue  by 
showing  that  the  lien  of  the  judgment 
has  been  canceled  by  payment.  Parker 
V.  Matthews,  106  Ga.  49,  31  S.  E.  784. 
Contra,  Dent  v.  Smith,  15  Ala.  286; 
Stone  V.  Stone,  1  Ala.  582. 

37.  Osborne  v.  Eice,  107  Ga.  281,  33 
S.  E.  54;  Moody  V.  Millen,  103  Ga. 
452,  30  S.  E.  258, 

[a]  The  claimant,  at  his  option, 
may  instead  of  moving  to  dismiss  the 
levy,  urge  his  objection  to  the  intrc 
duction  in  evidence  of  the  record  of 
such  proceedings,  or  move  to  exclude 
the  plaintiff's  execution,  if  offered  by 
itself,  whenever  it  appears  that  the 
same  is  for  any  reason  void,  thus  rend- 
ering it  impossible  for  him  to  make  out 
his  case.  Osborne  v.  Eice,  107  Ga.  281, 
33  S.  E.  54;  Bosworth  v.  Clark,  62  Ga. 
286. 

[b]  Property  Seized  Described  in 
Bond. — "''When  the  claimant  has  given 
a  forthcoming  bond  for  the  property 
actually  seized  by  the  of&cer  executing 
the  fi.  fa.,  it  is  not  error  for  the  judge 
to  refuse  to  dismiss  the  levy  on  the 
ground  that  the  entry  thereof  on  the 
fi.  fa.  does  not  sufl5.ciently  describe  the 
property."  Hilton  &  Dodge  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Clements,  108  Ga.  791,  33  S.  E. 
951. 

38.  Lamkin  v.  Clary,  103  Ga.  631, 
30  S.  E.  596;  Powell  v.  Westmoreland, 
60  Ga.  572;  Belt  v.  Eaguet,  27  Tex. 
471;  Latham  v.  Selkirk,  11  Tex.  314. 
See  generally  the  title  "Opening  and 
Closing." 

39.  New  V.  Driver,  89  Ga.  434,  15 
S.  E.  535. 


40.  Lamkin  v.  Clary,  103  Ga.  631, 
30  S.  E.  596;  Belt  v.  Eaguet,  27  Tex. 
471;  Latham  v.  Selkirk,  11  Tex.  314.' 

[a]  If  the  defendant  in  execution 
was  In  possession  (1),  the  burden  is 
cast  upon  the  claimant  and  he  would 
then  be  entitled  to  the  opening  and 
conclusion.  Lamkin  v.  Clary,  103  Ga. 
631,  30  S.  E.  596;  Powell  v.  Westmore- 
land, 60  Ga.  572;  Wisenbaker  &  Co.  v. 
West  Yellow  Pine  Co.,  16  Ga.  App.  699, 
86  S.  E.  46.  (2)  But  if  the  court  di- 
rects the  plaintiff  to  assume  the  affirm- 
ative, he  is  entitled  to  open  and  con- 
clude. James,  v.  Kiser  &  Co.,  65  Ga. 
515. 

As  to  duty  of-  sheriff  to  endorse  upon 
■writ  in  whose  possession  the  property 
was  found,  see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  i,  (IV;, 
(I>),   (4),  (d). 

[b]  If  the  claimant  introduces  no 
evidence  he  is  entitled  to  conclude.  Ga. 
Code,  1910,  §6271;  New  v.  Driver,  89 
Ga.  434,  15  S.  E.  535. 

41.  Whitley  v.  Poster,  132  Ga.  32, 
63  S.  E.  698;  Eountree  &  Co.  v.  Gaul- 
den,  123  Ga.  449,  51  S.  B.  346;  South- 
ern Min.  Co.  V.  Brown,  107  Ga.  264,  33 
S.  E.  73;  Walker  v.  Hughes,  90  Ga.  52, 
15  S.  E.  912;  Smith  v.  Rothschild  & 
Co.,  13  Ga.  App.  293,  79  S.  E.  88;  But- 
ler V.  Lee,  54  Miss.  476. 

42.  Panhandle  Nat.  Bank  v.  Foster, 
74  Tex.  514,  12  S.  W.  223;  Hamburg  v. 
Wood,  66  Tex.  168,  18  S.  W.  623;  King 
V.  Sapp,  66  Tex.  519,  2  S.  W.  573;  Mil- 
ler V.  Sturm,  36  Tex.  291;  Marrett  v. 
Herrington  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W. 
254;  Producers'  Marble  Co.  v.  Bergen 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  31  S.  W.  89. 

43.  Eeynolds    v.    Carter,    109    Miss. 
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of  proof  where  the  property  is  found  in  the  possession  of  the  execu- 
tion defendant,**  or  when  the  property  is  taken  from  the  possession 
of  any  other  person  than  himself.*"  "Where  the  execution  defendant  was 
in  possession  of  the  property  or  had  title  after  the  date  of  the  judg- 
ment, such  fact  is  sufficient  to  establish  a  prima  facie  case  for  the  exe- 
cution plaintiff,  and  shift  the  onus  of  proof  to  the  claimant.*^  In 
some  jurisdictions,  the  court  determines  who  shall  be  the  plaintiff  in  the 
issue.*' 

(7.)  Province  of  Judge  or  Jury.  —  If  the  evidence  introduced  in  a  claim 
case  is  conflicting,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  the  fact  of  ownership 
at  the  time  of  seizure  in  the  goods  claimed,*^  and  whether  the  defend- 


314,   68   So.  467;    Trice  v.  Walker,  71 
Miss.  968,  15  So.  787. 

44.  Jones  v.  Newberry,  16  Ga.  App. 
424,  85  S.  E.  617. 

[a]  Execution  Defendant  in  Posses- 
sion as  Agent  for  Claimant. — Where  the 
execution  defendant  professes  to  be  in 
possession  of  property  levied  upon  as 
the  agent  of  the  claimant,  the  prin- 
ciple that  possession  is  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  title  still  upholds,  and  the  bur- 
den of  proof  is  upon  the  claimant  to 
show  ownership  in  himself.  Bean  v. 
American  Harrow  Co.,  112  Ga.  155,  37 
S.  E.  176;  Richardson  v.  Subers,  82  Ga. 
427,  9  S.  E.  172;  King  v.  Sapp,  66  Tex. 
519,  2  S.  W.  573. 

[b]  Husband  and  Wife  in  Posses- 
sion.— The  wife,  who  is  the  claimant, 
has    the    burden    of   proof,  where    the 

■  property  is  found  in  possession  of  her- 
self and  husband,  the  execution  defend- 
ant. McDuflSe  V.  Greenway,  24  Tex. 
625. 

45.  Panhandle  Nat.  Bank  v.  Poster, 
74  Tex.  514,  12  S.  W.  223;  Miller  v. 
Sturm,  36  Tex.  291;  Love  v.  Hudson,  24 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  377,  59  S.  W.  1127; 
Pinkard  v.  Willis,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
69,  57  S.  W.  891;  Cullers  v.  Gray  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  57  S.  W.  305. 

46.  Ala. — Strickland  &  Co.  v.  Le- 
sesne,  160  Ala.  213,  49  So.  233;  Ben- 
nett V.  McKee,  144  Ala..  601,  38  So. 
129;  Eldridge  v.  Grice,  132  Ala.  667, 
32  So.  683;  Christian  &  Craft  Groc.  Co- 
V.  Michael,  121  Ala.  84,  25  So.  571,  77 
Am,  St.  Eep.  30;  Vaught  v.  Oehmig,  95 
Ala.  306,  11  So.  416;  Apfel  «.' Crane, 
83  Ala.  312,  3  So.  863;  Jones  v.  Prank- 
lin,  81  Ala.  161,  1  So.  199;  Jackson  v. 
Bain,  74  Ala.  328.  Ga. — Allen  v.  Clare, 
136  Ga.  550,  71  S.  E.  896;  Thompson  v. 
American  Mortgage  Co.,  107  Ga.  832,  33 
S.  E.  689;  Clements  v.  Stubbs,  106  Ga. 
448,  32  S.  E.  584;  Lamkin  v.  Clary,  103 
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Ga.  631,  30  S.  E.  596;  Tillman  v.  Fon- 
taine, 98  Ga.  672,  27  S.  E.  149;  Craw- 
ford V.  Kimbrough,  76  Ga.  299;  Will- 
iams &  Co.  V.  Hart,  65  Ga.  201;  Knowles 
V.  Jourdan,  61  Ga.  300.  Ky.— Borehes 
V.  Bellis,  110  Ky.  620,  62  S.  W.  486. 
Miss.^Atwood  V.  Meredith,  37  Miss. 
635;  Thornhill  v.  Gilmer,  4  Smed.  &  M. 
153. 

[a]  Until  the  execution  plaintiff  of. 
fers  proof  of  prior  possession  or  othei 
evidence  of  ownership  in  the  execution 
defendant,  the  claimant  need  offer  no 
evidence  of  his  title,  but  may  rest  on 
plaintiff's  failure  to  sustain  his  as- 
serted right.  Jackson  v.  Bain,  74  Ala. 
328. 

[b]  Proof  of  possession  in  a  tenant 
of  the  execution  defendant  since  the 
judgment  casts  the  burden  upon  claim- 
ant to  show  a  better  title.  Brown  v, 
Houser,  61  Ga.  629;  Kiser  v.  Miller, 
58  Ga.  509. 

fc]  Possession  or  Title  Before 
Judgment. — Proof  of  possession  or  title 
in  execution  defendant  before  the  ren- 
dition of  the  judgment  is  not  sufficient 
to  shift  the  burden  of  proof  onto 
claimant.  Dean  v.  American  Harrow 
Co..  112  Ga.  155,  37  S.  E.  176. 

47.  Norton  v.  McNutt,  55  Ark.  59, 
17  S.  W.  362;  Borehes  v.  Bellis,  110  Ky. 
620,  62  S.  W.  486. 

[a]  When  Court  May  Direct  Party 
To  Assume  the  Burden. — Court  should 
direct  which  party  shall  assume  the  buT- 
deu  of  proof  and  the  affirmative  where 
it  is  difficult  to  determine  from  whom 
the  property  was  taken  under  the  writ. 
Miller  v.  Sturm,  36  Tex.  291. 

48.  Ala.— Pruet  v.  Gunn,  158  Ala. 
123,  48  So.  492;  Cole  v.  Propst  Bros., 
119  Ala.  99,  24  So.  884.  Mich.— Freed- 
man  v.  Campfield,  92  Mich.  118,  52  N. 
W.  630.  Minn.— Eollofson  v.  Nash,  75 
Minn.  237,  77  N.  W.  954.     Tex.— Cul- 
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ant  in  execution  has  a  leviable  interest  in  them.^''  It  is  for  the  jury 
to  say  whether  the  claimant  has  overcome  the  prima  facie  case  made 
out  by  the  fieri  facias  plaintiffj^"  and  whether  or  not  the  claim  was 
interposed  for  the  purpose  of  delay.'^ 

(8.)  Instructions.' — (a.)  In  GfneraZ. -^ The  general  rules  as  to  instruc- 
tions are  applicable  in  claim  cases.'^ 

(b.)  I'eremptory?^  —  The  court  may  properly  direct  a  verdict  for  the 
execution  plaintiff^*  or  claimant,^^  where  the  evidence  demands  a  finding 
in  favor  of  either  one. 


lers  V.  Gray  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  57  S.  W. 
305. 

[a]  Where  the  issue  is  the  hona 
fides  of  a  transfer  of  property  by  the 
defendant  in  execution  to  the  claim- 
ent,  and  there  are  circumstances  which, 
if  not  satisfactorily  explained,  may  be 
regarded  as  badges  of  fraud,  it  is  for 
the  jury,  and  not  the  judge,  to  pass 
upon  such  issues.  Kelley  Bros.  v.  Stov- 
all,  138  Ga.  186,  75  S.  E.  6. 

[b]  Where  the  evidence  as  to  pos- 
session is  ambiguous,  it  is  for  the  jury 
to  determine  what  was  the  fact  as  to 
such  possession.  Martin  v.  Cowan,  134 
Ga.  477,  68  S.  E.  69;  Ferryman  v.  Mor- 
gan, 103  Ga.  555,  29  S.  E.  708;  Wis- 
enbaker  &  Co.  v.  West  Yellow  Pine  Co., 
16  Ga.  App.  699,  86  S.  E.  46;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Howard  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  174 
S.  W.  719. 

49.  Gibson  v.  Wilson,  130  Ga.  243, 
60  S.  E.  565. 

50.  Donaldson  v.  Everett,  122  Ga. 
318,  50  S.  E.  94;  Wisenbaker  &  Co.  v. 
West  Yellow  Pine  Co.,  16  Ga.  App.  699, 
86  S.  E.  46. 

51.  Harvey  v.  Head,  68  Ga.  247; 
Williams  v.  Cumberland  Fertilizer  Co.' 
(Ga.  App.),  89  S.  E.  1091. 

52.  See  Crosby  v.  Hutchinson,  53 
Ala.  5;  Eice  v.  Warren,  91  Ga.  759,  17 
S.  B.  1032,  and  generally  the  title  "In- 
structions." 

[a]  Thus,  (1)  the  instructions  must 
not  invade  the  province  of  the  jury 
(Primrose  v.  Browning,  56  Ga.  369; 
Craig  V.  Peake,  22  HI.  185);  (2)  nor 
mislead  the  jury  (Nichols  v.  Whelehel, 
70  Ga.  719).  (3)  They  must  be  a  cor- 
rect statement  of  the  law  applicable  to 
the  case  (Tait  v.  Murphy,  80  Ala.  440, 
2  So.  317),  (4)  and  be  confined  to  is- 
sues raised  by  the  pleadings  (Martin 
V.  Pox,  40  Mo.  App.  664),  (5)  but  must 
submit  all  the  issues.  Webb  v.  Mal- 
lard, 27  Tex.  80. 

[b]  Where  only  a  part  of  the  prop- 


erty levied  upon  is  subject  to  the  writ, 
it  is  erroneous  for  the  court  to  instruct 
the  jury  to  find  the  whole  property  sub- 
ject. Vining  v.  Oflficers  of  Court,  82 
Ga.  222,  8  S.  E.  185. 

[c]  If  an  issue  has  been  raised  as 
to  the  correctness  of  the  sheriff's  valu- 
ation of  the  property,  it  is  error  for  the 
court  to  refuse  to  instruct  the  jury 
that  if  they  find  for  the  execution 
plaintiff,  they  should  find  the  value  of 
the  property.  Linn  v.  Wright,  18  Tex. 
317,  70  Am.  Dec.  282. 

53.  See  generally  the  title  "Ver- 
dict." 

54.  Kreis  v.  Eay,  133  Ga.  119,  65  S. 
B.  281;  Stiuson  v.  Hirsch  &  Co.,  125 
Ga.  149,  53  S.  B.  1011;  Burt  v.  Eubley, 
113  Ga.  1144,  39  S.  E.  409;  Oatts  v.  Wil- 
king,  110  Ga.  319,  35  S.  E.  345;  Clem- 
ents V.  Stubbs,  106  Ga.  448,  32  S.  B. 
584;  Williams  v.  Cumberland  Fertilizer 
Co.  (Ga.  App.),  89  S-  B.  1091;  Shaw  v. 
Eenfroe,  11  Ga.  App.  807,  76  S.  B. 
363;  Brown  v.  Gupton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
29  S.  W.  88. 

55.  Ga.— Wall  v.  Harvey,  107  Ga. 
404,  33  S.  E.  421;  Hardman  ij.  Cooper, 
107  Ga.  251,  33  S.  E.  73.  Miss.— Becker 
V.  Topeka  Merc.  Co.,  109  Miss.  514,  69 
So.  497;  Webb  v.  Frierson,  15  So.  934; 
Atwood  V.  Meredith,  37  Miss.  635. 
Wash. — ^Washington  Nat.  Bank  ■». 
Moyer,  22  Wash.  622,  61  Pac.  712. 

fa]  If  the  execution  plaintiff  fails 
to  carry  the  burden  of  showing  a  valid 
execution  and  a  valid  levy  on  the 
property  claimed,  an  affirmative  charge 
for  the  claimant  is  proper.  Marks  v. 
Wood,  133  Ala.  533,  31  So.  978. 

[b]  Where  the  court  rejects  the 
plaintiff's  fi.  fa.  when  offered  In  evi- 
dence, it  should  dismiss  plaintiff's  case 
and  not  direct  a  verdict  to  be  taken 
for  the  claimant.  Collins  v.  Hill,  115 
Ga.  4^5,  41  S.  E.  678;  Hackenhull  v. 
Westbrook,  53  Ga.  285. 
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(9.)  Verdict  and  Findings.s<^  —  The  trial  of  the  right  of  property  being 
brought  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  property  levied  upon  is 
subject  to  the  execution,^'  the  verdict  must  be  so  phrased  as  to  de- 
termine this  issue  with  definiteness.^*  If  it  be  found  that  the  property 
levied  upon  is  liable  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  writ,  the  jury  shall 
assess  the  value  of  tie  property,"®  and  if  the*  claim  was  interposed 
merely  for  delay,  the  damages  that  plaintifE  is  entitled  to,  must  be 
assessed.*"  The  verdict  for  the  claimant  cannot  award  damages  in 
his  favor.**  But  the  statute  may  provide  for  a  finding  as  to  the  claim- 
ant 's  mortgage  or  lien  constituting  the  basis  of  his  claim.*^ 

Effect  of  Verdict.  —  The  officer  may  sell  the  property  if  the  verdict 
is  for  the  execution  plaintiff,*^  or  deliver  it  to  the  claimant  if  the  ver- 
dict is  in  his  favor.** 


56.  See  generally  the  titles  "Find- 
ings and  Conclusions;"   "Verdict." 

57.  See  svlpra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (XII;, 
(C),    (4),   (a). 

58.  Widinoamp  v.  James,  129  Ga. 
279,  58  S.  E.  836;  Neill  Bros.  &  Co.  v. 
Billingsley,  49  Tex.  161.  See  Hooper 
V.  Pair,  3  Port.  (Ala.)  401,  29  Am.  Dee. 
258. 

[a]  A  verdict  (1)  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  execution  is  equivalent  to 
the  special  verdict  that  the  property  in 
issue  is  subject  to  the  plaintiff's  exe- 
cution. Thomas  v.  Estes,  2  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)  439;  Wilber  v.  Kray  &  Co., 
73  Tex.  533,  11  S.  W.  540.  (2)  But 
■where  the  verdict  contains  merely  a 
finding  for  the  plaintiff  of  a  sum  of 
moneY,  it  is  insuflGloient.  Widincamp  v. 
James,  129  Ga.  279,  58  S.  E.  836. 

[b]  Verdicts  are  to  receive  a  rea- 
sonable construction,  and  -where  the 
issue  presented  to  the  jury  was  whether 
lots  numbered  from  4  to  37  were  sub- 
ject to  the  writ  and  the  jury  returned 
a  verdict  that  lots  20  to  37  were  sub- 
ject to  the  writ,  the  verdict  will  be 
construed  as  intending  that  the  re- 
mainder of  the  property  was  not  sub- 
ject. Moses  V.  Eagle  &  Phenix  Mfg. 
Co.,  68   Ga.  241. 

[c]  A  verdict  will  not  be  set  aside 
for  uncertainty  if  it  finds  that  one- 
half  of  certain  premises  were  not  sub- 
ject to  the  writ,  without  designating 
which  half,  where  the  claim  was  for 
one-half  without  stating  which  hfilf, 
the  verdict  is  as  certain  as  the  issue 
submitted.  Janes  v.  Cleveland,  62  Ga. 
237.  As  to  plaintiff's  right  to  demur 
to  such  claim  for  uncertainty,  see  svr 
pra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (VII),  (D). 

[d]  Specific  Finding  as  to  Property 
Subject. — Where   th&  levy   and   claim 
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both  cover  the  fee,  and  a  life  estate 
in  the  property  but  no  more  is  subject 
to  the  execution,  the  jury  ought  so  to 
find,  instead  of  finding  generally  in 
favor  of  either  party.  McLoughlin  v. 
Ham,  84  Ga.  786,  11  S.  E.,889. 

59.  Ala. — Catching  v.  Bowden,  89 
Ala.  604,  8  So.  58;  Tait  v.  Murphy,  80 
Ala.  440,  2  So.  317.  Fla.— Gen.  St., 
1906,  §1628,  where  the  claimant  has  be- 
fore trial  denied  under  oath,  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  appraisement  of  the 
value  of  the  property.  Miss. — Weil  i).  ' 
Shedd,  8  So.  329;  Kibble  v.  Butler,  14 
Smed.  &  M.  207;  Pritchard  v.  Myers,  3 
Smed.  &  M.  42;  Walker  v.  Corars.  of 
Sinking  Fund,  1  Smed.  &  M.  372;  Pen- 
rice  V.  Cocks,  1  How.  227.  Neb. — Eev. 
St.,  1913,  §8063.  Ohio. — Jones  v.  Carr 
&  Co.,  16  Ohio  St.  420.  Wyo.— Comp. 
St.,  1910,  §4767. 

[a]  A  verdict  which  does  not  as- 
sess the  value  of  the  property  should 
not  be  received  by  the  court.  Bright- 
man  V.  Meriwether,  121  Ala.  602,  25  So. 
994;  Tait  v.  Murphy,  80  Ala.  440,  2  So. 
317. 

[b]  If  the  jury  fails  to  separately 
assess  the  value  of  the  articles  levied 
upon,  a  judgment  will  be  reversed, 
Weil  V.  Shedd  (Miss.),  8  So.  329. 

60.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6041.  Fla. 
Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1628.  Ga.— Harvey  v. 
Head,  68  Ga.  247. 

[a]  Where  it  is  found  that  part  of 
the  property  was  not  subject  to  tha 
levy,  a  verdict  of  damages  is  erroneous. 
Burt  V.  Lorentz,  102  Ga.  121,  29  S.  B. 
137. 

61.  Baker  v.  Boozer,  58  Ga.  195. 

62.  Ala.  Code,  1907,  §6043. 

63.  Tucker  v.  Bond,  23  Ark.  268; 
N.  J.  Comp.  St.,  1910,  p.  2255,  §33. 

64.  Foltz  V.  Steveas,  54  111.  180. 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  "ENFORCEMENT  OF    155 

(M.)  Judgment. —  (a.)  In  General. —The  judgment  rendered  in  a 
claim  case  must  decide  the  right  of  property.*^  The  general  rule  that 
the  judgment  must  conform  to  the  verdict  or  findings  is  applicable 
in  claim  cases,^®  and  it  must  conform  to  the  statutes  providing  the 
form  of  the  judgment.^^  The  judgment  should  not  be  in  the  alternative 
for  the  property  or  its  value/*  unless  the  statute  so  permits.^' 

(b.)  For  E'xecuUon  Flaintif.  —  In  a  claim  ease,  the  judgment  rendered 
for  the  execution  plaintiff  is  that  the  property  levied  upon  is  subject 
to  the  writ,'"  and  directs  that  the  property  levied  upon  be  sold,'^  and 
that  the  plaintiff  recover  costs.'^  Or,  in  some  jurisdictions,  upon  a 
finding  in  favor  of  the  execution  plaintiff,  judgment  is  rendered  for 
the  appraised  value  of  the  goods  so  subject,  not  exceeding  the  amount 
of  the  writ,  and  a  prescribed  per  cent  in  addition  thereto.'^  Where 
damages  have  been  awarded  for  interposing  the  claim  for  delay,  they 
are  embraced  in  the  judgment.'* 

(c.)  For  Claimant.  — If  the  issue  is  found  in  favor  of  the  claimant, 
the  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  execution  plaintiff  for  the  amount 
of  the  claimant's  costs,'^  and  the  property  levied  upon  is  ordered  re- 
leased/* and  the-  claimant  discharged  from  his  bond."  "Where  a  claim 
interposed  by  a  mortgagee  in  possession  is  sustained,  judgment  should 


65.  Fla.  Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1629;  Strob- 
har  V.  French  Piano  &  Organ  Co.,  48 
Fla.  158,  37  So.  177;  Wjo.  Comp.  St., 
1910,  §4767. 

66.  Neill  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Billingsley, 
49  Tex.  161;  De  Forest  v.  Miller,  42 
Tex.  34.  See  generally  15  Standaed 
Peoc.  55. 

[a]  A  judgment  for  damages  based 
upon  the  value  of  the  property  is  er- 
roneous where  there  is  no  finding  by 
the  jury  as  to  such  value.  Adams  v. 
Carnes,  111  Ga.  505,  36  S.  E.  597. 

67.  Neill  Bros.  &  Co.  v.  Billingsley, 
49  Tex.  161. 

Form  and  sufficiency  of  judgments 
generally,  see  15  Standaed  Peoc.  22, 
et  seq. 

68.  Johnson  v.  Citizens'  Bank,  145 
Ala.  654,  39  So.  577. 

69.  Shattuck  v.  Miller,  50  Miss.  386; 
Been  v.  Lindsey,  2  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 
581;  Thomas  v.  Estes,  2  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)   439. 

70.  Bryan  v.  Simpson,  92  Ga.  307, 
18  S.  E.  547. 

71.  Ga. — ^Bryan  v.  Simpson,  92  Ga. 
3(^,  18  S.  E.  547.  111. — ^Lansing  v. 
Bfftes,  11  111.  550.  Mo. — McGregor  v. 
Hampton,  70  Mo.  App.  98. 

72.  Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1629.  Ga. 
Bryan  v.  Simpson,  92  Ga.  307,  18  S.  B. 
547,     lU.— Kurd's   Bev.  St.,  1916,  chj 


140a,  §10;  Lansing  v.  Bates,  11  111.  550. 
Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2205.  Ohio. 
Jones  V.  Carr  &  Co.,  16  Ohio  St.  420. 

73.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904,  §3270. 
Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1629.  Ky.— Car- 
roll's  Code,  1906,  §648;  Combs  v.  Wal- 
lace, 3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  384.  Tex.— Ver- 
nons'  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914,  §7790, 

[a]  ValuBi  at  the  Time  of  Trial. 
Johnston  v.  Standard  Oil  Co.,  71  Miss. 
397,  14  So.  533. 

[b]  A  judgment  for  a  greater 
amount  than  the  appraised  value  of  the 
goods  and  the  per  cent  thereon,  is  er- 
roneous. Combs  V.  Wallace,  3  Ky.  IJ. 
Eep.  384. 

[c]  In  Mississippi,  see  Code,  1906, 
§4994. 

74.  Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1629.  Ga. 
Bryan  ;;.  Simpsonj  92  Ga.  307,  18  S.  B. 
547.     Miss.— Code,  1906,  §4995. 

75.  111. — ^Lansing  v.  Bates,  11  HI. 
550.  Miss. — Shattuck  v.  Miller,  50  Miss. 
386.  Mc— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2205.  Neb. 
Eev.  St.,  1913,  §8063.  Ohio.— Jones  v. 
Carr  &  Co.,  16  Ohio  St.  420;  Patty  V. 
Mansfield,  8  Ohio  369. 

76.  111.— HuTd's"  Eev.  St.,  1916,  ch. 
140a,  §10.  Miss.— Code,  1906,  §4995. 
Mo. — McGregor  v.  Hampton,  70  Mo. 
App.  98.  Neb.— Eev.  St.,  1913,  §8063. 
Ohio. — -Jones  v.  Carr'&  Co.,  16  Ohio  St. 
420;  Patty  v.  Mansfield,  8  Ohio  369. 

77.  Miss.  Code,  1906,  §4995. 
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be  to  permit  the  mortgagee  to  retain  possession  of  the  property  until 
the  mortgage  is  discharged,  and  to  allow  the  creditors  to  sell  the  prop- 
erty subject  to  the  mortgage.'^  A  judgment  of  dismissal  of  the  levy 
is  a  termination  of  the  case  favorably  to  the  claimant/^ 

(d.)  Against  Execution  Defendant. —  As  the  defendant  in  execution  is 
not  a  party  to  the  claim  suit,^"  a  judgment  cannot  be  rendered  against 
him.®^ 

(e.)  Default  and  Nonsuit.  — In  some  jurisdictions,  the  failure  of  the 
claimant  to  appear  or  join  issue  will  result  in  a  judgment  by  default 
against  him,*''  but  in  other  jurisdictions,  it  has  been  held  that  a  judg- 
ment by  default  cannot  be  rendered,*^  the  proper  practice  in  such  juris- 
dictions being,  either  to  dismiss  the  claim,**  or  for  the  plaintiff  to 
make  out  his  case  before  he  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  or  judgment  sub- 
jecting the  property.*^ 

(f.)    Amendment  of.  —  An  irregularity   in   a   judgment   rendered  in 


78.  Lapowski  v.  Taylor,  13  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  624,  35  S.  W.  934. 

79.  Plaster  v.  Terry,  112  Ga.  702, 
37  S.  E.  971;  Moody  v.  Millen,  103  Ga. 
452,  30  S.  E.  258;  Collins  &  Son  v.  Hud- 
son; 69  Ga.  684. 

80.  See  supra,  11,  B,  2,  6,  d,  (XII), 
(C),    (3). 

81.  Marx  t).  Lange,  Levy  &  Co.,  61 
Tex.  547. 

fa]  Where  the  verdict  is  for  the 
claimant  for  the  property  seized  and 
against  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  verdict 
and  the  judgment  entered  thereon 
should  also  include  a  finding  against 
the  defendant  in  the  execution.  Albert 
V.  Freas,  103  Md.  583,  64  Atl.  282. 

82.  Ariz.— Lawler  v.  Bashford-Bur- 
mister  Co.,  5  Ariz.  94,  46  Pac.  72.  Mo. 
Stevens  v.  Springer,  23  Mo.  App.  375. 
Tex. — Martin  v.  Harnett,  86  Tex.  517, 
25  S.  W.  1115;  Eatcliff  v.  Hicks,  23  Tex. 
173;  Scott  V.  DeWitt,  42  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  69,  93  8.  W.  215;  Cobb  v.  Camp- 
bell, 14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  433,  38  S.  W. 
246;  Betterton,  Irvine  &  Co.  v.  Buck, 
2  Wills.  Civ.  Cas.  §198'. 

fal  Prerequisite  to  Entering  De- 
fault  Judgment. — A  default  judgment 
cannot  be  entered  until  after  the 
court  has  directed  an  issue  to  be  made 
up  between  the  parties  and  claimant 
has  failed  to  join  issue  upon  such  direc- 
tion. Lawler  v.  Bashford-Burmister 
Co.,  5  Ariz.  94,  46  Pac.  72;  De  Forest, 
Armstrong  &  Co.  v.  Miller,  42  Tex.  34; 
Scott  V.  JXe  "Witt,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  69, 
93  S.  W.  215. 

Vol.  XVI 


[b]  No  service  need  be  made  upon 
the  claimant  before  a  default  judg- 
ment may  be  taken  against  him.  Mar- 
tin V.  Harnett,  86  Tex.  517,  25  S.  W 
1115. 

[e]  Eefusal  To  Enter  Default. 
Where,  upon  the  call  of  the  docket 
upon  appearance  day  of  the  term,  claim- 
ant's counsel  stated  in  court  that  he 
was  ready  to  join  issues  at  such  time 
as  the  court  should  reach  the  case  on 
the  docket  and  direct  issues  to  be 
made,  it  was  a  proper  exercise  of  the 
discretion  of  the  court  to  refuse  to  al- 
low a  default  judgment  to  be  taken 
against  the  claimant  upon  his  failure 
to  appear  when  the  case  was  reached 
and  to  direct  issues  to  be  made  up. 
Scott  V.  De  Witt,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  69, 
93  S.  W.  215. 

83.  National  Furniture  Co.  v.  Ed- 
wards, 105  Ga.  240,  31  S.  E.  161;  Amer- 
ican Inv.'  Co.  V.  Cable  Co.,  4  Ga.  App. 
106,  60  S.  E.  1037. 

84.  National  Furniture  Co.  r.  Ed- 
wards, 105  Ga.  240,  31  S.  B.  161;  Bank 
of  Southwestern  Georgia  v.  Empire  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  10  Ga.  App.  320,  73  S.  B.  597. 

fal  Where  plaintiff  falls  to  appear, 
see  Vernon's  Sayles'  Tex'.  Civ.  St.,  1914 
§7783. 

85.  National  Furniture  Co.  v.  Ed- 
wards, 105  Ga.  240,  31  S.  E.  161;  Bank 
of  Southwestern  Georgia  v.  Empire  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  10  Ga.  App.  320,  73  S.  E.  597. 

fa]  Plaintiff  makes  out  a  prima 
facie  case  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  a 
verdict  finding  the  property  subject  to 
the  execution  where  the  entry  of  levy 
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I 
a  statutory  claim  suit  may  be  amended  where  the  judgment  is  other- 
wise correct  and  proper  under  the  pleadings  and  facts  of  the  case.^° 

(g.)  Ef^ct  of.  —  aa.  In  Generals^  —A  judgment  in  a  claim  case  is 
conclusive  upon  the  execution  plaintiff  and  the  claimant  and  their 
privies,  to  the  same  extent  as  any  other  judgment.^"  A  judgment 
against  a  claimant  does  not  determine  that  the  property  belongs  to 
the  defendant,^^  but  it  is  a  final  adjudication  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
that  the  property  is  subject  to  the  writ,®"  and  to  the  extent  that 
ownership  is  determined  it  is  res  adjudicata  as  to  the  parties  and 
their  privies.®^ 

bb.  Judgment  of  Justice  of  Peace.  —  A  judgment  rendered  by  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  in  those  jurisdictions  where  the  trial  of  the  right  of 
property  is  had  before  a  justice®^  is  not  binding  upon  any  of  the 
parties  in  any  respect,®^  except  that  it  concludes  the  claimant  from 


on  the  writ  recites  that  at  the  time 
of  the  levy  the  property  levied  upon 
■was  in  the  possession  of  the  defend- 
ant in  execution.  Bank  of  Southwest- 
ern Georgia  v.  Empire  Life  Ins.  Co.,  10 
Ga.  App.  320,  73  S.  E.  597. 

86.  Johnson  v.  Citizens'  Bank,  145 
Ala.  654,  39  So.  577;  Eamey  v.  Peeples 
Groc.  Co.,  108  Ala.  476,  18  So.  805; 
Petree  v.  Wilson,  104  Ala.  157,  16  So. 
143. 

fa]  To  Show  the  True  Intendment 
of  the  Verdict.— Moses  v.  Eagle  &  Phe- 
nix  Mfg.  Co.,  68  Ga.  241. 

Amendment  of  judgments  generally, 
see  15  Standakd  Proc.  98. 

87.  See  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 

88.  Ga. — McLendon  v.  Shumate,  128 
Ga.  526,  57  8.  E.  886;  Hollinshead  -i;. 
Woodard,  128  Ga.  7,  57  S.  E.  79;  "Wal- 
ker V.  Equitable  Mortgage  Co.,  114  Ga. 
862,  40  S.  E.  1010;  Garlington  v.  Fletch- 
er, 111  Ga.  861,  36  S.  E.  920;  Stamps  f. 
Hardigree,  100  Ga.  160,  28  S.  E.  41; 
Welchel  v.  Gordon,  63  Ga.  610;  Pol- 
lard V.  King,  63  Ga.  224.  111. — Cassell 
i:  Williams,  12  111.  387.  Mo.— McGreg- 
or V.  Hamptdn,  70  Mo.  App.  98;  St'ev- 
ena  v.  Springer,  23  Mo.  App.  375. 

See  generally  the  titles  "Judg- 
ments;" "Ees  Judicata." 

[a]  It  is  a  judicial  proceeding, 
and  a  judgment  therein  is  as  conclu- 
sive as  a  judgment  in  any  other  judi- 
cial proceeding.  Stevens  v.  Springer, 
23  Mo.  App.  375. 

[b]  Transferee. — (1)  A  judgment 
against  a  claimant  does  not  affect  one 
to  whom  he  had  conveyed  the  property 
prior  to  the  filing  of  the  claim.  Smith 
V.  Coker,  110  Ga.  654,  36  S.  E.  107.  (2) 


But  one  purchasing  the  property  pend- 
ing the  litigation  of  the  claim  case  is 
bound  by  the  adjudication.  Jinks  'v. 
Lewis,  94  Ga.  677,  20  S.  E.  6. 

[e]  As  a  purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale 
is  the  privy  of  the  plaintiff  in  execu- 
tion, a  judgment  in  a  claim  case  where- 
in the  property  has  been  found  subject 
to  the  execution  levied  thereon  estops 
the  claimant  from  setting  up  title  to 
the  same  in  an  action  subsequently 
brought  against  him  for  its  recovery 
by  one  who  purchased  it  at  sheriff's 
sale  under  the  execution.  Garlington  v. 
Fletcher,  111  Ga.  861,  36  S.  E.  920. 

[d]  The  sureties  on  claimant's  bond 
are  bound.  Zuroher  v.  Krohne,  Feiss 
&  Co.,  63  Tex.  118. 

[e]  A  dismissal  of  the  claim  on 
motion  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  writ, 
without  any  appearance  on  the  part  of 
the  claimant  does  not  operate  as  a  res 
adjudicata  as  to  the  claimant's  rights, 
but  he  may  claim  again.  American 
Inv.  Co.  V.  Cable  Co.,  4  Ga.  App.  106, 
60  S.  E,  1037. 

89.  Cassell  v.  Williams,  12  III.  387, 
it  merely  determines  that  the  claimant 
has  no  title. 

90.  Miller  &  Co.  v.  Mattox,  118  Ga. 
269,  45  S.  E.  237;  Brannan  v.  Check, 
103  Ga.  353,  29  S.  E.  937;  Heard  v. 
Duke,  98  Ga.  134,  26  S.  E.  485. 

91.  Fleckham  v.  Black,  1  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  164;  BuUard  v.  White,  2  Wills. 
Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.),  §286. 

92.  See  supra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (XII), 
(A). 

93.  Kan. — Graves  v.  Butcher,  24 
Kan.  291;  Sponenbarger  v.  Lemert,  23 
Kan.  55.  Neb. — State  v.  Gillespie,  9 
Neb.  505,  4  N.  W.  239.    Ohio,— Jones  v. 
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all  Tight  of  redress  against  the  officer  making  the  levy^'* 

(h.)  Execution  Upon.  — Upon  rendition  of  a  judgment  an  execution 
may  be  issued  thereon  in  the  same  mianner  as  in  other  actions,®'  to 
the  extent  that  it  is  not  satisfied  by  delivery  of  the  property,^^  and 
the  payment  of  damages  and  costs.^' 

(11.)  Costs.  —  The  matter  of  costs  is  largely  statutory,  and  is  gov- 
erned by  the  general  principles  and  rules  elsewhere  discussed.'*  It 
has  been  held  that  a  successful  claimant  is  not  liable  for  the  costs 
incurred  in  caring  for  the  property  claimed  where  he  refuses  to  give 
a  forthcoming  bond.®' 

(12.)  Appeal  —  An  appeal  from  the  judgment  is  allowed  as  in  other 
eases  of  a  final  determination  of  the  rights  of  a  party,^  the  pro- 
cedure being  governed  by  that  in  other  cases  of  review.^ 

(D.)  Trial  by  Sheriff's  Jury. —  (1.)  In  General.^  —  In  some  jurisdic- 
tions, if  the  sheriff  is  notified  that  the  property  he  has  levied  upon 
is  claimed  by  a  third  person,*  it  becomes  his  duty  to  have  the  validity 


Carr  &  Co.,  16  Ohio  St.  420;  Patty  v. 
Mansfield,  8  Ohio  369. 

94.  Jones  v.  Carr  &  Co.,  16  Ohio  St. 
420;  Patty  v.  Mansfield,  8  Ohio  369. 

95.  Ala. — See  Foust  v.  Greene,'  90 
Ala.  539,  8  So.  59.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig., 
1904,  §3270.  Fla/.-^Gen.  St.,  1906, 
§1639.  Ky.— Carroll's  Code,  1906,  §648. 
*ex.— Vernon's  Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  1914, 
§7791. 

See  generally  the  title  "Judgments 
and  Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

96.  "Willis  V.  Chowning,  90  Tex.  617, 
40  S.  W.  395,  59  Am.  St.  Eep.  842; 
Parlin  &  Orendorff  Co.  v.  Coffey,  25 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  218,  61  £.  W.  512;  Bet- 
terton,  Irvine  &  Co.  v.  Buck,  2  Wills. 
Civ.   Cas.   (Tex.),   §202. 

[a]  It  is  an  absolute  right  of  the 
claimant  to  discharge  the  judgment 
rendered  against  him  in  a  trial  of  the 
right  of  property  by  a  return  of  the 
property  -within  ten  days,  and  a  pay- 
ment of  the  damages  and  value  of  the 
use  of  the  property  and  costs  and 
damages.  Parlin  &  Orendorfl  Co.  v. 
Coffey,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  218,  61  S.  W. 
512. 

97.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §6042.  Fla. 
Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1630.  Tex.— Willis  v. 
Chowning,  90  Tex.  617,  40  S.  W.  395, 
59  Am.  St.  Eep.  842;  Kilgore  v.  Sav- 
age  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  164  S.  W.  1081. 

98.  See  the  statutes;  and  the  title 
"Costs." 

[a]  Both  Parties  Partially  Success- 
ful.— If  the  judgment  is  for  the  claim- 
ant as  to  part  of  the  property  and  for 
the  plaintiff  in  execution  as  to  part 
the  court  should  apportion  the  costs  in 
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his  discretion.  Lansing  v.  Bates,  11 
111.  550;  Sadler  v.  Anderson,  17  Tex. 
-245. 

99.  Peugh  V.  Corley,  141  Ga.  135,  80 
S.  E.  633; 

[a]  Such  necessary  expense  of  pro- 
tecting the  property  under  levy  is 
chargeable  as  a  part  of  the  cost  attend- 
ing the  enforcement  of  the  execution. 
Peugh  V.  Corley,  141  Ga.  135,  80  S.  E. 
633. 

1.  Sellers  v.  Thomas,  185  111.  384, 
57  N.  E.  10;  Empire  Tailoring  Co.  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  90  111.  App.  433. 

2.  See  generally  2  Standard  Proc. 
107,  and  specific  titles  dealing  with 
appellate  procedure. 

As  to  right  of  claimant  to  change 
his  statement  of  claim  in  an  appellate 
court  upon  appeal  from  a  judgment  of 
the  justice  court,  see  the  title  "Jus- 
tices of  the  Peace." 

3.  Trial  of  right  of    property,    see 

supra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (XII),  (C). 

4.  Idaho. — Smith  v.  Graham,  25 
Idaho  174,  136  Pac.  801.  N.  Y.— De 
Sisto  V.  Stimmel,  31  Misc.  711,  65  N.  T. 
Supp.  314  {aprmed,  58  App.  Div.  486, 
69  N.  T.  Supp.  431) ;  Craft  i\  Brandow, 
24  Misc.  306,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  1078.  N.D. 
Bev.  Code,  1905,  §7114.  Ore.— Sommer 
V.  Oliver,  39  Ore.  453,  65  Pac.  600;  Vul- 
can Iron  Wks.  V.  Edwards,  27  Ore.  563, 
36  Pac.  22,  39  Pac.  403;  Eemdall  v. 
Swackhamt'r,  8  Ore.  502.  S.  D. — Code 
Civ.   Proc,   1910,   §343. 

[a]  In  Illinois,  this  was  formerly 
the  practice.  Eowe  v.  Bowen,  28  111. 
116. 
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of  the  claim  determined  by  a  sheriff's  jury,  which  is  presided  over 
by  the  sheriff.^ 

(2.)  Character  of.  —  The  proceeding  before  the  sheriff  is  not  ju- 
dicial.'^    It  is  not  an  action.'' 

(3.)  Notice  of.  —  The  sheriff  must  give  notice  to  the  judgmient  cred- 
itor of  the  time  and  place  of  trial.^ 

(4.)  Verdicts  —  The  verdict  rendered  by  the  sheriff 's  jury  is  not  a 
judicial  determination  of  the  title  of  the  property  claimed,^  and  is 
therefore  not  conclusive  upon  any  one  as  to  such  title."  But  if  the 
verdict  is  for  the  claimant,  the  levy  will  be  dismissed,  unless  the  judg- 
ment creditor  gives  the  sheriff  an  indemnity  bond.*^  The  verdict  of 
the  sheriff's  jury  is  a  full  indemnity  and  protection  to  the  sheriff 


[b]  Abolished  in  Kentucky. — Car- 
roll's Code,  1906,  §659;  Watson  v.  Gab- 
by, 18  B.  Mon.   (Ky.)    658. 

[c]  Left  to  SheriflE's  Discretion. — De 
Sisto  V.  Stimmel,  31  Misc.  711,  65  N. 
Y.  Supp.  314  (affirmed,  58  App.  Div. 
486,  69  N.  T.  Supp.  431);  Craft  v. 
Brandow,  24  Mise.  806,  52  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1078. 

[d]  The  service  (1)  of  a  written 
notice  of  claim  upon  the  sheriff  by  a 
third  person  is  all  that  is  necessary  to 
enable  the  officer  to  call  a  jury  to  try 
such  issue.  Sommer  v.  Oliver,  39  Ore. 
453,  65  Pae.  600.  (2)  But  until  such 
notice  is  given,  the  sheriff  has  no  power 
or  authority  to  summon  or  call  a  jury, 
whatever  his  views  may  be  as  to  the 
title  to  the  property.  Vulcan  Iron 
Wks.  V.  Edwards,  27  Ore.  563,  36  Pac. 
22,  39  Pac.  403. 

[e]  The  sheriff  cannot  be  deprived 
of  this  right  of  protection  by  any  sub- 
sequent act  of  the  claimant  short  of 
the  complete  withdrawal  of  the  claim, 
Vulcan  Iron  Wks.  v.  Edwards,  27  Ore. 
563,  36  Pac.  22,  39  Pac.  403. 

[f]  A  claim  which  shows  on  its 
face  a  leviable  interest  in  the  execu- 
tion defendant  does  not  justify  submis- 
sion to  a  jury,  and  their  finding  does 
not  entitle  the  sheriff  to  demand  in- 
demnity before  selling  the  admitted 
interest  of  the  debtor.  Goodrich  v. 
Bowe,  1  City  Ct.  (-N.  Y.)   338. 

5.  Cal. — Perkins  v.  Thornburgh,  10 
Cal.  l89.  Idaho. — Smith  v.  Graham,  25 
Idaho  174,  136  Pac.  801.  N.  Y.— Cohen 
V.  Climax  Cycle  Co.,  19  App.  Div.  158, 
46  N.  Y.  Supp.  4,  4  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas. 
332.  Ore. — Vulcan  Iron  Wks.  v.  Ed- 
wards, 27  Ore.  563,  36  Pae.  22,  39  Pae. 
403. 

6.  Cal. — Perkins  v.   Thornburgh,  10 


116.  N.  Y. — Gilmour  Door  Co.  v.  Shea, 
Cal.  189.  lU.— Eowe  v.  Bowen,  28  111. 
150  App.  Div.  239,  134  N.  Y.  Supp. 
919.  Ore. — Vulcan  Iron  Wks.  v.  Ed- 
wards, 27  Ore.  563,  36  Pac.  22,  39  Pac. 
403;  Capital  Lumbering  Co.  v.  Hall,  9 
Ore.  93. 

7.  Hibbard  v.  Thrasher,  65  111.  479, 
but  simply  a  contest  between  the  exe- 
cution creditor  and  the  claimant. 

8.  Idaho. — Smith  v.  Graham,  25 
Idaho  174,  136  Pae.  801.  N.  D.— Eev. 
Code,  1905,  §7114.  Ore. — Vulcan  Iron 
Wks.  V.  Edwards,  27  Ore.  563,  36  Pac. 
22,  39  Pac.  403.  S.  D.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1910,  §343. 

[a]  Notice  to  the  claimant  is  not 
provided  for  by  statute  and  "the  law 
presumes  that  he  will  be  ready  at  any 
time,  upon  reasonable  notice,  to  sub- 
mit the  merits  of  his  claim  to  such 
jury."  Sommer  v.  Oliver,  39  Ore.  453, 
65  Pac.  600. 

9.  Idaho. — Smith  v.  Graham,  25 
Idaho  174,  136  Pac.  801.  Mo.— Fisher 
V.  Gordon,  8  Mo.  386.  N.  Y. — Gilmour 
Door  Co.  V.  Shea,  150  App.  Div.  239, 
134  N.  Y.  Supp.  919;  Cohen  v.  Climax 
Cycle  Co.,  19  App.  Div.  158,  46  N.  Y. 
Supp.  4,  4  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  332.  Ore. 
Vulcan  Iron  Wks.  v.  Edwards,  27  Ore. 
563,  36  Pac.  22,  39  Pac.  403;  Capital 
Lumbering  Co.  v.  Hall,  9  Ore.  93. 

10.  Gilmour  Door  Co.  v.  Shea,  150 
App.  Div.  239,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  919; 
Cohen  v.  Climax  Cycle  Co.,  19  App. 
Div.  158,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  4,  4  N.  Y. 
Ann.  Cas.  332. 

11.  Idaho. — Smith  v.  Graham,  25 
Idaho  174,  136  Pac.  801.  N.  Y.— De 
Sisto  V.  Stimmel,  31  Misc.  711,  65  N. 
■y.  Supp.  314  {affirmed,  58  App.  Div. 
486,    69    N.    Y.    Supp.    431);    Craft    v. 
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proceeding  in  accordance  therewith,*^  but  not  to,  other  persons,  and 
will  there;fore  not  bar  an  action  by  the  claimant  against  others  for 
possession  of  the  property,^'  or  for  damages  for  taking  the  same." 

(5.)  Judgment.  —  The  proceeding  for  the  trial  of  the  right  of  prop- 
erty before  a  sheriff's  jury  does  not  result  in  a  judgment.^'' 

(6.)    Costs.  —  The  losing  party  must  pay  the  costs.^' 

(7.)  Appeal —  The  action  of  the  sheriff's  jury  in  determining  a 
claim  of  title  to  property  seized  by  the  sheriff  under  an  execution,  not 
being  a  judicial  determination  of  such  title,^'  is  not  subject  to  review 
by  appeal.^^ 

7.  Sale  on  Execution.  —  a.  General  Statement. '^^  —  The  sheriff 
should  proceed  to  make  the  sale  whether  the  writ  be  returned  or  not.^" 
Whether  mandamus  may  be  used  to  force  the  sheriff  to  proceed  with 
the  sale,  is  elsewhere  discussed.^^ 

b.  Presumptions.  —  The  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  validity 
and  regularity  of  execution  sales  ;^^  but  where  the  officer  sells  the 


iBrandow,  24  Misc.  306,  52  N.  T.  Supp. 
1078;  Cohen  v.  Climax  Cycle  Co.,  19 
App.  Div.  158,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  4,  4  N. 
Y.  Ann.  Cas.  332.  N.  D.— Eev.  Code, 
1905,  §7114.  S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proe., 
1910,   §343. 

[a]  If  the  execution  plaintiff  gives 
the  bond,  it  becomes  the  duty  of  the 
sheriff  to  proceed  to  sell,  unless  he 
chooses  rather  to  incur  the  risk  of  prov- 
ing the  property  not  in  the  defend- 
ant, in  any  action  that  the  plaintiff 
may  bring  against  him  for  not  selling. 
Craft  V.  Brandow,  24  Misc.  306,  52  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1078.  See  Lord's  Ore.  Laws, 
§232;  Howard  v.  Conde,  22  Ore.  581, 
30  Pac.  454. 

12.  Ky. — Philips  v.  Harriss,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  122,  19  Am.  Dec.  166.  Mo, 
Fisher  v.  Gordon,  8  Mo.  386.  Ohio. 
Patty  V.  Mansfield,  8  Ohio  369.  Ore. 
Sommer  v.  Oliver,  39  Ore.  453,  65  Pac. 
600;  Hexter  v.  Schneider,  14  Ore.  184, 
12  Pac.  668;  Capital  Lumbering  Go. 
V.  Hall,  9  Ore.  93;  Eemdall  v.  Swack- 
hamer,  8  Ore.  502. 

[a]  As  Against  Plaintiff  in  Execu- 
tion.— Craft  'v.  Brandow,  24  Misc.  306, 
52  N.  Y.  Supp.  1078.  See  also  Hib- 
bard  v.  Thrasher,  65  111.  479. 

[b]  "The  object  of  a  trial  of  the 
right  of  property  under  the  statute  is 
merely  to  furnish  an  indemnity  to  the 
oflScer  in  case  he  disposes  of  the  prop- 
erty in  conformity  with  the  verdict." 
Hibbard  v.  Thrasher,  65  111.  479;  Foltz 
V.  Stevens,  54  HI.  180;  Eowe  v.  Bowen, 
28  111.  116. 

13.  Vulcan  Iron   Wks.  v.  Edwards, 
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27  Ore.  563,  36  Pac.  22,  39  Pac.  403; 
Hexter  v.  Schneider,  14  Ore.  184,  12 
Pac.  668  (purchaser  at  sale) ;  Capital 
Lumbering  Co.  v.  Hall,  9  Ore.  93;  Eem- 
dall V.  Swackhamer,  8  Ore;  502. 

14.  Howard  v.  Conde,  22  Ore.  581, 
30  Pac.  454;  Capital  Lumbering  Co.  v. 
Hall,  9  Ore.  93;  Eemdall  v.  Swack- 
hamer, 8  Ore.  502. 

15.  Vulcan  Iron  Wks.  v.  Edwards, 
27  Ore.  563,  36  Pac.  22,  39  Pac.  403. 

16.  Idaho. — Smith  v.  Graham,  25 
Idaho  174,  136  Pac.  801.  N.  Y.— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  §109.  N.  T>. — ^Eev.  Code, 
1905,  §7114.  Ore.— Lord's  Law,  §231. 
S.  D.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1910,   §343. 

[a]  Where  the  claimant  recovered 
less  than  half  of  the  property  claimed 
by  him,  it  was  proper  for  the  sheriff 
to  tax  all  the  costs  against  him.  Tay- 
lor V.  Forman,  12  Mo.  547. 

17.  See  supra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (XII), 
(D),  (2). 

18.  Gilmour  Door  Co.  v.  Shea,  150 
App.  Div.  239,  134  N.  T.  Supp.  919; 
Cohen  V.  Climax  Cycle  Co.,  19  App. 
Div.  158,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  4,  4  N.  Y, 
Ann.  Cas.  332. 

As  to  right  of  appeal  from  judgment 
determining  the  right  of  property,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  6,  d,  (XII),  (C),  (12). 

19.  Distinction  between  judicial  and 
execution  sales,  see  the  title  "Judicial 
Sales." 

20.  Willoughby  v.  Dewey,  63  HI. 
246. 

Return,  see  n,  B,  8. 

21.  See  the  title  "Sheriffs,  Con- 
stables and  Marshals." 

22.  Fla,— Kendtick    v.   Latham,    25 
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property  of  a  stranger  the  presumption  of  the  validity  of  the  sale 
does  not  apply.^' 

e.  Authority  To  Sell.—{X.)  Generally.  —The  power  of  the  officer 
depends  upon  statutory  authority,  which  authority  must  be  strictly 
pursued,^*  and'  if  no  power  exists  nothing  passes  by  the  sale.^^  Or  if 
for  any  reason  the  officer  cannot  attend  the  sale  it  may  be  held  by  a 
deputy  ;^^  and,  on  the  other  hand,  the  officer  can  sell  the  land  after 
his  deputy  has  Icvied.^^  A  private,  unauthorized  person  cannot  con- 
duct the  sale.^^  Two  sheriffs  cannot  advertise,  sell,  and  convey  joint- 
]y_29  ijijjg  fgg^  j.jj^^  ^jjg  sheriff  conducting  the  sale  is  a  stockhoMer 
in  a  corporation  purchasing  at  such  sale  will  not  invalidate  it,'"  and 
in  the  absence  of  a  statute  declaring  such  a  disqualification,  a  sale  by 
a  sheriff  is  not  void  because  of  the  fact  that  he  is  related  to  the  de- 
fendant.^^ 

(II.)  After  Expiration  of  Term. —  The  general  rule  is  that  the  officer 
who  levies  an  execution  should  make  the  sale  thereof  even  though  his 
term  has  expired,  or  he  has  otherwise  ceased  to  hold  office,^^  though 
in  a  number  of  jurisdictions  the  sale  is  to  be  conducted  by  the  suc- 
cessor of  the  officer  levying  the  writ.^^    Some  authorities  recognize  a 


Fla.  819,  6  So.  871.  Ky.— Scott's  Exr. 
V.  Scott,  85  Ky.  385,  3  S.  W.  598,  5 
S.  W.  423.  Mass. — Doty  v.  Gorham,  5 
Pick.  487,  16  Am.  Dec.  417.  Mo.— Blod- 
gett  V.  Perry,  97  Mo.  263,  10  S.  W. 
891,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  307;  Evans  v. 
Eobberson,  92  Mo.  192,  4  S.  W.  941; 
Cabell  V.  Grubbs,  48  Mo.  353.  Mont. 
Burton  v.  Kipp,  30  Mont.  275,  76  Pac. 
563.  N.  J.— Hunt  «.  Swayze,  55  N.  J. 
L.  33,  25  Atl.  850. 

23.  Spears  v.  Weddington,  146  Ky. 
434,  142  S.  "W.  679. 

24.  TJ.  S.^rGantly  's  Lessee  v.  Ewing, 
3  How.  707,  11  L.  ed.  794.  Cal.— Wel- 
don  V.  Rogers,  157  Cal.  410,  108  Pac. 
266.  N.  H.— Husted  v.  Dakin,  17  Abb. 
Pr.  137. 

25p  Wills  V.  Chandler,  2  Fed.  273,  1 
McCrary  276. 

2&  Young  V.  Smith,  10  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  293. 

[a]  A  general  verbal  direction  by 
a  sheri£F  to  an  assistant  in  his  office 
to  make  the  sales  and  adjournments 
necessary  on  a  given  day  confers  no 
authority  to  make  a  sale,  and  a  sale 
made  under  such  direction  will  be  set 
aside.  Meyer  v.  Bishop,  27  N.  J.  Eq. 
141. 

27.  Young  V.  Smith,  10  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)   293. 

28.  McMillan  v.  Eowe,  15  Neb.  520, 
19  N.  W.  504. 

29.  Maffett  v.  Tonkins,  6  N.  J.  L. 
228. 


» 


30.  Hardwick  v.  Jones,  65  Mo.  54, 

31.  Brackenridge  v.  Cobb,  2  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  161,  21  S.  W.  614,  sheriff  in 
this  ease  was  a  brother-in-law  of  the 
defendant. 

32.  U.  S.— Kent  v.  Roberts,  2  Story 
591,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,715.  Ala. 
Leavitt  v.  Smith,  7  Ala.  175.  Ark. 
Byers  1!.  Fowler,  12  Ark.  218,  54  Am. 
Dee.  271.  111. — Bellingall  v.  Duncan, 
8  111.  477.  Ky. — Colyer  v.  Higgins,  1 
Duv.  6,  85  Am.  Dee.  601;  Lofland  v. 
Ewing,  5  Litt.  42,  15  Am.  Dee.  41. 
Me.— Clark  v.  Pratt,  55  Me.  546;  Tukey 
V.  Smith,  18  Me.  125,  36  Am.  Dec. 
704.  Md.— Busey  v.  Tuck,  47  Md.  171; 
Purl's  Lessee  v.  Duvall,  5  Har.  &  J. 
69,  9  Am.  Dec.  490.  Mich. — Vroman 
V.  Thompson,  51  Mich.  452,  16  N.  W. 
808.  N.  J. — Hunt  v.  Swayze,  55  N.  J. 
L.  33,  25  Atl.  850.  N.  Y.— Newman  v. 
Beckwith,  61  N.  Y.  205;  Wood  v.  Col- 
vin,  2  Hill  566,  38  Am.  Dec.  598.  N.  O. 
Sander^n  v.  Rogers,  14  N.  C.  38.  Ohio. 
Miner's  Lessee  v.  Cassat,  2  Ohio  St. 
198. 

[a]  Executor  or  administrator  of 
sheriff  may  sell  lands  seised  by  the 
sheriff  before  his  death.  Read  v.  Stev- 
ens, 1  N.  J.  L.  264. 

33. 1  Cal. — Weldon  v.  Rogers,  157 
Cal.  410,  108  Pac.  266.  Mich.— See 
Taylor  v.  Boardmau,  23  Mich.  317.  Mo. 
Merchants  Bank  of  St.  Louis  ».  Har- 
rison, 39  Mo.  433;  Carr  v.  Youse,  39 
Mo.  346,  90  Am.  Dec.  470.    Pa.— Leshey 
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distinction  in  this  regard  between  personal  propertj^  and  real  estate, 
holding  that  in  the  case-  of  personalty  the  sale  should  be  by  the 
officer  levying  the  writ,  while  in  the  case  of  real  property  it  should 
be  his  successor,^* 

(III.)  Venditioni  Exponas.  —  (A.)  General  Statement.  —  A  venditioni 
exponas  is  a  writ  requiring  the  officer  who  has  levied  on  property 
under  a  writ  of  execution  to  proceed  to  sell  the  same.^^  It  is  not 
an  authority  but  rather  an  order  or  mandate  compelling  a  sale.'" 
The  venditioni  exponas  is  not  a  process  distinct  from  the  fieri  facias 
but  a  part  of  it,''  being  for  the  continuation  and  completion  of  the 
original '  execution,'*  and  only  the  property  included  in  the  previous 
levy  can  be  sold  under  it.'^  A  venditioni  exponas  may  also  contain 
a  fieri  facias  for  the  residue  of  the  debt  where  the  goods  taken  are 
not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the'  whole,*"    Where  the  sheriff  has  returned 


V.  Gardner,  3  Watts  &  8.  314,  38  Am. 
Dec.  764.  S.  O. — Leger  v.  Doyle,  11 
Eich..L.  109,  70  Am.  Dec.  240.  Tenn. 
Bank  of  Tennessee  v.  Beatty,  3  Sneed 
305,  65  Am.  Dee.  58,  real  property. 
Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3252.  Wash. 
Lewis  V.  Bartlett,  12  Wash.  212,  40  Pac. 
934,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  885. 

34.  Clark  v.  Sawyer,  48  Gal.  133 
(but  as  to  present  rule  in  California, 
see  preceding  note) ;  Bank  of  Tenn.  v. 
Beatty,  3  Sneed  (Tenn.)  305,  65  Am. 
Dec.  58. 

35.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Ala. — Dryer  v.  Graham,  58  Ala. 
623.  111.— Willoughby  v.  Dewey,  63  111; 
246;  Logsdon  v.  Spivey,  54  111.  104; 
Baboock  v.  MeCamant,  53  lU.  214; 
Marshall  v.  Moore,  36  111.  321;  Eed- 
dick  V.  Cloud's  Amrs.,  7  111.  670.  Miss. 
Locke  V.  Brady,  30  Miss.  21.  Mo. 
Hicks  V.  Ellis,  65  Mo.  176;  CafEery  v. 
Choctaw  Coal  &  Min.  Co.,  95  Mo.  App. 
174,  68  S.  W.  1049.  N.  O.— Den  v. 
Bank  of  Cape  Pear,  14  N.  C.  279,  22 
Am.  Dec.  722. 

•  [a]  An  Alias  Execution. — A  ven- 
ditioni exponas  is  in  its  nature  and 
operation,  as  to  the  property  on  which 
the  levy  may  have  been  made,  an  alias 
execution.  Dryer  v.  Graham,  58  Ala. 
623. 

[b]  "Venditioni  exponas  is  a  writ 
of  execution  directed  to  the  sheriff  to 
sell  goods  and  chattels,  and  in  some 
states  lands,  which  he  has  taken  in 
execution  by  virtue  of  a  fieri  facias 
and  which  remain  unsold."  Borden  v. 
Tillman,  39  Tex.  262. 

[c]  In  Michigan,  it  ii  not  customary 
to  resort  to  the  writ  of  venditioni  ex- 
ponas, it   being  usual  to   procegij   on 
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the  old  execution  or  take  out  another, 
Vroman  v.  Thompson,  51  Mich.  452,  16 
N.  W.  808. 

36.  Ill, — Logsdon  v.  Spivey,  54  111. 
104;  Bellingall  v.  Duncan,  8  111.  477; 
Eeddiek  v.  Cloud's  Admrs.,  7  111.  670; 
PhilUps  V.  Dana,  4  111.  551.  Ky.— Cox 
V.  Joiner,  4  Bibb  94;  Keith  v.  Wilson, 
3  Mete.  201;  Colyer  v.  Higgins,  1  Duv, 
6,  85  Am.  Dec.  601.  Md.— Hall  v. 
Clagett,  63  Md.  57,  63;  Busey  v.  Tuck, 
47  Md.  171,  172;  Manahan  v.  Sammon, 
S  Md.  463. 

[a]  It  is  an  express  command  to 
sell  and  cannot  be  disobeyed  by  the 
sheriff.  St.  Bartholomew's  Church  v. 
Wood,  61  Pa.  96. 

[b]  If  its  mandate  is  for  sale  of 
lauds  on  which  there  has  been  a  pre- 
vious levy,  it  not  only  compels  a  sale, 
but  confers  the  authority  to  sell.  Ala. 
Dryer  u.  Graham,  58  Ala.  623.  N.  C. 
Badham  v.  Cox,  33  N.  G.  456.  Tex. 
Young  V.  Smith,  23  Tex.  598;  Borden 
V.  McEae,  46  Tex.  400;  Lockridge  v. 
Baldwin,  20  Tex.  303. 

37.  Mo.— Hicks  v.  Ellis,  65  Mo.  176. 
Pa- — Neil  V.  Colwell,  66  Pa.  216.  Eng. 
Hughes  V.  Eees,  4  Mees.  &  W.  468. 

38.  Taylor  v.  Doe,  13  How.  (U.  S.) 
293,  14  L.  ed.  287;  Dryer  v.  Graham,  58 
Ala.  623. 

[a]  The  two  writs  are  in  fact  but 
one  writ,  the  venditioni  exponas  being 
designed  to  complete  what  has  been 
commenced.  Whiting  v.  Beebe,  12  Ark. 
421, 

39.  Wood  V.  Augustine,  61  Mo.  46; 
Borden  v.  McEae,  46  Tex.  396. 

40.  Quinn  v.  Wiswall,  7  Ala.  645. 
Contra,  Fiddeman  v.  Biddle,  1  Har. 
(Del.)  500. 
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the  property  unsold  for  want  of  buyers,*^  or  the  property  for  other 
reasons  may  remain  unsold,*^  as  where  the  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to 
sell  either  omits,  neglects  or  refuses  to  sell,*^  a  venditioni  exponas 
may  issue  requiring  the  officer  to  sell,  the  creditor  having  the  right  to  re- 
quire its  issuance.**  In  some  jurisdictions  a  venditioni  exponas  is  neces- 
sary before  the  sheriff  can,  after  the  return  day,  sell  land,*^  or,  it  has 
been  held,  other  property.*"  In  some  states  where  real  property  is 
not  primarily  liable  for  debts  a  venditioni  exponas  must  issue  before 
real  property  can  be  taken  under  execution.*^  A  venditioni  exponas 
with  an  alias  fieri  facias  clause  is  held  the  proper  writ  to  keep  up  the 
lien  created  by  the  levy,*^  though  if  the  lien  acquired  by  the  levy  of 
the  fieri  facias  be  lost  a  venditioni  exponas  thereafter  issued  has  no 
effect  to  revive  the  fieri  facias.*®  A  venditioni  exponas  issued  after 
the  debtor's  death  is  void  where  no  scire  facias  or  other  process  has 
issued  to  make  the  heirs  or  personal  representatives  of  the  debtor 
parties,^"  but  the  writ  may  issue  after  the  death  of  a  plaintiff  who 
has  caused  an  execution  to  be  levied.^^  Under  a  venditioni  exponas 
the  officer  can  only  sell  the  property  therein  described.^^    The  writ  in 


Form  of,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  742. 

41.  Burge  v.  CunniBgham,  6  Blaokf. 
(Ind.)  430;  Wolfe  v.  Wolfe,  4  Ind.  255; 
Locke  V.  Brady,  30  Miss.  21.  , 

42.  Dawson  v.  Jackson,  62  Ind.  171; 
Den  V.  Bank  of  Cape  Fear,  14  N.  C. 
279,  22  Am.  Dee.  722. 

43.  Ark. — Cummins  v.  Webb,  4  Ark. 
229.  N.  C— Smith  v.  Spencer,  25  N.  C. 
256.  Tex. — ^Borden  v.  McEae,  46  Tex. 
396. 

[a]  Where  an  officer  whose  duty 
it  is  to  sell  property  seised  to  satisfy 
an  execution,  either  omits,  neglects,  oi 
refuses  to  make  sale  thereof,  accord- 
ing to  law,  the  creditor  whose  debt  oi 
demand  the  property  was  seized  to 
satisfy,  may  have  a  writ  of  venditioni 
exponas,  to  compel  the  officer  to  dis- 
charge his  duty,  and  coerce  him  to  sell 
the  property,  or  forfeit  issues  to  the 
amount  of  the  demand.  Cummins  v. 
Webb,  4  Ark.  229. 

44.  Cummins  v.  Webb,  4  Ark.  229. 

45.  Overton  v.  Perkins,  10  Terg. 
(Tenn.)  328;  Young  v.  Smith,  23  Tex. 
598,  76  Am.  Dee.  81. 

[a]  As  to  Personal  Property  the 
Eule  Is  Different. — "The  reason  of  the 
distinction  is,  that  the  seizure  of  per- 
sonal property  vests  a  special  property 
in  the  sheriff,  who  may  take  posses- 
sion for  the  purposes  of  the  execution, 
and  complete  the  sale  after  the  return 
day,  by  virtue  of  the  authority  pre- 
viously given,  whereas,  a  levy  on  land 
gives  no  right  of  property  or  posses- 


sion. It  gives  no  authority  to  the  offi- 
cer to  take  possession  and  turn  the  de- 
fendant out,  but  only  a  right  to  enter 
for  the  purposes  of  the  sale.  It  con- 
fers authority  to  pass  the  title  mere- 
ly, not  to  change  the  possession;  and 
there  must  be  in  existence  some  law- 
ful authority  for  the  conversion  and 
sale  of  the  property.  The  execution 
could  confer  none  after  the  return  day; 
and  hence  the  necessity  of  a  venditioni 
exponas  for  that  purpose.  Young  v. 
Smith,  23  Tex.  598,  76  Am.  Dec.  81. 

46.  Mardre  v.  Felton,  61  N.  C.  279. 

47.  Cloud  V.  Lore,  5  Houst.  (Del.) 
163.  See  Weir  v.  Clayton,  19  Ala. 
132;  Armstrong  v.  Jackson,  1  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  210,  12  Am.  Dec.  225. 

[a]  Venditioni  necessary  before 
sheriff  can  sell  laud,  see  Glancey's  Lea- 
see V.  Jones,  4  Yeates  (Pa.)  212;  Por- 
ter's Lessee  v.  Neelan,  4  Yeates  (Pa.) 
108. 

48.  Tarborougli  v.  State  Bank,  12  N. 
C.  23. 

49.  Pasour  v.  Ehyne,  82  N.  C.  149. 

50.  Barfleld  v.  Barfield,  113  N.  C. 
230,  18  S.  E.  505;  Samuel  v.  Zachery, 
26  N.  C.  377;  Overton  v.  Perkins,  10 
Yerg.   (Tenn.)   328. 

Sale  after  death  of  party  generally, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  7,  d,  (VII),  (C). 

61.  Buckner  v.  Terrill,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas. 
(Ky.)'  29,  12  Am.  Dec.  269. 

52.    Fenno  v.  Coulter,  14  Ark.  38. 

[a]  Though  the  officer  knows  there 
is  a  mistake  in  the  description,  he  can- 
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some  states  issues  only  on  order  of  the  proper  eourt,^'  while  in  others 
it  is  issued  by  the  clerk  without  aii  express  order  of  the  court.''* 
A  delay  in  issuing  a  venditioni  exponas  may  operate  to  divest  the 
lien  of  the  execution.^® 

(B.)  FoKM  AND  Contents  op  Writ.  —  The  writ  of  venditioni  exponas 
need  not  contain  detailed  recitals  of  the  proceedings,  prior  to  the 
issuing  of  the  execution,  a  simple  recital  of  the  former  writ  and 
return,  and  a  command  to  the  sheriff  to  make  the  sale,  being  suffi- 
cient.*" The  writ  should  contain  such  a  description  of  the  property 
as  mtIII  identify  the  subject  of  sale.®'  Mere  clerical  errors  in  the 
venditioni  exponas  will  on  application  be  rem«died.®^ 

d.  Manner  and  Conduct  of  Sale. — (I.)  Generally.  — In  regard  to 
the  manner  of  an  execution  sale  the  plaintiff  and  the  sheriff  have  a 
reasonable  discretion  in  carrying  out  the  objects  of  the  writ,°®  it  being 
the  duty  of  the  officer  to  sell  in  such  manner  as  to  produce  the 
highest  price  and  work  the  least  injury  to  the  debtor.""  The  officer 
simply  sells  all  the  right,  title  and  interest  of  the  debtor."^ 

A  preliminary  proclamation  and  reading  of  the  writ  is  sometimes  re- 
quired."^ 


not  depart  from  it  and  sell  other  prop- 
erty.    Fenno  v.  Coulter,  14  Ark.  38. 

53.  Hinderman  v.  Fisher,  42  Pa. 
Super.  128. 

54.  Dryer  «.  Graham,  58  Ala.  623; 
Holmes  v.  Mclndoe,  20  'Wis.  657.  See 
Weir  V.  Clayton,  19  Ala.  138,  under 
old  statute. 

55.  Zug  V.  Laughlin,  23  Ind.  179. 
[a]     But  a  delay  of  twenty-one  days 

from  the  return  to  the  issuance  of  the 
venditioni  exponas  does  not  ipso  facto 
divest  the  lien  of  the  execution.  Zug 
j;.  Laughlin,  23  Ind.  170. 

56.  Hall  V.  Clagett,  63  Md.  57;  Ster- 
ling V.  Emick,  Tapp.    (Ohio)    326. 

[a]  Sufficient  Writ. — Such  an  order 
of  sale,  which  recites  the  issuance  of 
an  execution  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
of  the  county  in  which  the  lands  lie, 
and  its  levy  by  a  constable  of  that 
county,  and  also  states  the  numbers 
of  the  land,  is  sufficient,  although  it 
does  not  designate  by  name  the  county 
or  the  district  in  which  the  lands  lie. 
Weir  V.  Clayton,  19  Ala.  132,  followed 
in  McConnaughy  v.  Baxter,  55  Ala. 
379. 

Forms  of  venditioni  exponas,  see  9 
Standard  Proc.  741,  et  seq.;  in  ad- 
miralty, 9  Standard  Peoc.  42.  For 
statutory  forms  of  venditioni  exponas, 
see  Ala.  Civ.  Code,  1907,  §il20;  Ky. 
St.;  1909,  §1664. 
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57.  McConnaughy  v.  Baxter,  55  Ala. 
379. 

"58.  De  Haas  v.  Bunn,  2  Pa.  335,  44 
Am.  Dec.  201;  Perkins  v.  Woodfolk,  8 
Baxt.    (Tenn.)    480. 

59.  Matson  v.  Sweetser,  50  HI.  App. 
518,  528. 

60.  HI.— Hay  v.  Baugh,  77  III.  500. 
N.  C. — Skinner  v.  Warren,  81  N.  C. 
373;  State  v.  Morgan,  29  N.  C.  387. 
Wash. — Schaad  v.  Bobinson,  59  Wash. 
346,  109  Pae.  1072. 

[a]  The  sheriff  in  selling  the  prop- 
erty is  the  agent  of  both  the  plaintiffs 
and  defendant,  owing  a  like  duty  to 
each,  and  bound  to  protect  the  inter- 
est of  all  parties  concerned.  It  is  his 
duty  to  see  that  the  property  is  not 
sacrificed  and  to  that  end  he  can  re- 
turn the  execution,  "no  sale  for  want 
of  bidders."  Davis  v.  McCann,  143 
Mo.  172,  44  S.  W.  795;  Rogers  &  Bald- 
win Hdw.  Co.  V.  Building  Co.,  132  Mo. 
442,  34  S.  W.  57;  Cole  Co.  v.  Madden, 
91  Mo.  585,  4  S.  W.  397;  State  v.  Moore, 
72  Mo.  285;  Shaw  v.  Potter,  50  Mo. 
281;  Conway  v.  Nolte,  11  Mo.  74. 

61.  Kan. — Treptow  v.  Buse,  10  Kan. 
170.  Minn. — Johnson  v.  Gerber,  114 
Minn.  174,  130  N.  W.  995.  Miss.-— Wil- 
lis V.  Loeb,  59  Miss.  169.  Mo. — ^Dougher- 
ty V.  Gangldff,  239  Mo.  649,  144  S.  W. 
434. 

62.  Bern.  &  Bal.  Wash.  Code,  §587, 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DEGREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF     165 

(11.)  What  Law  Governs. —  The  law  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
governs  the  conduct  of  the  sale.^' 

In  Federal  Courts. — ^A  sale  on  execution,  and  all  proceedings  there- 
under, by  a  United  States  marshal,  is  governed  by  the  state  law  in 
force  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and  proceedings.'* 

(III.)  When  Several  Executions  on  Same  Property.  —  Where  several  exe- 
cutions against  the  same  person  have  been  levied  on  the  same  property 
0D(!  sale  may  be  made  and  the  proceeds  applied  according  to  their 
priority.^^  But  property  cannot  be  sold  at  one  time  under  different 
executions  against  different  persons."® 

When  property  is  sold  by  a  sheriff  under  two  executions,  either  of 
which  is  valid,  the  sale  is  sufficient  to  transfer  to  the  purchaser  the 
execution  debtor's  title."' 


63.  U.  S.— Smith  v.  Coekrill,  6  Wall. 
756,  18  L.  ed.  973.  la— Martin  v.  Gil- 
more,  72  111.  193.  la. — ^Fonda  v.  Clark, 
43  Iowa  300;  Babcock  v.  Gurney,  42 
Iowa  154;  Holland  v.  Dickerson,  41 
Iowa  367.  Ky. — Eeardon  v.  Searcy's 
Heirs,  2  Bibb  202.  Me. — Poor  v.  Chapin, 
97  Me.  295,  54  Atl.  753.  Mass.— See 
Howe  V.  Starkweather,  17  Mass.  240. 
Mich. — Crane  v.  Hardy,  1  Mich.  56. 
Ohio. — Allen's  Lessee  v.  Parish,  3  Ohio 
187.  Wash.— Whitworth  v.  McKee,  32 
Wash.  83,  72  Pac.  1046. 

But  see  McCracken  v.  Hayward,  2 
How.  (TJ.  S.)  608,  11  L.  ed.  397;  HoU- 
man  v.  Collins,  1  Ind.  24;  Stewart  v. 
Vermilyea,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  56;  Lane 
V.  Fox,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  58;  Harrison 
V.  Stipp,  8  Blackf.   (Ind.)   455. 

[a]  The  reason  of  the  rule  is  that 
the  remedy  pursued  to  enforce  an  ob- 
ligation must  be  according  to  the  law 
in  force  at  the  time  such  remedy  is 
sought.  Eeardon  v.  Searcy's  Heirs,  2 
Bibb   (Ky.)   202. 

64.  U.  S.— Smith  v.  Coekrill,  6  Wall. 
756,  18  L.  ed.  973.  lU.— Martin  v. 
Gilmore,  72  111.  193.  Mo.— Evans  v. 
Labaddie,  10  Mo.  425. 

See  generally  the  title  "United 
States  Courts." 

65.  Ky. — ^Locke  ■».  Coleman,  4  T.  B. 
Mon.  315;  Knight  v.  Applegate's  Heirs, 
3  T.  B.  Mon.  335;  Brace  v.  Shaw,  16 
B.  Mon.  43;  Southard  v.  Pope's  Exr., 
9  B.  Mon.  261.  Me. — Chapman  v.  An- 
droscoggin E.  E.  Co.,  54  Me.  160,  the 
sale  must  be  under  but  one  execution, 
and  the  surplus,  if  any,  applied  _  to 
other  executions  in  order  of  priority 
Mich. — Geney  ■;;.  Maynard,  44  Mich.  578, 
7  N.  W.  173.  N.  Y. — See  Varnum  v. 
Hart,   119   N.   Y.   101,  23  N.   E.   183. 


Ohio. — Douglass  v.  McCoy,  5  Ohio  522. 
Pa. — ^Watmough  v.  Francis,  2  Clark 
261.  Tenn.— See  Tuck  v.  Chaffin,  89 
Tenn.  566,  15  S.  W.  97;  Simpson  v. 
Sparkman,  13  Lea  360. 

66.  Bledsoe  v.  Willingham,  62  Ga. 
550;  Building  Assn.  v.  Henry,  3  Phila. 
(Pa.)   34. 

[a]  Different  interests  of  different 
persons  in  same  piece  of  property  can- 
not be  sold  at  one  sale.  Danneel  v. 
Klein,  47  La.  Ann.  928,  17  So.  466. 

[b]  A  sheriff  cannot  legally  sell  a 
larger  estate  than  that  embraced  in  his 
levy.  Nor  can  three  levies  of  three 
several  executions,  each  against  a  dif- 
ferent defendant  be  consolidated  as 
authority  to  sell,  so  as  to  make  a  sin- 
gle act  of  sale  under  the  whole  pass 
title.  Thus,  where  one  of  the  levies 
was  upon  an  estate  for  life  in  certain 
realty  as  the  property  of  one  person, 
the  sole  defendant  in  the  first  fieri 
facias,  and  another  of  the  levies  was 
upon  an  undivided  half  in  remainder 
in  the  same  realty  as  the  property  of 
another  person,  the  sole  defendant  in 
the  second  fieri  facias,  and  another  of 
the  levies  was  upon  an  undivided  half 
in  remainder  in  the  same  realty,  as  the 
property  of  another  person,  the  sole 
defendant  in  the  third  fieri  facias,  a 
sale  of  the  realty  under  all  of  the 
fieri  facias  and  levies,  as  one  single 
transaction,  and  for  a  gross  sum,  was 
illegal  and  voi^.  The  purchaser  ac- 
quired nothing — no  title,  no  right  to 
possession.  Bledsoe  ■».  Willingham,  62 
Ga.  550. 

67.  De  Loach  v.  Bobbins,  102  Ala. 
288,  14  So.  777;  Simpson  v.  Sparkman, 
13  Lea  (Tenn.)  360. 
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(IV.)  Notice  of  Sale.  —  (A.)  Notice  to  Public.  —  (1.)  Necessity  and  Gen- 
eral Statement.  —  In  many  jurisdictions  it  is  required  that  public  notice 
of  the  sale  be  given  by  publication  in  a  newspaper,^^  by  posting^^  in 


68.  ,  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Ga. — Lamb  v.  Allen,  50  Ga. 
207.  m.— Pearson  is.  Bradley,  48  111. 
250.  Ind. — Hill  v.  Pressley,  96  Ind. 
447;  Smith  v.  Bowles,  85  Ind.  264. 
La. — Soulier  v.  Banker,  37  La.  Ann. 
162;  Wells  v.  Merz,  23  La.  Ann.  392. 
Mass. — ^Blake  v.  Rogers,  210  Mass.  588, 
97  N.  E.  68.  Mo. — Walton  v.  Harris, 
73  Mo.  489.  Neb.— Comp.  Laws,  1910, 
§§366,  367.  N.  D. — Publishing  if  pos- 
sible; if  not,  by  posting.  Bev.  Code, 
1905,  §§7130,  7131.  Okla.— Comp.  Laws, 
1909,  §5975.     Wyo.— St.,  1910,  §4694. 

[a]  If  there  be  no  newspaper  pub- 
lished in  the  comity  in  which  land  is 
levied  on  for  sale,  notice  is  then  pub- 
lished in  the  nearest  newspaper  having 
the  largest  or  a  general  circulation  in 
such  county,  and  in  such  case  notice 
need  not  be  published  at  a,ny  place  in 
said  county.  Lamb  v.  Allen,  50  Ga. 
207. 

[b]  Where  die  defendant  was  the 
owner  and  publisher  of  the  only  news- 
paper in  the  county  and  refused  to  per- 
mit the  publication  of  the  notice  in 
hia  paper,  it  was  held  that  notice  by 
handbills  was  legal  notice  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  Walton  v. 
Harris,  73  Mo.  489. 

[c]  Election  of  Creditor. — It  is  the 
official  duty  of  the  sherifiE  to  give  the 
plaintiff  or  his  attorney  a  reasonable 
opportunity  to  exercise  the  statutory 
privileges  of  designating  the  newspaper 
in  which  he  desires  the  publication  of 
the  notice  made.  If  the  sheriff  gives 
the  notice  to  a  newspaper  before  the 
creditor  has  had  a  reasonable  .oppor- 
tunity to  designate  a  paper  of  his 
choice,  it  is  his  duty  to  give  the  notice 
also  to  the  paper  so  designated.  State 
V.  Wilson,  158  Mo.  App.  ^105,  139  S. 
W.  705. 

[d]  Election  of  Debtor. — When  the 
debtor  has  the  right  to  select  the  news- 
paper, his  selection  must  be  made 
promptly  upon  receiving  notice'  of  the 
seizure.  The  sheriff  does  not  have  to 
hunt  the  debtor  to  learn  from  him 
what  newspaper  he  will  select.  Soulier 
V.  Benker,  37  La.  Ann.  162. 

[e]  Failure  To  Print  in  Official 
Journal. — Where  the  advertisement  is 
required  to   be  in   an  official  journal, 
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an  objection  that  the  advertisement 
was  not  made  in  the  official  journal  is 
without  weight,  if  at  the  time  of  the 
advertisement  there  was  no  official 
journal  in  the  jurisdiction.  Wells  v. 
Merz,  23  La.  Ann.  392. 

[f]  Mandamus  To  Compel  Publica- 
tion.-^A  paper  having  been  properly 
designated,  the  owners  of  such  paper 
or  any  other  person  having  a  pecun- 
iary interest  in  the  publishing  of  such 
notice  may  by  mandamus  compel  the 
sheriff  to  have  the  notice  published  in 
such  paper.  The  execution  creditor, 
however,  cannot  compel  the  sheriff  by 
mandamus  to  perform  this  duty  where 
it  does  not  appear  that  he  will  be  in- 
jured in  a  pecuniary  way  by  the  sher- 
iff's breach  of  duty.  If  the  sheriff 
knows  of  the  designation  by  the  cred- 
itor a  formal  demand  on  such  officer 
need  not  be  made  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  a  mandamus.  State  v. 
Wilson,  158  Mo.  App.  105,  139  S.  W. 
705.  See  the  title  "Sheriffs,  Constables 
and  Marshals." 

Defects  in  notice  of  sale  as  ground 
for  setting  aside,  see  infra,  II,  B,  7,  k, 
(IV),  (F). 

Notice  on  postponement  of  sale,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  7,  d,   (VI),   (B). 

69.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Ky. — Lawrence  v.  Speed,  2 
Bibb  401.  La. — Pumphrey  v.  Delaheus- 
isaye,  9  Bob.  42;  Vincent  p.  Sanford, 
5  La.  Ann.  560;  Pox  v.  Tio,  1  La. 
Ann.  334.  N.  H.— Bussell  v.  Dyer,  40 
N.  H.  173.  N.  Y.— Schmidt  v.  Barry, 
21  Civ.  Proc.  21,  15  N."  Y.  Supp.  122, 
39' N.  Y.  St.  403.  Vt.— Austin  v.  Soule, 
36  Vt.  645.  Wash.— Whitworth  c.  Mo- 
Kee,  32  Wash.  83,  72  Pac.  1046. 

[a]  Statute  (1)  held  directory  only, 
and  failure  to  post  notices  as  required 
will  not  render  the  sale  void.  McDon- 
old  V.  Winton,  4  Lane.  Law  Bev.  (Pa.) 
194;  Jones  v.  Planters'  Bank,  3  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  76.  (2)  Statute  being  merely 
directory  a  failure  to  literally  comply 
with  its  requirements  will  not  invali- 
date purchaser's  title.  Huffman  v. 
Gaines,  47  Ark.  226,  1  S.  W.  100. 

[b]  Where    the    statute    does    not. 
specify  the  number  of  notices  one  will 
be   sufficient.     Holmes   v.   Jordan,   163 
Mass.  147,  39  N.  E.  1005. 
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conspicuous  places,  or  in  both  ways."  Where  the  statute  provides 
that  notice  may  be  by  publication  "or"  by  posting,  either  method 
will  suffice.''^  Whether  a  particular  place  is  a  public  place  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  is  a  question  partly  of  fact  and  partly  of  law.''^ 
No  notice  can  be  substituted  for  the  required  statutory  notice/^  The 
same  notice  may  serve  for  sale  under  two  separate  writs,'*  and  where 
one  execution  is  issued  on  several  judgments  one  advertisement  of  a 
sale  thereunder  is  sufficient.'^  The  fact  that  the  land  to  be  sold  may 
not  appear  on  the  records  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  will  not  alter 
the  manner  of  giving  notice.'^ 

Waiver.  —  The  parties  to  the  suit  may  waive  notice  of  the  sale," 
and,  some  decisions  hold,  the  execution  debtor  alone  may  waive  the 
notice.''* 

Presumption.  —  In  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary  it  will  be 
presumed  that  proper  notice  of  the  sale  has  been  given.'^ 

(2.)  Form  and  Contents  of  Notice.  —  (a.)  Bequisiies  in  General.  ■ —  Whether 
the  notice  must  be  in  English  or  may,  under  some  circumstances,  be 


[c]  In  Town  in  WMch  Taken. — Un- 
der a  statute  requiring  notice  of  the 
sale  to  he  posted  in  the  town  in  which 
the  property  was  taken,  it  is  error  to 
post  notice  in  another  town  to  which 
the  officer  removed  the  property. 
Schmidt  v.  Barry,  21  Civ.  Proc.  21, 
15  N.  Y.  Supp.  122,  39  N.  Y.  St.  403. 

70.  See  the  statutes,  and  Lehnhardf 
V.  Jennings,  119  Cal.  192,  48  Pae.  56, 
51  Pac.  195. 

[a]  The  object  of  the  notice  is  to 
inform  the  public  so  that  there  ma}' 
be  competitive  bidding.  Ark. — Woods 
V.  Hayes,  85  Ark.  163,  107  S.  W.  387. 
Mass. — Blake  v.  Rogers,  210  Mass.  588, 
97  N.  E.  68.  R.  I. — Barrows  v.  Nat. 
Eubber  Co.,  12  R.  I.  173. 

[b]  When  property  is  perishable  the 
sale  may  be  .without  notice.  Mo.  Rev. 
St.,  1909,  §2208. 

71.  OUis  V.  Kirkpatrick,  3  Idaho 
247,  28  Pac.  435;  Fitch  v.  Heirs  of 
Dunlap,  2  Ohio  78. 

72.  Russell  v:  Dyer,-  40  N.  H.  l73. 

[a]  Mixed  Question  of  Law  and 
Fact. — The  nature  and  situation  of  the 
places,  and  the  uses  to  which  they  are 
applied,  are  matters  of  fact,  to  be  set- 
tled by  a  jury.  But  when  1;hese  are 
settled,  whether  the  place  is  to  be  con- 
sidered a  public  place  within  the  intent 
of  the  statute,  is  purely  a  question  of 
law.     Russell  v.  Dyer,  40  N.  H.  173. 

[b]  "Public  Place."— A  statute  re- 
quiring goods  to  be  levied  upon  and 
sold  on  an  execution  to  be  advertised 
and  sold  at  some  "public  place,"  means 


a  place  where  the  advertisement  would 
be  likely  to  attract  general  attention 
so  that  its  contents  might  reasonably 
be  ,  expected  to  become  a  matter  of 
notoriety;  a  barn,  dwelling-house,  shed, 
or  even  a  rock  or  tree,  if  answering 
this  condition  may  be  a  public  place 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
Austin  V.  Soule,  36  Vt.  645.  See  also 
Russell  V.  Dyer,  40  N.  H.  173. 

73.  Russell  v.  Dyer,  40  N.  H.  173. 

74.  Derry  Bank  v.  Wester,  44  N. 
H.  264. 

75.  Arnold  v.  Dinsmore,  3  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)   235. 

76.  Lehnhardt  V.  Jennings,  119  Cal. 
192,  48  Pac.  56,  51  Pac.  195. 

77.  Wederstrandt  v.  Marsh,  11  Rob. 
(La.)  533;  Davis  v.  Murray,  2  Mill 
(S.  C.)  143,  12  Am.  Dec.  661. 

78.  Ky. — Greer  v.  Wintersmith,  85 
Ky.  '516,  4  S.  W.  232.  La.— Barron 
V.  Sollibellos,  28  La.  Ann.  289.  S.  0. 
Davis  V.  Murray,  2  Mill  143,  12  Am. 
Dec.  661,  if  there  are  no  legal  liens 
against  property.  Vt. — Burroughs  v. 
Wright,  19  Vt.  510. 

79.  La. — Soniat  v.  Miles,  32  La.  Ann. 
164.  Md. — Hanson  v.  Barnes'  Lessee, 
3  Gill  &  J.  359,  22  Am.  Dec.  322. 
Mass. — Holmes  v.  Jordan,  163  Mass. 
147,  39  N.  B.  1005.  Mich.— See  Grand 
Rapids  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kritzer,  116  Mich. 
688,  75  N.  W.  90.  Mo. — Evans  v.  Rob- 
berson,  92  Mo.  192,  4  S.  W.  941,  1  Am. 
St.  Rep.  701;  Chandler  v.  Bailey,  89 
Mo.  641,  1  S.  W.  745.  N.  Y.— Wood  v. 
Morehouse,  45  N.  Y.  368. 
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in  a  foreign  language,  depends  upon  the  statute.*"  The  notice  should 
contain  the  date,*^  the  hour*^  and  place  of  sale,*'  the  name  of  the 
owner,**  name  of  the  plaintiff,*^  and  a  description  of  the  property.*" 
The  notice  should  be  signed  by  the  sheriff.*^    In  some  jurisdictions  the 


80.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: La. — Code  Pr.,  art.  668.  N.  M. 
Comp.  Laws,  1897,  §3113.  N.  Y.— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  1908,  §1429.  Ohio.— Gen. 
Code,  1910,  §§11,683,  11,684.  Pa.— Pur- 
don's  Dig.,  p.  1568. 

81.  111. — McCormick  v.  Wheeler,  36 
III.  114,  85  Am.  Dec.  388.  Mo.— Har- 
rison V.  Caehelin,  35  Mo.  77.  Pa. 
Purdon's  Dig.,  p.  1568.  S.  C. — Code, 
1902,  §2617.  S.  D.— Comp.  Laws,  1910, 
§366.     Vt.— Pub.  St.,  1906,  §2154. 

[a]  Where  the  sale  is  to  continue 
from  day  to  day  it  should  be  so  stated 
in  the  notice.    Ota.  Code,  1895,  §5456. 

[b]  Mistake  in  Date. — Notice  of 
sale  on  Saturday  the  twenty-fourth  is 
insufficient  where  the  twenty-fourth 
falls  on  Sunday,  to  support  a  sale  on 
the  twenty-third,  notwithstanding  an 
alteration  in  the  notice  to  correct  the 
date,  eight  days  before  the  sale.  Thayer 
V.  Roberts,  44  Me.  247. 

82.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Failure  To  Specify  the  Hour. 
A  sale  of  real  estate  on  execution  will 
not  be  set  aside  because  it  was  adver- 
tised to  take  place  between  12  and 
5  0  'clock  of  the  day  of  sale,  without 
specifying  the  particular  hour,  where 
there  is  no  proof  of  fraud  or  unfair 
practice.  Coxe  v.  Hoisted,  2  N.  J.  Eq. 
311. 

[b]  Unnecessary  to  state  the  houi 
of  sale.  Evans  v.  Eobberson,  92  Mo. 
192,  4  S.  W.  941,  1  Am.  St.  Eep.  701. 

83.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: La. — Zacharie  v.  Winter,  17 
La.  76.  Mass. — ^Whitaker  v.  Sumner,  7 
Pick.  551,  19  Am.  Dec.  298.  Mo.— Har- 
rison V.  Caehelin,  35  Mo.  77.  Tenn. 
Hinson  v.  Hinson,  5  Sneed  322,  73  Am. 
Dec.  129. 

84.  Ganong  v.  Green,  64  Mich.  488, 
31  N.  W.  461;  Farr  v.  Sims,  Eich.  Eq. 
Cas.  (S.  C.)   122. 

[a]  But  where  one  of  several  own- 
ers Is  unknown  to  the  officer,  the  omis- 
sion to  include  the  name  of  such  own- 
er from  the  advertisement  will  not 
prevent  his  interest  being  sold.  Cald- 
well V.  Blake,  69  Me.  458. 

[b]  Failure  to  mention  (1).  one  of 
the  defendants  held  immateiiaj.    Ear- 
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rison  v.  Caehelin,  35  Mo.  79.  (2)  In 
Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Interior  L.  &  I. 
Co.,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  301,  37  S.  W. 
447,  it  was  held  that  the  notice  need 
not  state  which  one  of  several  defend- 
ants owned  the  interest  in  the  property 
to  be  sold. 

[c]  Where  the  statute  does  not  re- 
quire it,  a  failure  to  state  who  the  de- 
fendant in  execution  is,  or  whose  prop- 
erty it  is  that  is  advertised  for  sale, 
will  not  vitiate  the  sale,  though  it 
would  be  very  proper  to  specify  these 
matters.  Mich. — Ganong  v.  Green,  64 
Mich.  488,  31  N.  W.  461;  Perkins  v, 
Spaulding,  2  Mich.  157.  N.  Y.— Chap- 
man V.  Morrill,  19  Hun  318.  Tex. 
Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Interior  Land 
&  I.  Co.,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  301,  37  S. 
W.  447. 

[d]  Execution  Against  Town. — ^Where 
the  statute  requires  the  officer  to  pub- 
lish in  his  notice  of  sale  of  property 
of  an  individual  under  an  execution 
against  a  town  "the  names  of  such 
proprietors  as  are  known  to  him  and, 
if  the  names  are  not  known,  the  num- 
ber of  the  lots,"  it  is  not  a  compli- 
ance if  the  officer  fail  to  state  the 
name  of  any  proprietor  and  states  in 
his  notice  "that  the  proprietors  there- 
of were  mostly  unknown  to  me."  Crafts 
V.  Elliotsville,  47  Me.  141.  See  also 
Caldwell  v.  Blake,  69  Me.  458. 

85.  Farr  v.  Sims,  Eich.  Eq.  Cas. 
(S.  C.)   122. 

[a]  Variance  in  Name. — Giving  the 
plaintiff's  name  as  Bartlett  instead  of 
Bassett  is  immaterial.  Horton  v.  Bas- 
sett,  16  E.  I.  419,  16  Atl.  715. 

86.  See  infra,  IT,  B,  7,  (TV),  (A), 
(2),  (b). 

87.  May  be  signed  by  deputy  sheriff. 
Wallis  V.  Thomas,  6  La.  Ann.  76. 

[a]  An  execution  issued  on  a  judg- 
ment rendered  in  the  supreme  court, 
when  executed  by  a  sheriff  of  a  coun- 
ty, is  executed  by  him  as  the  deputy 
of  the  sheriff  of  the  supreme  court; 
however,  it  is  sufficient  if  he  sign  the 
notice  of  sale  under  such  execution  as 
county  sheriff,  instead  of  as  deputy  to 
the  sheriff  of  the  supreme  court.  Eoss 
V.  Banta,  140  Ind.  120,  34  N.  E.  865. 
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terms  of  the  sale  should  be  advertised.'^  In  the  absence  of  statute 
the  notice  need  not  contain  a  description  of  the  judgment  and  the 
amount  due  thereunder.'^  Mere  surplusage  in  the  notice  will  not 
affect  the  validity  of  the  sale.^"  Special  statutory  forms  of  notice  have 
been  provided  for  in  some  states."^ 

(b.)  Description  of  Property. —  The  notice  should  contain  such  a  de- 
scription of  the  property  as  will  be  sufficient  to  identify  it  with  reason- 
able certainty  so  that  no  one  may  be  misled  thereby,^^  or  injury  done 


88.  Farr  •».  Sims,  Rich.  Eq.  Cas. 
(S.  C.)  122. 

[a]  If  the  sheriff  intends  to  sell 
for  specie  the  notice  should  so  state. 
Farr  v.  Sims,  Eich.  Eq.  Cas.  (S.  C.) 
122. 

89.  State  v.  Haverly,  63  Neb.  87,  88 
N.  W.  172;  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  In- 
terior Land  &  I.  Co.,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
301,  37  S.  W.  447. 

[a]  Statement  Required.  —  N.  M. 
Comp.  Laws,  1897,  §3115. 

90.  Thompson'  v.  Barrow,  7  La. 
Ann.  669;  Bradley  v.  HeflEernan,  156 
Mo.  653,  57  S.  W.  763. 

[a]  Too  Much  Property  Advertised. 
The  notice  is  not  rendered  invalid  by 
including  therein  more  than  the  sheriff 
was  authorized  to  or  did  in  fact  sell. 
Northwestern  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mar- 
shall, 1  Neb.  (Unof.)  36,  95  N.  W. 
357. 

91.  See  Mont.  Rev.  Codes,  1907, 
§6828;  Utah  Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3249. 

92.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Ark. — Woods  v.  Hayes,  85  Ark. 
163,  107  S.  W.  387.  Ga.— Collier  v. 
Vason,  12  Ga.  440,  58  Am.  Dec.  481. 
lU.— Pollard  v.  King,  63  111.  36;  Grun- 
dy County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eulison,  61 
111.  App.  388.  Kan, — See  Wheatley  v. 
Terry,  6  Kan.  427.  Ky. — Humpich  v. 
Drake,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1782,  44  S.  W. 
632.  La. — ^De  Armond  v.  Courtney,  12 
La.  Ann.  251;  McDonough  v.  Gravier's 
Curator,  9  La.  (O.  S.)  330,  531.  Md. 
Berry  v.  Griffith,  2  Har.  &  G.  337,  18 
Am.  Dec.  309.  IVIinn. — Herrick  v.  Am- 
merman,  32  Minn.  544,  21  N.  W.  836. 
Mo.— State  v.  Keeler,  49  Mo.  548.  Neb. 
StuU  V.  Seymour,  63  Neb.  87,  88  N.  W. 
174;  Helmer  V.  Eehm,  14  Neb.  219,  15 
N.  W.  344.  S.  O. — ^Farr  v.  Sims,  Eieh. 
Eq.  Cas.  122. 

[a]  Description  should  he  as  ac- 
curate as  the  nature  of  the  case  will 
allow,  so  that  bidders  may  know  what 
they  are  bidding  for,  and  the  property 
of  the  debtor  may  not  be  unnecessarily 


sacrificed.    De  Armond  v.  Courtney,  12 
La.  Ann.  251. 

[b]  Description  Not  Misleading. 
Fact  that  notice  describes  land  to  be 
sold  as  being  in  range  14  west,  instead 
of  range  15  west,  and  no  one  appears 
to  have  been  misled  by  the  defective 
description,  the  sale  will  not  be  set 
aside.  Woods  v.  Hayes,  85  Ark.  163, 
107  S.  W.  387. 

[c]  Metes  and  Bounds. — If  the  pub- 
lic is  properly  informed  of  the  prop- 
erty it  will  not  be  necessary  to  de- 
scribe the  property  by  metes  and 
bounds,  great  particularity  not  being 
required.  Stevens  v.  Bond,  44  Md.  506; 
Allen  V.  Cole,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  286,  59  Am. 
Dec.  416. 

[d]  Well  Known  Tract. — A  descrip- 
tion of  the  property  as  an  undivided 
third  part  of  the  lots  in  a  certain 
named  addition  to  St.  Louis,  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  addition  was  well 
known  by  its  name,  is  sufficient.  Lisa 
V.  Lindell,  21  Mo.  127,  64  Am.  Dec. 
222. 

[e]  Size  of  Lot. — The  fact  that  the 
property  is  misdescribed  in  one  of  the 
two  papers  in  which  the  notice  was 
published  as  being  upon  a  lot  20X18 
feet,  when  in  fact  the  lot  was  20X181 
feelj,  will  noti  invalidate  |the  sale. 
Neafie  V.  Conrad,  6  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.) 
303. 

[f  ]  A  description  by  city  blocks  in- 
stead of  by  lots  held  valid  in  the  ab- 
sence of  anything  to  show  that  the 
amount  of  the  purchase  price  had  been 
affected.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  In- 
terior L.  &  I.  Co.,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
301,  37  S.  W.  447. 

[g]  Every  article  need  not  he  speci- 
fied in  the  notice  of  sale,  but  the  most 
prominent  and  valuable  should  be.  An 
unexpired  term  in  a  farm  is  of  this 
description  and  ought  to  be  specially 
mentioned.  Sipple  v.  Scotten,  1  Harr. 
(Del.)   107. 

[h]  Interest  of  an  heir  in  the  suc- 
cession is  insufficiently  described  when 
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the  defendant.^^  And  a  description  which  is  uncertain  and  vague,®* 
or  which  misdeseribes  the  property,""  vitiates  the  sale.  The  character, 
condition  dnd  location  of  the  property  are  considered  in  determining 
the  adequacy  of  the  description.^^  The  name  of  the  county  need  not 
be  given  where  the  description  otherwise  identifies  and  locates  the 
property.®^  Where  real  property  is  sold  the  notice  should  state  the 
principal  improvements  on  the  premises,^'  so  as  to  advise  prospective 
purchasers  of  the  nature  and  value  of  the  property."^ 

(3.)  Length  of  Notice.  — The  length  of  the  notice  depends  upon  the 
statute  and  differs  in  the  several  jurisdictions.^  Where  the  property 
is  perishable  or  consists  of  live  stock,  statutes  sometimes  permit  notice 


the  advertisement  fails  to  show  the 
proportion  of  the  heir's  interest,  or  how 
many  heirs  there  are,  or  the  amount 
of  the  inventory,  or  of  what  property 
the  succession  consisted.  De  Armond 
V.  Courtney,  12  La.  Ann.  251. 

93.  McPherson  v.  Foster,  4  Wash. 
C.  C.  45,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,921;  State 
V.  Keeler,  49  Mo.  548. 

94.  La. — ^McDonough  ,  v.  Gravier's 
Curator,  9  La.  (0.  8.)  330,  531.  Mo. 
Evans  v.  Ashley,  8  Mo.  177.  E.  I. 
Childs  V.  Ballou,  5  R.  I.  537. 

[a]  City  or  Town  Not  Given. — ^A 
description  of  real  estate  in  the  no- 
tice of  sale  as  "lot  5,  block  39," 
giving  the  county  and  state,  but 
not  the  city  or  town,  is  not  suffi- 
cient. Herrick  v.  Ammerman,  32  Minn. 
544,  21  N.  W.  836. 

[b]  AVhere  a  person  owns  several 
lots  in  a  town  laid  off  on  a  particular 
tract  of  land  the  sherifE  cannot 
sell  his  interest  in  those  lots  by  an 
advertisement  offering  for  sale  the 
whole  tract  on  which  the  town  was 
laid  off,  such  description  being  too 
vague  and  uncertain.  Evans  v.  Ashley, 
8  Mo.  177.  I 

95.  Hoeflieh  v.  Hoeflich,  12  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  370. 

96.  Collier  V.  Vason,  12  Ga.  440,  58 
Am.  Dec.  481. 

[a]  Question  of  Fact. — ^Whether  the 
advertisement  by  the  sherifE  of  "feight 
city  lots  in  the  City  of  Albany,  Nos. 
not  recollected,  but  known  as  Joseph 
B.  Shore's  property,"  be  suf&cient  de- 
scription, is  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
ji^ry  to  decide  upon  the  evidence. 
Collier  v.  Vason,  12  6a.  440,  58  Am. 
Dec.  481. 

97.  Duncan  v:  Matney,  29  Mo.  369. 
[a]     If  section,  townsMp  and  range 

be  given,  together  with  title  of  court 
and  names  of  parties,  the  name  of  the 
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county  and  state  in  which  the  property 
is  situated  need  not  be  given.  Stull 
V.  Seymour,  63  Neb.  87,  88  N.  W. 
174. 

98.  Oldham  v.  Hossenger,  5  Iloust. 
(Del.)  434.  But  see  Allen  v.  Cole,  9 
N.  J.  Eq.  286,  59  Am.  Dec.  416,  hold- 
ing that  the  number  of  buildings  or 
their  character  need  not  be  described 
if  the  property  be  identified. 

99.  See  SehaefiEer  v.  Latshaw,  1 
Woodw.  Dec.    (Pa.)   487. 

[a]  The  failure  to  give  notice  of 
a  stone  quarry  on  the  land  making  it 
worth  five,  times  the  sale  price,  vitiates 
the  sale.  Schaeffer  v.  Latshaw,  1 
Woodw.  Deo.    (Pa.)   487. 

[b]  Where  Sale  Price  Not  Affected, 
But  a  failure  to  state  the  improve- 
ments on  the  land  where  there  is  no 
misdescription  of  the  land  and  it  is 
not  claimed  that  the  property  sold  fer 
an  inadequate  consideration  will  not 
vitiate  the  sale.  Dougherty's  Case,  16 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  214;  Parker  v.  Lynch,  13 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  86. 

1.  See  the  statutes  of  the  several 
states,  and  the  following:  Kan. — Wat- 
kins  V.  Williams,  33  Kan.  149,  5  Pac. 
771.  Ky. — Sanders'  Heirs  v.  Norton, 
4  T.  B.  Mon.  464.  La. — Schwann  v. 
Sanders,  121  La.  461,  46  So.  573.  Pa. 
Currens  v.  Blocher,  21  Pa.  Super.  30. 
S.  C.—Ex  parte  Alexander,  35  S.  C. 
409,  14  S.  E.  854.  S.  D.— Bowman  v. 
Knott,  8  S.  D.  330,  66  N.  W.  457, 

[a]  Change  in  the  advertisement 
as.  to  the  description  of  the  property 
held  not  to  invalidate  it  by  shortening 
the  required  notice.  Barrows  v.  Nation- 
al Rubber  Co.,  12  R.  I.  173. 

Effect  of  failure  to  give  notice  for 
length  of  time,  see  infra,  II,  B,  7,  k, 
(IV),  (P). 

Confirmation  as  cure  of  defects  of 
notice,  see  infra,  II,  B,  7,  i,  (III). 
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to  be  shortened  to  a  reasonable  time  considering  the  character  and 
condition  of  the  property.^ 

(4.)  Specific  Kinds  of  Property. —  In  some  instances  special  provision 
is  made  for  notice  where  the  sale  is  of  a  corporate  franchise,^  or  stock,* 
or  of  a  term  of  years.^ 

(5.)  Compelling  Notice.  —  The  execution  debtor  may  apply  to  the  court 
to  compel  the  giving  of  the  required  notice  where  a  delay  would  be 
prejudicial.* 

(6.)  Affidavit  of  PublUcation.  —  In  some  states  the  publication  of  notice 
of  sale  must  be  proved  by  the  affidavit  of  some  one  familiar  with  the 
facts/ 

(B.)  Notice  to  Plaintiffs  in  Execution. —  Statutes  sometimes  require 
notice  to  be  given  to  the  execution  plaintiffs.* 

(C.)  Notice  to  Execution  Debtor  or  His  Eepeesentative.  —  Notice  of  the 
sale  must,  In  many  jurisdictions,  be  given  to  the  debtor,^  or  in  the 


2.    See   the  statutes. 

[a]  It  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to 
obtain  authority  from  the  court  to 
make  an  immediate  sale.  Arnold  v. 
Eowler,  94  Md.  497,  51  Atl.  299,  89 
Am.  St.  Eep.  444. 

[b]  "The  words  'liable  to  deterio- 
rate from  keeping,'  employed  in  the 
Georgia  Civil  Code,  §5463,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  designating  a  class  of  personal 
property  which  may,  under  its  pro- 
visions, be  brought  to  speedy  sale,  do 
not  apply  to  articles  which  because  of 
their  enduring  nature  are  unlikely, 
merely  by  reason  of  the  lapse  of  a 
brief  space  of  time,  to  undergo  changes 
in  form  or  otherwise  causing  deprecia- 
tion in  value,  but  to  articles  which 
are  for  such  a.  reason  subject  to  such 
changes.  An  ordinary  cotton-press 
does  not  fall  within  the  class  described 
by  the  words  above  quoted."  JoUey 
V.  Hardeman,  111  Ga.  749,  36  S.  E. 
952 

S.  Me.  Eev.  St.,  1903,  eh.  86,  §17; 
N.  H.  Pub.  St.,  1901,  eh.  232,  §12. 

4.  Fla.  Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1648;  Me. 
Eev.  St.,  1903,  ch.  86,  §16. 

5.  Mass  Eev.  Laws,  1902,  p.  1601, 
152.  ' 

6.  Baldwin  v.  Talbot,  46  Mich.  19, 
8  N.  W.  565. 

7.  Thompson  v.  Higginbotham,  18 
Kan.  42;  Vromau  v.  Thompson,  51 
Mich.  452,  16  N.  "W.  808.  See  Mag- 
ney  v.  Eoberts,  129  Iowa  218,  105  N. 
W.  430. 

[a]  Affidavit  of  publisher  may  be 
sworn  to  before  register  of  deeds. 
Thompson   v,    Higginbotham,    18    Kan. 


8.  Clements  v.  ■Williamson,  5  Houst. 
(Del.)  25,  and  to  the  plaintiff  in  any 
other  execution  in  hands  of  sherifE. 
'  9.  DeL^Wolf  V.  Heathers,  4  Harr. 
325.  La. — Guidery  v.  Guidery,  2  Mart. 
(O.  S.y  132.  Me.— Eev.  St.,  1903,  ch. 
8,  §33.  Mass. — Eev.  Laws,  1902,  p. 
1607;  Parker  v.  Abbott,  130  Mass.  25. 
Minn.— Eev.  Laws,  1905,  §4305.  N.  H. 
Pub.  St.,  1901,  eh.  233,  §20;  Eussell 
V.  Dyer,  40  N.  H.  173.  N.  C— Eev.> 
1905,  §642.  See  Borden  v.  Smith,  20 
N.  C.  27.  Pa.— Purdon's  Dig.,  p.  1568. 
Tenn. — Hinsou  v.  Hinsou,  5  Sneed  322; 
Mitchell  V.  Lipe,  8  Yerg.  179,  29  Am. 
Dec!  116;  Eichards  v.  Mepks,  11  Humph. 
455,  54  Am.  Dec.  49;  Downing  v. 
Stephens,  1  Baxt.  454;  Prater  v.  Mc- 
Donough,  7  Lea  670.  Tex. — ^Leeper  v. 
O'Donohue,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  531,  45 
S.  "W.  327.     Vt.— Pub.  St.,  1906,  §2176. 

[a]  Where  (1)  defendant  is  out  of 
the  comity  but  in  the  state,  he  is  to 
be  personally  served  with  notice. 
Young  V.  Schofield,  132  Mo.  650,  34 
S.  W.  497.  (2)  But  not  where  he  is 
a  non-resident  of  the  state  though  he 
has  an  attorney  in  fact  within  the 
state.  Norman  i).  Eastburn,  230  Mo. 
168,-  130  S.  W.  276.  (3)  Personal 
service  is  sufficient  if  made  before 
judgment,  though  defendant  is  a  non- 
resident of  the  county  at  the  time  the 
writ  is  issued.  Dougherty  v.  Gangloff, 
239  Mo.  649,  144  S.  W.  434. 

[b]  Not  Applicable  Where  the  Exe- 
cution Is  Based  on  a  Justice's  Tran- 
script.— Mc Anaw  v.  Matthis,  129  Mo. 
142,  31  S.  W.  344. 

[c]  Posting  notice  at  place  of  busi- 
ness held  to  be  an  insuflS.cient  service. 
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ease  of  a  deceased  debtor,  to  his  representatives."  According  to  some 
authorities  the  statutory  requirement  need  not  be  complied  with  when 
there  is  an  appearance  by  the  defendant,^^  or  where  the  defendant  is 
in  possession  and  occupancy  of  the  premises  to  be  sold/^  or  has  actual 
notice  of  the  sale."  In  some  states  a  notice  to  ,a  judgment  debtor  of 
the  time  and  place  appointed  for  the  sale  is  properly  served  by  leaving 
it  at  his  last  and  usual  place  of  abode/*  but  this  is  not  sufficient  under 
a  statute  requiring  personal  notiee.^^  In  some  jurisdictions  the  statute 
requires  notice  to  be  served  on  the  defendant  when  he  is  in  posses- 
sion.^^ The  object  of  giving  notice  of  sales  under  execution  is  to 
inform  the  debtor  that  his  property  is  about  to  be  sold.^^  This  notice 
to  the  defendant  should  specify  the  time^®  and  place  of  the  sale.^' 


Richards  v.  Meeks,  11  Humph.  (Tenii.) 
455. 

[d]  Service  on  tenant  of  defendant 
insufficient.  Lafferty  v.  Conn,  3  Sneed 
(Tenn.)  221.  But  see  Lewis  v.  Wood- 
all,  4  Houst.  (Del.)  543. 

[e]  Advertising  and  Personal  Service. 
Under  a  statute  requiring  twenty  days' 
notice  by  advertising  and  by  personal 
service  on  the  defendant,  it  has  been 
held  necessary  that  such  service  be 
made  twenty  days  before  *he  sale. 
Leeper  v.  O'Donohue,  18  Tex.  Civ, 
App.  531,  45  S.  W.  327, 

[f]  Notice  of  Advertisement.  —  In 
Snouffer  v.  Heisig,  62  Tex.  Civ.  App.  81, 
130  S.  "W.  912,  the  court  said:  "The 
notice  that  the  judgment  existed,  and 
that  the  same  would  be  enforced  by 
a  sale  of  the  property  if  it  was  not 
paid,  was  not  equivalent  to  the  notice 
required  by  statute  to  the  defendant 
in  the  execution  that  it  was  actually 
advertised  for  sale.  Bean  v.  City  of 
Brownwood,  91  Tex.  684,  45  S.  W. 
897." 

[g]  Where  the  officer  has  promised 
to  notify  the  debtor's  attorney  of  the 
date  of  the  sale,  his  failure  to  do  so 
is  sufficient  to  set  aside  the  sale.  State 
V.  Innes,  137  Mo.  App.  420,  118  S.  W. 
1168. 

[h]  Presumption  of  Notice. — ^Where 
a  sheriff's  return  of  an  execution  sale 
does  not  show  that  notice  of  the  sale 
was  served  upon  execution  defendant, 
it  will  not  be  presumed  that  notice 
was  not  given.  Corriell  v.  Doolittle,  2 
Gr.  (Iowa)  385.  But  see  Downing  v. 
Stephens,  1  Baxt.   (Tenn.)  454. 

[i]  In  Washington  personal  notice 
not  required.  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  66 
Wash.  113,  119  Pac.  22;  Merritt  v. 
Graves,  52  Wash.  57,  100  Pao.  164. 

10. .  Ransom  v.  Williams,  2  Wall.  (U. 
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S.)   313,  17  L.  ed.  803;  McLaughlin  v. 
McCumber,  36  Pa.  14. 

11.  Young  V.  Schofield,  132  Mo.  650, 
34  S.  W.  497,  appearance  tantamount 
to  personal  service. 

12.  Crowder  v.  Sims,  7  Humph. 
(Tenn.)   257. 

13.  Neafie  v.  Conrad,  6  W.  N.  C. 
(Pa.)   303. 

[a]  Contra. — The  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant actually  knew  of  the  proposed 
sale  will  not  affect  the  error  in  fail- 
ing to  give  him  the  proper  notice. 
Richards  v.  Meeks,  11  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
455,  54  Am.  Dee.  49;  Carney  v.  Car- 
ney, 10  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  491.  See  also 
Prater  v.  McDonough,  7  Lea  (Tenn.) 
670,  that  a  defective  notice  cannot  be 
supplemented  by  proof  that  defendant 
had  otherwise  acquired  knowledge  of 
the  fact  omitted  in  the  notice. 

14.  Holmes  v.  Jordan,  163  Mass, 
147,  39  N.  E.  1005;  Croacher  v.  Oesting, 
143  Mass.  195,  9  N.  E.  532. 

[a]  Leaving  notice  at  defendant's 
residence  a  sufficient  service.  White 
V.  Chestnut's  Lessee,  11  Humph.  (Tenn.; 
79. 

15.  Parker  v.  Abbott,  130  Mass.  25. 

16.  Davis  «.  Brown  (Tenn.),  62  S. 
W.  381;  Shultz  v.  Elliott,  11  Humph. 
(Tenn.)   183. 

[a]  Leaving  copy  at  defendant's 
dwelling  sufficient.  Shultz  v.  Elliott,  11 
Humph.  (Tenn.)   183. 

17.  Blake  v.  Rogers,  210  Mass.  588, 
97  N.  E.  68;  Barrows  v.  Nat.  Rubber 
Co.,  12  E.  I.  173. 

18.  Prater  v.  McDonough,  7  Lea 
(Tenn.)  670;  Hinson  «.  Hinson,  5  Sneed 
(Tenn.)  322,  73  Am.  Dee.  129. 

19.  Prater  v.  McDonough,  7  Lea 
(Tenn.)  670;  Hinson  v.  Hinson,  5  Sneed 
(Tenn.)  322,  73  Am.  Dee.  129,  failure 
to  do  so  renders  the  sale  void. 
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It  is  a  qnestion  of  law  for  the  court  whether  the  notice  contains  all 
the  requisites  of  the  statute.^" 

(V.)  Appraisal.  —  (A.)  Necessity  tor.  —  In  many  instances  it  is  neces- 
sary or  proper  that  the  value  of  the  property  levied  on  shall  be 
ascertained  through  appraisers,^^  but  the  appraisal  may  be  waived.^^ 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  notify  the  debtor  and  allow  him  a  reason- 
able specified  time   in  which  to  appoint  an' appraiser.^^ 

A  second  appraisement  is  provided  for  in  some  jurisdictions  where 
the  property  for  some  reason  is  not  sold  at  the  time  advertised.^* 

(B.)  Appointment  of  Appeaisees. —  The  statute  governs  the  method  of 
appointing  appraisers,^^  and  sometimes  provides   that    each    of    the 


[a]  Presence  of  defendant  at  the 
sale  is  no  waiver  of  notice  of  its  time 
and  place.  Hinson  v.  Hiuson,  5  Sneed 
(Tenn.)   322,  73  Am.  Dec.  129. 

20.  Prater  v.  McDonough,  7  Lea 
(Tenn.)   670. 

21.  See  the  statutes  of  the  several 
states  and  Kearney  Land  &  Inv.  Co.  v, 
Aspinwall,  45  Neb.  601,  63  N.  W.  827. 

[a]  Personal  property  held  by  the 
execution  debtor  and  another  jointly 
need  not  be  inventoried  and  appraised, 
Eiehart  v.  Goodpaster,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
889,  76  S.  W.,  831. 

[b]  No  appraisement  of  real  estate 
sold  upon  execution  is  required,  even 
where  such  sale  is  expressed  to  be  sub- 
ject to  mortgage.  Armstead  v.  Jones, 
71  Kan.  142,  80  Pae.  56. 

[c]  No  appraisal  necessary  (1)  where 
the  property  was  fraudulently  con- 
veyed (N.  M.  Com.  Laws,  1897,  §3130), 
(2)  or  the  sale  is  for  debts  or  taxes 
due  the  state  (Neb.  Comp.  St.,  1911, 
§7065),  (3)  or  if  the  execution  runs 
against  an  officer  for  moneys  received 
by  him  and  not  accounted  for.  Neb. 
Comp.  St.,  1911,  §7067.  Ohio.— Gen. 
Code,  1910,  §11,680.  Wyo.— Comp.  St., 
1910,  §4701. 

[d]  Where  the  officer's  return  ia 
silent  on  the  subject  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed, in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the 
contrary,  that  the  sherifE  did  his  duty 
in  the  premises,  and  caused  the  land 
to  be  appraised  before  sale;  and  the 
burden  is  on  the  party  attacking  such 
sale  to  show  that  there  was  no  ap- 
praisement.    Talbot  V.  Hale,  72  Ind.  1. 

[e]  A  fraudulent  appraisement  is  as 
if  none  had  been  made.  Zacharie  v. 
Winter,  17  La.  76. 

22.  La. — Code  Prac,  art.  653.  Okla. 
Comp.  Laws,  1909,  §5978.  Pa.— Purd. 
Dig.,  pp.  1562,  1563. 

23.  La.— Code     Prae.,     §671.       Me. 


Harriman  v.  Cummings,  45  Me.  351; 
Howe  V.  Wildes,  34  Me.  566.  N.  H. 
Gilbert  v.  Berlin,  70  N.  H.  396,  48  Atl. 
279.  Vt.— Briggs  v.  Green,  33  Vt.  565; 
Stanton  v.  Bannister,  2  Vt.  464. 

[a]  Where  an  officer  making  a  levy 
returns  that  he  notified  the  debtor  to 
be  present  at  the  time  and  place  to 
select  an  appraiser,  "which  he  utter- 
ly refused  to  do,"  this  ia  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  the  notice  required  by  the 
statute.     Keen  v.  Briggs,  46  Me.  467. 

[b]  Specifying  Time.^The  time  to 
be  given  the  debtor  within  which  to 
appoint  an  appraiser  should  be  specified 
in  the  notice.  Fitch  v.  Tyler,  34  Me. 
463. 

[c]  If  debtor  is  a  corporation, 
notice  to  the  clerk,  treasurer,  agent, 
or  one  of  the  directors  to  choose  an 
appraiser,  is  sufficient.  N.  H.  Pub. 
St.,  1901,  ch.  233,  §4. 

[d]  What  is  a  "reasonable"  time, 
to  be  allowed  to  the  debtor,  in  which 
to  choose  an  appraiser,  is  submitted  to 
the  judgment  of  the  officer.  Fitch  v. 
Tyler,  34  Me.  463. 

[e]  When  the  debtor  has  gone  to 
parts  unknown  to  the  officer,  no  notice 
need  be  given,  nor  need  notice  be 
given  to  the  attorney  in  the  suit  un- 
less he  has  been  specially  appointed 
by  the  debtor  as  his  agent  for  that 
purpose.  Gilman  v.  Thompson,  11  Vt. 
643;   Galusha  v.  Sinclear,  3  Vt.  394. 

Notice  to  debtor  in  general,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  7,  (IV),  (C). 

24.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Twice  Advertised. — An  tffficer 
has  no  authority  to  cause  real  estate 
to  be  re-appraised  until  it  has  been 
twice  advertised  and  twice  offered  for 
sale.  Burkett  v.  Clark,  46  Neb.  466,  64 
N.  W.  1113. 

25.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]    Approval   of   Court. — In    §6   of 
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parties  may  select  an  appraiser,  and  upon  their  failure  or  refusal  to 
do  so,  the  sheriff  may  make  the  appointment,  and  in  case  they  cannot 
agree  they  or  the  sheriff  should  name  an  umpire.^'  Where  several 
parcels  of  land  have  been  taken  at  different  times,  there  may  be  differ- 
ent sets  of  appraisers.^^ 

(C.)    QuALiHCATioNs  OF  AppEAisERS.  —  The  appraisers  should  be  disin- 
terested persons  of  the  neighborhood.^^    Whether  they  must  be  resi- 


the  Pennsylvania  Act  of  May  26,  1897, 
P.  L.  95,  which  reads  "the  value  of 
the  goods  and  chattels  claimed  shall 
be  determined  by  appraisers  appointed 
by  the  sheriff  subject  to  the  approval 
thereof  by  the  court,"  the  word 
"thereof"  refers  to  the  valuation  of 
the  goods  as  determined  by  the  ap- 
praisers, and  not  to  the  mere  appoint- 
ment of  the  appraisers.  Lowry  v. 
Letzelter,  45  Pa.  Super.  143. 

^[b]  Where  a  party  has  acquiesced 
in  the  valuation  of  the  goods  made  by 
the  appraisers,  and  has  given  the  bond 
required  by  the  statute  in  double  the 
amount  of  that  valuation,  he  cannot 
subsequently  object  to  the  admission 
of  the  appraisement  in  evidence  be- 
cause "the  appointment  of  the  ap- 
praisers was  not  made  according  to 
law."  Lowry  v.  Letzelter,  45  Pa. 
Super.  143. 

26.  See  Boynton  v.  Grant,  52  Me. 
220;  Harriman  v.  Cummings,  45  Me. 
351. 

[a]  In  Richardson  v.  Payne,  114 
Mass.  429,  it  was  held  that  the  officer 
having  no  authority  by  Eev.  St.,  ch. 
73,  §3  (Gen.  St.,  ch.  103,  §3),  to  ap- 
point an  appraiser  for  the  creditor; 
and  that  as  in  appointing  he  had  not 
assumed  to  be  the  creditor's  agent,  his' 
act  was  not  ratified  by  the  creditor's 
acceptance  of  seizin. 

[b]  The  assignee  of  an  insolvent 
debtor  is  the  proper  person  to  appoint 
an  appraiser.  Fellows  v.  Hoyt,  69  N. 
H.  179,  44  Atl.  929.    > 

[c]  If  the  parties  mutually  agree 
on  the  appraisers  it  is  sufScient,  for 
as  said  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
Eastman  v.  Curtis,  4  Vt.  616,  620,  "If 
the  parties  mutually  agreed  upon  the 
appraisers,  each  one  did  in  fact  choose 
an  appraiser." 

27.  Me.   Eev.  St.,   1903,   ch.   78,   §4. 

28.  la.— Code,  1897,  §4041.  Neb. 
Comp.  St.,  1911,  §7060.  Ohio.— Gen. 
Code,  1910,  §11,672. 

[a]  The  Word  Neighborhood  Is  a 
.  Relative    and   Indefinite    Term. — In  a 
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very  sparsely  settled  community,  a 
person  residing  in  a  town  thirty-five 
miles  distant,  might  be  "of  the  neigh- 
borhood." But  prima  facie  he  is  not, 
and  if  the  vicinity  of  the  land  is  so 
sparsely  settled  as  to  extend  the  neigh- 
borhood to  thirty-five  miles,  these  facts 
should  be  shown,  and  the  prima  facie 
condition  should  be  thus  rebutted. 
Woods  V.  Cochrane,  38  Iowa  484,  485.  ' 

[b]  Appraisers  living  within  a  mile 
and  a  quarter  from  property  levied  on 
held  to  be  prima  facie  from  the  neigh- 
borhood. State  V.  Jungling,  116  Mo. 
162,  22  S.  W.  686. 

[c]  Unfriendly  feelings  towards  an 
execution  debtor  on  the  part  of  those 
appointed  appraisers  of  his  estate  upon 
the  levy  of  the  execution,  do  not  con- 
stitute a  legal  disqualification.  The  of- 
ficer making  the  appointment  is  the 
sole  judge  of  their  fitness  in  this  re- 
spect.   Bjiggs  V.  Green,  33  Vt.  565. 

[d]  A  subsequent  mortgagee  of 
property  sold  at  sheriff 's  sale  who  made 
a  private  arrangement  with  the  pur- 
chaser, who  was  the  seizing  creditor, 
was  an  incompetent  appraiser.  Zacharie 
V.  Winter,  17  La.  76. 

[e]  A  tenant  in  common  with  the 
judgment  debtor  held  to  be  incompe- 
tent as  an  appraiser.  Cowdrey  v.  Shel- 
don, 122  Mass.   267. 

.  [f  ]  A  purchaser  of  real  estate  on 
which  the  same  judgment  is  a  lien 
cannot  be  an  appraiser  of  the  personal 
property  levied  on,  even  though  the 
judgment  creditor  makes  no  objection 
to  him.  Conover  v.  Walling,  28  N.  J. 
Eq.  333. 

[g]'  The  fact  that  the  officer  chose 
his  brother-in-law  as  an  appraiser  does 
not  vitiate  the  levy,  where  neither  the 
oflcer  nor  the  appraiser  had  any  in- 
terest in  the  land  or  its  value.  Brown 
V.  Washington,  110  Mass.  529,  531. 

[h]  The  surviving  husband  of  the 
sister  of  one  of  the  parties  is  not  dis- 
qualified as  an  appraiser.  Blodgett  «. 
Brinsmaid,  9  Vt.  27. 

[i]    Waut  of  qualificartion  of  one  of 
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dents  of  the  county  depends  upon  the  statute.^^  If  an  appraiser  has 
the  other  qualifications  the  fact  that  he  is  not  twenty-one  years  of  age 
does  not  disqualify  him.'°  In  extending  an  execution  upon  real  estate 
lying  in  different  parts  of  a  county,  different  appraisers  may  be 
selected  and  employed.^^ 

(D.)  The  Appraisement.  —  (1.)  'General  Statement.  —  Several  interests 
in  or  parcels  of  real  estate  may  legally  be  appraised  together  in  one 
gross  estimate,^^  or  two  parcels  lying  side  by  side  may  be  separately 
appraised.^'  If  the  property  is  at  the  time  within  the  jurisdiction, 
it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  list  or  inventory  is  actually  made 
in  or  out  of  the  county."*  In  making  the  appraisement,  encumbrances 
on  the  property  should  be  deducted.^^  Unnecessary  matters  in  the  ap- 
praisement may  be  rejected  as  surplusage.^* 

(2.)  Description  of  Property.  —  The  inventory  and  appraisement  of 
goods  seized  under  execution  should  specify  particularly  tlie  articles 
or  property  seized.^^ 


the  appraisers  of  real  estate  sold  under 
execution,  as  that  he  was  not  a  house- 
holder, is  a  mere  irregularity  not  af- 
fecting the  power  of  the  sheriff  to  sell. 
Hill  V.  Baker,  32  Iowa  302. 

29.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  It  is  not  requisite  that  the  ap- 
praisers should  be  residents  of  the 
county,  in  which  the  land  lies.  Fitch 
V.  Tyler,  34  Me.  463. 

30.  "White  v.  Laurel  Land  Co.,  26 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  775,  82  S.  W.  571. 

31.  Boylston  v.  Carver,  11  Mass, 
515. 

32.  Peabody  v.  Minot,  24  Pick. 
(Mass.)  329;  Bond  v.  Bond,  2  Pick, 
<Mass.)   382. 

[a]  Joint  Ownership. — ^In  levying  an 
execution  against  two  joint  debtors 
upon  real  estate  held  by  them  in  com- 
mon, it  is  not  necessary  to  appraise 
each  one's  share  separately.  Dwinel 
V.  Soper,  32  Me.  119. 

[b]  Where  the  appraisers  appraise 
land  not  by  the  acre  but  in  gross,  it  is 
no  legal  objection  to  the  validity  of 
the  extent  that  they  certify  the  num- 
ber of  acres,  deducting  a  certain  quan- 
tity for  roads,  although  it  does  not 
otherwise  appear  that  there  are  any 
highways  upon  the  land.  Fletcher  v 
State  Capital  Bank,  37  N.  H.  369. 

33.  Hathorn  v.  Corson,  77  Me.  582, 
1  Atl.  738. 

34.  Dean  v.  Thatcher,  32  N.  J.  L. 
470;  "Walker  v.  Hill's  Exrs.,  22  N.  J, 
Eq.  513,  530. 

35.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]    If  the  liens  are  ascertained  by 


the  sheriff,  instead  of  the  appraisers, 
and  the  sale  in  fact  made  for  more 
than  two-thirds  the  appraised  value  of 
the  property,  exclusive  of  prior  incum- 
brances, the  sale  would  not  be  rendered 
invalid  for  the  reason  that  the  encum- 
brances were  thus  ascertained.  It 
would  be  but  a  mere  technical  irreg- 
ularity, working  no  prejudice  to  the 
defendant  in  execution.  Brown  v.  But- 
ters, 40  Iowa  544. 

[b]  But  where  two  parcels  of  land 
were  levied  on,  one  of  which  was  sub- 
ject to  a  mortgage  and  the  other  not, 
the  levy  was  held  not  to  be  invalid  be- 
cause both  parcels  were  appraised  as 
one  estate,  and  no  deduction  was  made 
on  account  of  the  mortgage.  Pettee  *. 
Peppard,  125  Mass.  66. 

36.  Symonds  v.  Harris,  51  Me.  14. 
[a]    Inconsistency  in  Appraisement, 

"Where  the  appraisers  appraised  a  par- 
cel of  real  estate,  and  set  out  an  un- 
divided proportional  part  of  it  to  the 
creditor,  at  an  appraised  value  which 
did  not  agree  with  their  appraisement 
of  the  whole  parcel,  the  latter,  being 
unnecessary,  may  be  treated  as  sur- 
plusage and  disregarded.  Symonds  v, 
Harris,  51  Me.  14. 

37.  La.— Code  Pr.,  art.  676.  Me. 
Stevenson  v.  Puller,  75  Me.  324;  Jones 
V.  Buck,  34  Me.  301.  N.  J.— Hustiek 
V.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  L.  168. 

[a]  In  a  levy  of  land  by  the  num- 
ber of  its  lot  and  reference  to  the  deed 
from  the  debtor's  grantor,  there  is  a 
sufficient    description    by    metes    an(^ 
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(3.)  Subscription  and  Oath. —  The  appraisement  should  be  in  writing, 
properly  subscribed,  and  under  oath.^^ 

(E.)  Objections. —  After  the  sale  is  made  it  is  too  late  for  the  parties 
for  the  first  time  to  question  the  correctness  of  the  appraisement  on 
any  other  ground  than  that  of  fraud.^^ 

(F.)  Filing.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  an  ofSeer  to  deposit  a  copy  of  the 
appraisement  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  before  the  sale  is  adver- 
tised.*" 

(VI.)  Postponement.  —  (A.)  Generally. —  Statutes  generally  provide  for 
postponing  or  adjourning  the  sale  if  it  cannot  be  had  or  completed 
on  the  day  advertised.*^  The  officer  conducting  the  sale  has  the  power,*^ 


bounds,  within  the  import  of  the  stat- 
ute.   Cowan  V.  Wheeler,  31  Me.  439. 

38.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  A  failure  to  have  the  appraisers 
sworn  will  not  affect  the  title  of  the 
purchaser,  unless  the  purchaser  par- 
ticipates in  the  irregularity.  Guelot  v. 
Pearce,  18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1004,  88  S.  W. 
892;  Sayers  v.  Hahn,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
320.  See  also  Hall  v.  Staples,  74  Me. 
178. 

[b]  Identity  of  person  subscribing 
the  appraiser's  return.  See  Boynton  v. 
Grant,  52  Me.  220. 

39.  Burkett  v.  Clark,  46  Neb.  466, 
64  N.  W.  1113;  Kearney  Land  &  Inv. 
Co.  V.  Aspinwall,  45  Neb.  601,  63  N.  W. 
827;  Vought  v.  Foxworthy,  38  Neb.  790, 
57  N.  -W.  538. 

40.  Neb. — ^Burkett  v.  Clark,  46  Neb. 
466,  64  N.  W.  1113.  {overruling  La 
Flume  V.  Jones,  5  Neb.  256) ;  Kearney 
Land  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  Aspinwall,  45  Neb. 
601,  63  N.  W.  827.  Ohio.— Gen.  Code, 
1910,  §11,673.  Okla.— Comp.  Laws, 
1909,  §5979.  Wyo.— Comp.  St.,  1910, 
§4699. 

41.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  In  Nebraska,  there  is  no  statute 
authorizing  an  adjournment  of  an  exe- 
cution sale.  Fraaman  v.  Fraaman,  64 
Neb.  472,  90  N.  W.  245,  97  Am.  St. 
Eep.  650. 

[b]  Where  there  is  only  one  bidder 
present  this  fact  does  not  warrant  a 
postponement  under  a  statute  authoriz- 
ing a  postponement  for  want  of  bid- 
ders. Gilbert  v.  Watts-De  Golyer  Co., 
169  m.  129,  48  N.  E.  430,  61  Am. 
St.  Eep.  154.  See  also  State  v.  John- 
ston, 2  N.  C.  293. 

42.  TJ.  S. — United  States  v.  Dren- 
nen,  1  Hempst.  320,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
14,992.  Idaho.— OUis  v.  Kirkpatrick,  3 
Idaho   247,  28  Pac.  435..   lU.— Gilbert 
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v.  Watts-De  Golyer  Co.,  169  111.  129, 
48  N.  B.  430,  61  Am.  St.  Eep.  154; 
Eoseman  v.  Miller,  84  111.  297;  Phelps 
V.  Conover,  25  111.  309.  Me. — Crafts  v. 
EUiotsville,  47  Me.  141.  Mass. — ^Frazee 
V.  Nelson,  179  Mass.  456,  61  N.  E. 
40,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  391;  Warren  v. 
Leland,  9  Mass.  265.  N.  J.— Coxe  v. 
Halsted,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  311.  N.  C— Mor- 
decai  v.  Speight,  14  N.  C.  428,  24  Am. 
Dee.  266;  Pope  v.  Bradley,  10  N.  C. 
16..  Pa. — HoUister  v.  Vanderlin,  165 
Pa.  248,  30  Atl.  1002,  36  W.  N.  C.  41, 
44  Am.  St.  Eep.  657;  Schofield  v.  Cas- 
selberry,  9  W.  N.  C.  95.  E.  I. — ^Aldrich 
V,  Grimes,  14  E.  I.  219;  Eeynolds  v. 
Hoxsie,  6  E.  I.  463.  Vt. — Jewett  ®. 
Guyer,  38  Vt.  209. 

[a]  Effect  of  an  improper  adjourn- 
ment is  to  render  the  sale  voidable, 
upon  proper  proceedings,  but  not  void. 
Jackson  v.  Spink,  59  111.  404. 

[b]  Not  sufficient  cause  that  sheriff 
had  heard  indirectly  that  a  third  per- 
son claimed  the  property.  Gilbert  «. 
Watts-De  Golyer  Co.,  169  HI.  129,  48 
N.  E.  430. 

[c]  One  more  adjournment  than  is 
authorized  by  statute  is  a  mere  irreg- 
ularity to  be  taken  advantage  of  only 
on  a  showing  of  prejudice.  Eeese  v. 
Dobbins,  51  Iowa  282,  1  N.  W.  540. 

[d]  Compliance  With  Statute. — ^Where 
the  statute  authorizes  an  adjournment, 
if  necessary,  "from  day  to  day,  not 
exceeding  three  days,"  it  is  illegal  to 
adjourn  the  sale  from  the  sixteenth  to 
the  twenty-second  day  of  the  same 
month.  Crafts  v.  EUiotsville,  47  Me. 
141. 

[e]  When  advertised  for  a  general 
election  day  the  sheriff  may  postpone 
it  until  the  succeeding  day.  Pope  v. 
Bradley,  10  N.  C.  16. 

[f]  By  consent  of  the  parties  the 
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for  good  cause,  to  adjourn  the  sale,  even  in  the  absence  of  statute;*' 
the  propriety  of  so  doing  resting  in  his  sound  discretion.**  The  ad- 
journment may  be  to  a  different  place.*"* 

(B.)    KoTicE  ON  Postponement When  the  sale  is  postponed  a  new 

notice  of  the  sale  is  required  in  some  states,*"  while  in  other  states  the 


sale  may  certainly  he  postponed.  Hil- 
Hard  V.  Wilson,  76  Tex.  180,  13  S.  W. 
25.    ■ 

43.  Eussell  v.  Eichards,  11  Me.  371, 
26  Am.  Dec.  532;  Aldrich  v.  Grimes,  14 
E.  I.  219;  Eeynolds  v.  Hoxsie,  6  E.  I. 
463.  Contra,  Enloe  V.  Miles,  12  Smed, 
&  M.   (Miss.)   147. 

[a]  Postponement  Without  Statu- 
tory Authority. — "Upon  a  careful  ex- 
amination, we  have  not  found  any 
authority  expressly  given  by  statute  to 
&  sheriff  to  adjourn  the  vendue  of  per- 
sonal property  taken  on  execution  from, 
and  belonging  to  an  individual,  either 
to  a  subsequent  day  or  to  a  different 
place.  Tet  it  is  easy  to  state  cases 
where  such  sheriff  might  not  have  pos- 
sible time  to  complete  the  sale  on 
the  day  appointed,  owing  to  the  amount 
of  the  property,  and  the  multitude  of 
articles,  which  he  had  seised.  Again, 
the  day  appointed  might  be  so  stormy 
that  no  persons  could  or  would  attend 
the  auction  with  a  view  of  purchasing, 
or  for  some  other  cause,  as  was  the 
fact  in  the  present  case;  or  if  present, 
persons  might  not  incline  to  bid.  In 
such  circumstances  what  could  a  sher- 
iff do,  unless  he  could  adjourn  the  sale? 
Must  the  creditor  lose  his  debt,  by 
losing  the  attachment,  without  any 
fault  in  any  one  on  whom  he  could 
effectually  call  for  damages?  ,  This 
would  seem  a  harsh  construction  of  a 
law,  made  for  the  benefit  of  creditors. 
When  an  officer,  acting  fairly,  and 
anxiously  consulting  the  best  interests 
of  the  creditor  and  the  debtor  too, 
adjourns  the  sale,  so  as  to  obtain  as 
high  a  price  as  he  can,  must  a  court 
of  law  pronounce  this  very  act  an  offi- 
cial wrong,  and  declare  the  sale  void 
in  consequence,  and  on  the  objection 
of  one  who  has  no  interest  whatever 
in  the  question,  whether  the  articles 
are  sold  at  a  high  price  or  a  low  one? 
But  as  to  the  authority  of  a  sheriff 
to  adjourn  his  vendue,  we  are  not 
obliged  to  depend  on  general  reason- 
ing as  to  expediency  and  convenience." 
Eussell  V.  Eichards,  11  Me.  371,  26  Am. 
Dec.  532. 


[b]  Although  the  statute  provides 
for  adjournment  under  certain  circum- 
stances, the  sale  may  be  adjourned  for 
good  cause  even  where  those  circum- 
stances do  not  exist.  Aldrich  v.  Grimes, 
14  E.  I.  219. 

44.  m. — Phelps  V,  Conover,  25  111. 
309.  N.  C— Pope  v.  Bradley,  10  N.  C. 
16.     Vt.— Jewett  «.  Guyer,  38  Vt.  209. 

[a]  A  sheriif  must  exercise  the  right 
to  postpone  with  impartiality  (towards 
all  parties  interested.  Copper  v.  Iowa 
Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  149  Iowa  336,  128 
N.  W.  373. 

[b]  Arbitrary  exercise  of  this  power 
of  postponing  renders  the  officer  liable 
in  damages  for  the  consequences.  Gil- 
bert V.  Watts-De  Golyer  Co.,  169  111. 
129,  48  N.  E.  430,  61  Am.  St.  Eep. 
154. 

[c]  An  abuse  of  discretion  in  post- 
poning the  sale  may  be  ground  for  set- 
ting aside  the  sale.  Copper  v.  Iowa 
Trust  &  Savings  Bank,  149  Iowa  336, 
128  N.  W.  373.  See  Lawyers'  Cooper- 
ative Pub.  Co.  V.  Bennett,  34  Fla.  302, 
16  So.  185. 

45.  Eussell  v.  Eichards,  11  Me.  371, 
26  Am.  Dec.  532. 

[a]  Provided  it  be  to  a  place  which 
he  was  authorized  to  appoint  as  the 
place  of  sale  in  the  first  instance.  Jew- 
ett V.  Guyer,  38  Vt.  209.    ' 

46.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: HI. — Matson  v.  Sweetser,  50  111. 
App.  518.  La. — Montgomery  v.  Bar- 
row, 19  La.  Ann.  169.  Mo. — Ladd  v. 
Shippie,  57  Mo.  523.  N.  Y.— Frederick 
V.  Wheelock,  3  Thomp.  &  C.  210. 

Notice  of  sale  in  general,  see  supra, 
U,  B,  7,  d,  (IV),.  .  .     ,    ,, 

[a]  Where  the  sale  is  enjoined  after 
notice  has  been  gi\en,  it  is  not  proper 
to  give  oral  notice  of  an  adjournment 
to  another  day,  and  after  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  injunction  sell  without  a 
new  publication.  The  notice  required 
by  the  statute  must  be  given  de  novo. 
Patten  v.  Stewart,  26  Ind.  395. 

[b]  New  notice  by  writing  the  same 
on  the  original  notice,  or  putting  notice 
thereof  under  the  original.  OUis  v. 
Kirkpatrick,  3  Idaho  247,  28  Pac.  435. 
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notice  of  the  adjourned  sale  may  be  by  proclamation,*'  unless,  in  some 
jurisdictions,  the  adjournment  is  for  more  than  a  specified  time.*^ 
(VII.)  Time  of  Sale.  —  (A.)  General  Etjles.  —  The  days  and  hours  at 
which  execution  sales  may  properly  be  held  have  been  variously  pro- 
vided for  by  the  statutes.*®  Where  the  statute  designates  the  day  or 
days  on  ■which  execution  sales  may  take  place  a  sale  made  on  any  other 
day  is  void,""  unless  consented  to  by  the  parties  in  execution. ^^  A 
sale  of  property  before  the  time  authorized  by  law,^^  or  before  the 
hour  advertised,^^  is  invalid.    If  the  sale  be  made  on  a  day  not  named 


[c]  The  sheriff  (1)  need  not  sign 
the  notice  of  postponement  where  the 
first  notice  was  properly  signed.  Os- 
good v.  Blaekmore,  59  111.  261.  (2) 
Failure  of  sheriff  to  sign  notice  of  post- 
ponement ofS.eially,  is  a  mere  clerical 
error  which  may  be  disregarded.  Cord 
v.  Hirsch,  17  Wis.  403. 

47.  Me.  Eev.  St.,  1903^  §37.  Mass. 
Eev.  Laws,  1902, ,  p.  1607.  N.  J. — Al- 
len V.  Cole,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  286,  59  Am. 
Dec.  416;  Coxe  i).  Halsted,  2  N.  J.  Eq. 
311.  N.  C. — See  Mordecai  v.  Speight, 
14  N".  C.  428,  24  Am.  Dec.  266.  Ore. 
Lord's  Laws.  §239.  S.  D. — Comp. 
Laws,  1910,  §370.  Utali. — Comp.  Laws, 
1907,  §3251.  Vt.— Pub.  St.,  1906,  §2178. 
Wash.— Eem.  &  Bal.  Code,  §585. 

[a]  A  postponement  -will  not  cure 
a  defect  of  failure  to  give  notice  for 
the  acquired  length  of  time  unless  a 
new  and  independent  notice  be  given 
for  the  proper  period.  Sawyer  v.  Wil- 
son, 61   Me.  529. 

[b]  Where  sale  has  been  made  and 
bidders  have  left  the  place  of  sale  and 
the  sheriff  upon  hearing  that  the  pur- 
chaser will  not  comply  with  the  bid, 
returns  to  the  place  of  sale  and  an- 
nounces an  adjournment,  such  will  not 
be  a  sufficient  advertisement.  The  pro- 
clamation must  be  made  in  the  pres- 
ence and  hearing  of  the  persons  as- 
sembled at  the  time  fixed  for  the  sale. 
Weatherby  v.  Slape,  58  N.  J.  Eq.  550, 
43  Atl.  898. 

48.  Mich.  Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §10332; 
N.  D.  Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §7134. 

49.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Sale  on  HoUday. — In  Crabtree 
r>.  Whiteselle,  65  Tex.  Ill,  it  was  held 
that  under  the  statute  which  provides 
that  sales  shall  be  on  the  first  Tues- 
day of  the  month,  a  sale  made  on  that 
day  is  valid  although  such  day  may  fall 
on  a  legal  holiday.  But  see  Eice  v. 
Gable,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  567,  holding  that 
a  sale  may  be  set  aside  if  on  holiday. 
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[b]  During  Term  of  Court. — Sale 
during  session  of  county  court  and  not 
shown  to  be  during  a  term  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  is  void,  not  only  in  a  direct 
proceeding,  but  also  in  a  collateral 
way.  Bruce  v.  Leary,  55  Mo.  431; 
Merchants'  Bank  v.  Evans,  51  Mo.  335; 
Sarpy  v.  Detchemeudy,  31  Mo.  196. 

50.  Conn. — Morey  v.  Hoyt,  65  Conn. 
516,  33  Atl.  496.  Ky.— Wile  v.  Sweeny, 
2  Duv.  161;  Casey  v.  Gregory,  13  B. 
Mon.  505;  Chambers  v.  Hays,  6  B.  Mon. 
115.  N.  C. — Loudermilk  v.  Corpening, 
101  N.  C.  649,  8  S.  B.  117;  Mayers  v. 
Carter,  87  N.  C.  146. 

[a]  In  Cain  v.  Maples,  1  Hill  L. 
(8.  C.)  304,  26  Am.  Dec.  184,  under  a 
statute  providing  that  execution  sales 
should  be  held  on  the  first  Monday,  the 
sale  took  place  on  the  following  Tues- 
day, it  was  held  not  to  render  the  sale 
void,  for  great  harm  would  result  if 
sales  were  to  be  set  aside  because  of 
such  irregularities  on  the  part  of  the 
sheriff. 

51.  Wile  v.  Sweeny,  2  Duv.  (Ky.) 
161;  Casey  v.  Gregory,  13  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)    505. 

_  [a]  A  sale  under  execution,  at  a 
time  and  place  other  than  that  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute,  by  the  consent 
of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  is  not 
void,  if  there  was  no  intention  to  de- 
fraud, and  no  other  lien  on  the  prop- 
erty at  the  time  of  sale.  Cawthorn  v. 
McCraw,  9  Ala.  519. 

[b]  Written  consent  of  both  plain- 
tiff and  defendant.  Chambers  v.  Hays, 
6  B.  Mon.   (Ky.)   115. 

52.  Camp  v.  Ganley,  6  HI.  App.  499. 
See  also  Mushback  v.  Eyerson,  11  N. 
J.  L.  346. 

[a]  Waiver  of  objection  to  sale  be- 
fore the  hour  authorized  by  law.  Duke 
V.  Clark,  58  Miss.  465. 

-53.  Williams  v.  Jones,  1  Bush  (Ky.) 
621,  it  being  sold  for  inadequate  price. 
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in  the  notice  of  sale  it  will  be  set  aside.'*  In  some  states  the  time  of 
the  sale  is  a  matter  resting  in  the  discretion  of  the  sheriff .^^  'i'he  fact 
that  sale  was  at  an  unusual  hour  may  invalidate  it  or  at  least  render 
it  voidable.*"  The  execution  sale  should  be  had  without  unnecessary- 
delay,*'  but  there  can  be  no  iron  rule  which  compels  plaintiff  and 
sheriff  to  have  property  levied  upon,  sold  at  the  earliest  possible  day. 
A  reasonable  discretion  is  allowed  to  be  exercised,  in  order  that  the 
object  of  the  writ  may  be  accomplished,  not  frustrated,  and  that  the 
property  of  the  debtor  be  not  needlessly  sacrificed.**  The  defendant 
will  not  be  heard  to  complain  of  a  delay  which  was  for  his  benefit.*^ 
A  sale  made  on  the  return  day  is  good."" 

(B.)  After  Eeturn  Day.  —  The  authorities  are  not  in  accord  as  to 
whether  an  execution  sale  may  properly  be  made  after  the  return  date 
of  the  writ,  some  holding  that  the  sale  of  real  estate  after  the  return 
day  is  without  authority,"^  but  the  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be 


54.  'Wheatley  v.  Terry,  6  Kan.  427. 

55.  Nesbitt  v.  Dallam,  7  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  494,  28  Am.  Dec.  236. 

[a]  He  must  act  •with  ordinary  prud- 
ence and  judgment  or  the  sale  will  be 
vacated.  Nesbitt  v.  Dallam,  7  Gill  & 
J.   (Md.)   494,  28  Am.  Dec.  236. 

56.  Four  o'clock  in  the  morning, 
renders  it  voidable  and  liable  to  be  set 
aside.     Eigney  v.  Small,  60  111.  416. 

[a]  At  an  unusually  late  hour,  as 
between  nine  and  ten  o'clock  at  night. 
McNaughtou  v.  McLean,  73  Mich.  250, 
41  N.  W.  267. 

[b]  After  Ten  P.  M.— This  fact  of 
itself  not  sufficient,  but  considered  with 
other  circumstances  may  be  sufficient 
to  cause  sale  to  be  set  aside.  Green- 
wood V.  Lehigh  Coal  Co.,  1  Clark  (Pa.) 
393. 

[c]  After  sunset;  sale  is  void.  Cam- 
rick  V.  Myers,  14  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  9. 

57.  Matsou  -v.  Sweetser,  50  111.  App. 
518,  524;  Plaisted  v.  Hoar,  45  Me.  380. 

[a]  Interest  of  a  partner  in  the 
partnership  property  may  be  sold  on 
execution,  subject  to  the  rights  of 
other  parties,  without  waiting  to  as- 
certain just  what  those  rights  are.  De 
Forest,  Armstrong  &  Co.  v.  Miller,  42 
Tex.  34. 

[b]  Iiapse  of  three  years  from  the 
levy  of  the  fieri  facias,  on  land,  dur- 
ing which  plaintiff  had  writs  of  vendi- 
tioni exponas  continually  issued  in  suc- 
cession, will  not  affect  the  sale  after- 
ward made.  Locke  v.  Coleman,  4  T. 
E.  Mon.  (Ky.)   315. 

[c]  Wliile  the  judgment  lien  re- 
mains, the  sale  may  be  made.    Hender- 


son V.  Trimmier,  32  S.  C.  269,  11  S.  E. 
540. 

58.  Powell  V.  Governor,  9  Ala.  36; 
Matson  v.  Sweetser,  50  lU.  App.  518, 
527. 

fa]  Perishable  property  may  be  sold 
at  such  time  as  the  officer  may  select. 
Ala.  Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4111. 

[b]  If  sale  takes  place  at  first  terra 
at  which  it  could  be  made,  it  is  not 
invalid  because  the  levy  was  made 
more  than  a  year  before.  Boyd,  v: 
Jones,  49  Mo.  202. 

[c]  In  the  Absence  of  Fraud. — In 
Ludemau  v.  Hirth,  96  Mich.  17,  55  N. 
W.  449,  cifmg  Ward  v.  Citizens'  Bank, 
46  Mich.  332,  9  N.  W.  437,  it  was  held 
that  "a.  lien  upon  real  estate  by  virtue 
of  a  levy  under  execution  is  not 
lost  by  delay  in  proceeding  to  a  sale, 
where  no  fraudulent  purpose  is  shown 
on  the  part  of  the  execution  creditor." 

59.  Payne  v.  Billiugham,  10  Iowa 
360. 

60.  Tayloe  v.  Gaskins,  12  N.  C.  295; 
St.  Bartholomew's  Church  v.  Wood,  61 
Pa.  96. 

61.  Ala. — ^Hawes  v.  Eucker,  94  Ala, 
166,  10  So.  85.  But  see  Mitchell  v. 
Corbin,  91  Ala.  599,  8  So.  810.  Ark. 
Hightower  v.  Handlin,  27  Ark.  20. 
Miss.— Lehr  v.  Doe,  8  Smed.  &  M.  468. 
Neb.— Buckley  v.  Mason,  52  Neb.  639, 
72  N.  W.  1043.  S.  C— Sims  v.  Eandal, 
1  Brev.  85.  Tex. — Cain  v.  Woodward, 
74  Tex.  549,  12  S.  W.  319;  Mitchell  v. 
Ireland,  54  Tex.  301;  Hester  v.  Duprey, 
46  Tex.  625;  Terry  v.  Cutler,  4  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  570,  23  8.  W.  539. 

[a]    An  order  of  sale  issued  by  a 

Vol.  XVI 


180  JUDGMENTS  AND  DECEEES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 


that  an  officer,  making  a  levy  before  the  return  day,  may  make  sale 
afterwards.^^ 

(C.)  After  Death  of  Party.  —  (1.)  Death  of  Flaintif.  —  If  an  execu- 
tion be  levied  and  the  plaintiff  die  before  a  sale  of  the  property, 
the  lien  created  by  the  levy  is  not  lost,  nor  is  any  scire  facias  neces- 
sary, to  authorize  the  issue  of  a  venditioni  exponas,  and  a  sale.^^ 

(2.)  After  Death,  of  Defendant. —  In  the  absence  of  statute  an  execu- 
tion, issued  after  the  death  of  the  defendant  in  the  judgment,  is  void, 
and,  consequently,  a  sale  under  it  is  also  void,  and  may  be  set  aside, 
on  motion,  at  the  instance  of  the  heir-at-law.^*  But  when  an  execution 
is  received  by  the  sheriff  during  the  life  of  the  defendant,  and  its  lien 
is  preserved  as  authorized  by  the  statute,  lands  may  be  sold  under 
a  levy  made  after  his  death,  as  if  he  were  still  alive.^^ 


Justice  of  tbe  pesice  to  a,  constable,  for 
Bale  of  personal  property  remaining  in 
his  hands  unsold  at  the  return  day  of 
the  execution  is  unauthorized  by  any 
statute  and  confers  no  authority  on  the 
constable.  Chaney  v.  Burford  Lumb. 
Co.,  132  Ala.  315,  31  So.  369. 

[b]  Venditioni  Exponas  Necessary. 
Cannot  be  after  a  return  day  without 
a  venditioni  exponas.  Overton  v.  Perk- 
ins, 10  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  328;  Eogers'  Les- 
see V.  Cawood,  1  Swan  (Tenn.)  142; 
ioung  V.  Smith,  23  Tex.  598,  76  Am. 
Dec.   81. 

fc]  A  sheriff  cannot  levy  and  sell 
under  an  execution  after  it  has  been 
returned.  Cook  v.  Wood,  16  N.  J.  L. 
254. 

62.  U.  S. — Wheaton  v.  Sexton's  Les- 
see, 4  Wheat.  503,  4  L.  ed.  626.  Cal. 
Southern  Cal.  Lumber  Co.  v.  Ocean 
Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal.  217,  29  Pac. 
627.  Idaho.— Ollis  v.  Kirkpatrick,  3 
Idaho  247,  28  Pac.  435.  HI.— Corbin 
V.  Pearce,  81  HI.  462;  Willoughby  v. 
Dewey,  63  HI.  246.  Ind.— Eose  v.  In- 
gram, 98  Ind.  276;  Lowry  v.  Reed,  89 
Ind.  442.  la. — ^Walton  v.  Wray,  54  Iowa 
531,  6  N.  W.  742;  Bomberger,  Wright 
&  Co.  V.  Griener,  18  Iowa  477.  Ky. 
St.,  1909,  §1664.  La.— Briant  v.  Hebert, 
30  La.  Ann.  1127.  Me.— Caldwell  v. 
Blake,  69  Me.  458.  Md.— Busey  v. 
Tuck,  47  Md.  171;  Gaither  v.  Martin, 
3  Md.  146.  Mass.— Rev.  Laws,  1902, 
p.  1602.  Mich. — Vroman  v.  Thompson, 
51  Mich.  452,  16  N.  W.  808;  Blair  v. 
Compton,  33  Mich.  414.  IMinn. — Spen- 
1  eer  v.  Haug,  45  Minn.  231,  47  N.  W. 
794;  Knox  v.  Randall,  24  Minn.  479. 
Mo. — Karnes  v.  Alexander,  92  Mo.  660, 
1  S.  W.  518;  Kane  v.  McCowan,  55  Mo. 
181;  State  Bank  v.  Bray,  37  Mo.  194  j 
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Hombs  V.  Corbin,  20  Mo.  App.  497. 
N.  C— Brooks  v.  Rateliff,  33  N.  C.  321; 
Lanier  v.  Stone,  8  N.  0.  329.  N.  D. 
Rev.  Codes,  1905,  §7136.  Vt.— Barnard 
V.  Stevens,  2  Aik.  429. 

[a]  In  Pennsylvania  the  sale  may 
be  made  at  any  time  within  six  days 
after  the  return  day  of  the  writ. 
Rhodes  v.  Barnett,  196  Pa.  429,  46  Atl. 
438. 

[b]  "A  sheriff  may  retain  a  fi.  fa. 
in  his  hands,  after  a  levy,  and  after 
an  ineffectual  effort  to  sell,  not  only 
until  the  return  day  has  passed,  but 
until  several  terms  have  passed,  and 
may  then  sell."  Moreland  V.  Bowling, 
3  Gill  (Md.)  500. 

[c]  Where  no  Prohibition  in  Statute. 
Wyant  v.  Tuthill,  17  Neb.  495,  23  N. 
W.  342;  Johnson  v.  Bemis,  7  Neb.  224. 

63.  Morgan  v.  Winn's  Admr.,  17  B. 
Mon.    (Ky.)    233. 

As  to  right  to  Issue  execution  gener- 
ally after  death  of  plaintiff,  see  15 
Standard  Peoc.  764. 

As  to  levy  of  execution  after  death 
of  plaintiff,  see  15  Standard  Proc.  920. 

64.  V.  S. — ^Erwin's  Lessee  v.  Dun- 
das,  4  How.  58,  74,  11  L.  ed.  875.  Ala. 
Beach  v.  Dennis,  47  Ala.  262.  Tex. 
Fleming  v.  Ball,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  209, 
60  S.  W.  985,  reviewing  Texas  authori- 
ties. 

[a]  Voidable  only  by  direct  pro- 
ceeding for  that  purpose.  Doe  ex  dem. 
Shelton  v.  Hamilton,  23  Miss.  496. 

Issuance  of  execution  after  death  of 
defendant,  see  15  Standard  Proc.  767. 

65.  Ala.— Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4101; 
Sims  V.  Eslava,  74  Ala.  594;  Keel  v. 
Larkin,  72  Ala.  493;  Hurt  v.  Nave's 
Admr.,  49  Ala.  459.  Alk. — ^Davis  v. 
Oswalt,    18    Ark.    414.     laaho.— Bev. 
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(Vin.)  Place  of  Sale.  —  Generally  execution  sales  are  held  at  the 
door  of  the  court  house  of  the  county  wherein  the  property  is 
situated."^  But  statutes  sometimes  provide  for  sale  at  other  places,"' 
as  in  vicinity  of  the  place  of  levy:**  and  where  the  property  consists 
of  merchandise  or  property  not  capable  of  moving  except  at  great 
expense,  the  sale  should  be  had  at  the  place  of  levy,"®  or  such  other 
place  as  may  be  stated  in  the  advertisement  and  is  most  expedient.'" 
Under  certain  circumstances  different  portions  of  the  property  may 
be  sold  at  different  places.'*  The  sale  of  perishable  goods  should  be 
had  at  such  place  as  is  most  advantageous  to  all  parties.'^    The  sale 


Code,  1908,  §5475.  la. — Sprott  v.  Eeid, 
3  Gr.  489.  Me.— Coffin  v.  Freeman,  84 
Me.  535,  24  Atl.  986.  Md.— Boyd  v. 
Harris,  1  Md.  Ch.  466.  Mich. — Comp. 
Laws,  1907,  §857.  Miss.— Code,  1906, 
§3976.  Mo. — ^Mundy's  Admr.  v.  Bryan, 
18  Mo.  29.  N.  J.— Wait  v.  Savage,  15 
Atl.  225. 

[a]  An  execution  levy  on  land  in 
the  life  of  the  judgment  debtor  may 
be  enforced  by  venditioni  exponas  after 
his  death.  Hare  v.  Hall,  41  Ark.  372; 
Powell  V.  Macon,  40  Ark.  541;  BelMn- 
gall  V.  Duncan,  8  HI.  477. 

Levy  of  execution  ■where  defendant 
dies  after  delivery  of  same  to  sheriff, 
see  15  Standard  Peoc.  920. 

66.  See   the   statutes. 

[a]  At  the  door  of  the  hullding  oc- 
cupied and  used  as  a  courthouse.  Kane 
V.  MeCowan,  55  Mo.  181,  in  which  it 
appears  that  the  courthouse  was  being 
occupied  by  soldiers,  while  a  neighbor- 
ing church  was  used  as  the  courthouse. 

[b]  A  sale  In  the  sheriff's  offtce  was 
proper,  where  he  had  acted  in  good 
faith.  Howland  v.  Pettey,  15  E.  I.  603, 
10  Atl.  650. 

fc]  When  there  are  two  courthouses 
in  a  county,  which  have  co-equal  and 
co-ordinate  powers  within  certain  des- 
ignated precincts  of  the  particular 
county,  sales  of  land  under  execution 
may  be  made  at  either  courthouse. 
Anniston  Pipe  Works  v.  Williams,  106 
Ala.  324,  18  So.  111. 

[d]  Though  otherwise  provided  by 
private  local  law,  a  sale  at  the  court- 
house in  conformity  with  the  general 
law  assented  to  by  the  debtor  is  valid. 
Biggs  V.  Brickell,  68  N.  C.  239. 

67.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Public  Place. — In  Goss  v.  Car 
dell,  53  Vt.  447,  it  was  held  that  the 
failure  to  sell  at  a  f  public  place"  was 
immaterial  in  a  case  where  the  prop- 


erty was  sold  on  the  premises  of  the 
owner  which  was  on  the  public  road, 
and  notices  of  the  sale  were  posted  on 
the  fence  in  front  of  the  place. 

[b]  Cumbersome  personalty  to  be 
sold  at  any  convenient  place.  Miss. 
Code,  1908,  §3982.      ' 

[c]  Statutes  Are  Mandatory. — A.  G. 
Ehodes  &  Son  Furniture  Co.  v.  Jenk- 
ins, 2  Ga.  App.  475,  58  S.  E.  897;  Jones 
V.  Eogers,  85  Miss.  830,  38  So.  742; 
Koch  V.  Bridges,  45  Miss.  247.  A  fail- 
ure to  sell  personal  property  at  the 
place  designated  in  the  notice  of  sale 
is  ground  for  setting  the  sale  aside. 
Murphy  v.  Hill,  77  Ind.  129. 

[d]  Sale  Near  Place  Advertised. 
A  sale  of  wheat  advertised  for  a  cer- 
tain place  held  valid  though  actually 
held  thirty-flve,  rods  away  but  in  plain 
view  of  the  place  advertised.  Perkins 
V.  Spaulding,  2  Mich.  157. 

68.  Ky.  St.,  1909,  §1695;  S.  C.  Code, 
1902,   §2619. 

[a]  Live  stock  at  any  public  place 
in  neighborhood  of  defendant's  resi- 
dence.   Miss.  Code,  1906,  §3982. 

[b]  Sale  should  he  in  the  town 
where  the  levy  was  made  rather  than 
the  town  to  which  the  property  has 
been  removed.  Collins  v.  Perkins,  31 
Vt.  624. 

69.  Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1633.  Ga. 
Code,  1895,  §5455.  La.— Code  Pr.,  art. 
666. 

70.  Ala.  Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4109; 
Conn.  Gen.  St.,  1902,  §904. 

71.  Drake  v.  Mooney,  31  Vt.  617, 
when  the  character  and  situation  of 
personal  property  and  the  interests  of 
the  parties  require  it. 

72.  Md. — Arnold  v.  Fowler,  94  Md. 
497,  51  Atl.  299.  Mich.— Comp.  Laws, 
1907,  §10360.  Miss.— Code,  1906,  §3986. 

[a]  At  Such  Place  as  the  Oiiicer 
May  Select.— Ala.  Civ.  Code,  1907, 
§4111. 
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of  real  property  need  not  be  made  on  the  premises/^  Generally  a 
sheriff  can  sell  only  such  property  as  is  found  in  his  county,  unless 
otherwise  provided  by  statute.'*  Where  the  county  line  divides  the 
premises  the  officer  may  sell  the  land  lying  in  both  counties,  if  the 
statute  permits  it,'^  otherwise  the  sale  is  good  only  as  to  the  land  in 
his  county/* 

(IX.)  PuUic  or  Private  Sale.  — As  a  general  rule  execution  sales 
should  be  at  public  auction  to  the  highest  bidder.''^  But  in  some  juris- 
dictions statutes  provide  for  a  private  sale,  if  the  court,  for  good  cause 
shown,  on  application  of  either  party,  so  orders,'*  or  the  sale  may  be 
private  where  the  parties  so  consent.'^  The  difference  between  a 
sheriff's  sale  and  a  private  sale  consists  rather  in  the  character  of  the 
sale  than  in  the  publicity  attending  it.*° 

(X.)  Amount  of  Property  To  Be  Sold.  ^ — No  more  property  should  be 
sold  under  execution  than  is  reasonably  necessary  to  satisfy  the  debt 
and  costs.*^  The  authorities  are  not  in  accord  as  to  the  effect  of  a 
sale  of  more  land  than  is  necessary  to  pay  the  execution  debt,  some"^ 


73.  Nesbitt  v.  Dallam,  7  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)    494,   28   Am.  Dec.   236. 

74.  Oldfield  v.  Eulert,  148  111.  614, 
36  N.  E.  615. 

[a]  In  To-wnship.— Where  an  officer, 
under  process  issued  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  seizes  property  in  one  township, 
and  advertises  and  sells  the  same  in 
another  township,  the  sale  will  be  in- 
valid as  against  the  owner.  Paulsen 
V.  Hall,  39  Kan.  365,  18  Pac.  225. 

75.  See  the  statutes. 

76.  Tonopah  Banking  Corp.  v.  Me- 
Kane  Min.  Co.,  31  Nev.  295,  103  Pac. 
230;  Aired  v.  Montague,  26  Tex.  733. 

77.  See  the  statutes  and  Ormond  v. 
Taircloth,  1  N.  C.  636,  3  N.  C.  336,  5 
N.  C.  35. 

78.  Ohio  Gen.  Code,  1910,  §11670; 
Wyo.  St.,  1910,  §4696. 

79.  .Tones  v.  Loftin,  9  N.  C.  199. 
[al     Private    Sale    by    Consent. — A 

sheriff  having  levied  execution  on  the 
property  of  a  debtor,  may  by  the  con- 
sent of  the  ^ebtor  and  the  plainti|Es  in 
the  executions  act  as  the  agent  of  -the 
debtor,  and  dispose  of  the  property  at 
private  sale  on  credit.  Jones  v.  Loftin, 
9  N.  C.  199. 

80.  Austin  v.  Soule,  36  Vt.  645. 

[a]  Number  Present  Immaterial. 
A  sale  is  not  necessarily  void  or  even 
voidable  because  there  is  no  one  pres- 
ent at  the  sale  but  the  sheriff  and  the 
plaintiff  who  is  the  only  bidder.  Gil- 
bert V.  "Watts-DeGolyer  Co.,  169  111. 
129,  48  N.  E.  430;  Power  v.  Larabee, 
3  N.  D.  502,  57  N.  W.  789,  44  Am.  St. 
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Eep.  577.  But  see  Wharmby  v.  Mc- 
Nertney,  4  Kulp  (Pa.)  101,  holding 
that  where  plaintiff  is  the  only  bidder 
and  bystander  the  sale  should  be  ad- 
journed, a  purchase  by  the  plaintiff  is 
invalid. 

81.  See  the  statutes,  and  Ga. 
Cooney  v.  City  of  Atlanta,  136  Qa.  118, 
70  S.  E.  950.  la.— Fortin  v.  Sedgwick, 
133  Iowa  233,  110  N.  W.  460.  Mo. 
Gordon  v.  O'Neil,  96  Mo.  350,  9  S.  W. 
920.  N.  Y.— Tiernan  v.  Wilson,  6 
Johns.   Ch.   411. 

[a]  A  sale  of  a  strip  from  the  side 
of  a  tract  so  that  the  portions  sold  and 
unsold  both  abutted  on  the  highway 
was  proper.  Howland  v.  Pettey,  15  E. 
I.  603,  10  Atl.  650. 

[b]  Fractional  undivided  interest  in 
property  cannot  be  sold  where  the  de- 
fendant has  the  entire  title.  The  offi- 
cer cannot  make  the  defendant  and 
purchaser  tenants  in  common.  Will- 
banks  V.  Untriner,  98  6a.  801,  25  S.  E. 
841. 

[c]  Eule  rests  on  public  policy  and 
does  not  need  a  statute  to  support  it. 
Eortin  v.  Sedgwick,  133  Iowa  233,  110 
N.  W.  460. 

Sale  in  parcels  or  en  masse,  see  II, 
B,  7,   d,   (XII). 

82.  See  Fortin  v.  Sedgwick,  133  Iowa 
233,  110  N.  W.  460;  Sublett  v.  Gardner, 
144  Ky.  190,  137  S.  W.  864;  Dawson 
V.  Litsey,  10  Bush  (Ky.)  408;  Shrop- 
shire V.  Pullen,  3  Bush  (Ky.)  512; 
Adams  v.  Keiser,  7  Dana  (Ky.)  208; 
Addison  v.  Crow,  5  Dana   (Ky.)    271; 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF    183 

courts  holding  the  sale  void,  others  that  it  is  at  most  voidable,^^ 
and  that  a  slight  excess  does  not  vitiate  the  sale.**  The  ofScer  should 
not  sell  a  less  interest  or  title  in  the  property  than  the  defendant 
actually  owns,®^  though  in  some  states  the  rents  and  profits  of  real 
estate  should  be  offered  before  the  fee,*°  then  if  no  bids  are  received 
the  fee  may  be  sold.^^ 

(XI.)  Presence  of  Property.  —  The  general  rule  is  tihat  where  the 
property  to  be  sold  consists  of  personalty,  capable  of  manual  delivery, 
it  should  be  in  the  presence  of  the  bidders,  subject  to  their  inspec- 
tion.**   The  fact  that  personalty  is  not  present  at  the  place  of  sale 


Mocrison  v.  Bruce,  9  Dana  (Ky.)  211; 
Cooper  V.  Martin,  1  Dana  (Ky.)   23. 

[a]  But  a  mistake  as  to  the  nvim- 
i)er  of  acres  in  the  tract,  selling  it  as 
containing  one  hundred  three  acres 
■when  in  fact  it  contains  one  hundred 
fifty-three,  does  not  make  the  sale  void. 
Meehan  v.  Edwards,  92  Ky.  574,  18  S. 
W.  519. 

[b]  Sale  of  additional  parcels,  after 
enough  has  heeu  sold  to  satisfy  the 
judgment  debt,  is  void.  Plummer  v. 
Whitney,  33  Minn.  427,  23  N.  W.  841. 

[e]  An  excessive  sale  (1)  is  void  if 
the  value  of  the  property  sold  is  greatly 
in  excess  of  the  amount  to  be  raised. 
Cornelius  v.  Burford,  28  Tex.  202,  91 
Am.  Dec.  309.  (2)  The  sale  of  four 
hundred  forty-six  acres  worth  above 
$800.00,  for  the  sum  of  thirteen  dollars, 
to  satisfy  an  execution  for  ten  dollars 
and  twenty-five  cents,  is  void.  Tiernan 
V.  Wilson,  6  Johns.  Ch.   (N.  T.;   411. 

fd]  Iiong  acquiescence  of  the  execu- 
tion defendant  will  be  treated  as  a  con- 
firmation by  him  of  the  sale  and  thus 
make  perfect  the  title  of  the  execu- 
tion purchaser,  especially  as  against  a 
mere  trespasser.  Meehan  v.  Edwards, 
92  Ky.  574,  18  S.  W.  519,  19  S.  W. 
179. 

83.  Weaver  v.  Guyer,  59  Ind.  195. 
[a]     Discretion  of  Olficer. — Where  he 

sells  entire  premises  the  sale  is  valid 
though  there  may  be  an  error  in  judg- 
ment as  to  propriety  of  detaching  a 
portion  and  selling  it.  Van  Duyne  v. 
Van  Duyne,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  93. 

84.  Humphrey  v.  Beeson,  1  G.  6r. 
(Iowa)   199,  48  Am.  Dec.  370. 

85.  Pillsbury  v.  Smyth,  25  Me.  427, 
sale  of  an  equity  of  redemption  where 
the  debtor  owns  the  entire  fee  and 
there  is  no  mortgage  on  the  property  is 
void. 

[a]  Sale  is  not  void  because  the  offi- 
cer sells  a  life  estate  in  a  slave  when 


the  defendant  owns  the  absolute  es- 
tate in  the  slave.  O 'Conner  v.  Young- 
blood,  16  Ala.  718. 

86.  Marmon  v.  White,  151  Ind.  445, 
51  N.  E.  930;  Milburn  v.  Phillips,  136 
Ind.  680,  34  K.  E.  983,  36  N.  E.  360; 
Adler  v.  Sewell,  29  Ind.  598;  Mehrhofl 
V.  Diffenbacker,  4  Ind.  App.  447,  31  N. 
E.  41. 

87.  Marmon  v.  White,  151  Ind.  445, 
51  JSr.  E.  930;  Piel  v.  Watson,  44  Ind. 
447. 

88.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Ala. — Brock  v.  Berry,  132  Ala. 
95,  31  So.  517,  90  Am.  St.  Eep.  896. 
Ark.— Eowan  v.  Eefeld,  31  Ark.  648; 
Kennedy  &  Co.  v.  Clayton,  29  Ark. 
270.  111.— Tibbetts  v.  Jageman,  58  111. 
43;  Herod  v.  Bartley,  15  111.  58.  Ind. 
Murphy  v.  Hill,  77  Ind.  129;  Gaskill 
V.  Aldrieh,  41  Ind.  338.  Ky.— Burns 
V.  Eav,  18  B.  Men.  392.  Me. — Penney 
V.  Earle,  87  Me.  167,  32  Atl.  879 ;  Lawry 
V.  Ellis,  85  Me.  500,  27  Atl.  518.  Md. 
Horsey  v.  Knowles,  74  Md.  602,  22  Atl. 
1104.  Mich.— Wingfield  v.  Adams,  34 
Mich.  437;  Blair  v.  Compton,  33  Mich. 
414.  N.  Y. — Stonebridge  v.  Perkins, 
141  N.  Y.  1,  35  N.  E.  980;  Morgan  v. 
HoUaday,  48  How.  Pr.  86;  Cresson  v. 
Stout,  17  Johns.  116,  8  Am.  Dec.  373. 
Tex. — ^Dickinson  Paper  Co.  v.  Mail  Pub- 
aishing  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  31  S.  W. 
1083;  Brown  v.  Lane,  19  Tex.  203. 

[a]  Contingent  and  complicated  con- 
tracts cannot  be  levied  upon  and  sold 
without  .being  in  the  possession  of  the 
ofElcer  at  the  sale,  to  be  exhibited  to 
the  bystanders  and  assigned  to  the 
purchaser,  unless  a  full  and  accurate 
description  of  the  particular  interest 
and  chose  in  action,  with  all  of  its 
conditions  and  covenants,  and  a  full 
explanation  of  the  facta  determining 
the  value  of  the  chose,  be  given  by 
the  levy  and  announced  at  the  sale. 
Crandall  v.  Blen,  13  Cal.  15. 
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is  ground  for  setting  the  sale  aside.*^  These  requirements  will  be  met, 
however,  if  the  property  is  in  plain  view,  or  so  near  that  it  can  be 
personally  inspected  by  all  present  at  the  sale  who  may  choose  to 
examine  it,®"  and  the  rule  may  be  waived  by  the  parties.^^ 

(XII.)  In  Parcels  or  En  Masse. —  (A.)  General  Eitle. —  Generally  the 
property  should  be  sold  in  such  lots  and  parcels  as  is  calculated  to 
bring  the  highest  price,'^  the  ofScer  having  considerable  discretion  in 
the  matter.^*    "WTienever  it  is  doubtful  whether  property  levied  on  is 


[b]  The  sale  of  a  hog,  in  a  pen  from 
one  to  two  hundred  rods  from  the 
place  of  sale,  and  entirely  out  of 
sight,  has  been  held  to  be  unauthorized 
although  the  sale  was  in  good  faith. 
Brookbank  v.  Kennard,  41  Ind.  339. 

[c]  Where  the  defendani  in  execu- 
tion has  merely  an  interest  without 
right  to  the  exclusive  possession,  the 
interest  may;  be  sold  and  conveyed 
■without  the  presence  or  delivery  of 
the  property.  Sayles'  Tex.  Civ.  St., 
§2372. 

[d]  Cattle  on  Range. — (1)  A  sale, 
under  execution,  of  a  lot  of  cattle  run- 
ning on  the  range  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  is  against  public  policy,  and  void. 
Eowan  v.  Eefeld,  31  Ark.  648.  (2) 
But  the  rule  is  otherwise  in  Texas. 
Sayles'  Civ.  St.,  §2373. 

[e]  A  Sale  in  the  Absence  of  the 
Goods  Is  Void. — Ark. — Eowan  v.  Ee- 
feld, 31  Ark.  648;  Kennedy  &  Co.  v. 
Clayton,  29  Ark.  270.  lU.— Tibbetts  v. 
Jageman,  58  111.  43.  Mich. — ^Winfield 
V.  Adams,  34  Mich.  437.  N.  O. — Me- 
Neely  v.  Hart,  30  K.  C.  492,  49  Am. 
Dec.  '404;  Smith  v.  Tritt,  18  N.  C.  241, 
28  Am.  Dee.  565;  Ainsworth  v.  Green- 
lee, 7  ]Sr.  C.  470,  9  Am.  Dec.  615. 
Tenn. — Gift  v.  Anderson,  5  Humph. 
577. 

[a]  Sale  Voidable  Only. — ^Eads  v. 
Stephens,  63  Mo.  90. 

89.  Ind. — Miyphy  v.  Hill,  77  Ind. 
129.  Mo.— Eads  v.  Stephens,  63  Mo. 
90.  N.  J.— Boylan  v.  Kelly,  36  N.  J. 
Eq.  331. 

90.  See  Phillips  v.  Brown,  74  Me. 
549;  Alston  v.  Morphew,  113  N.  C.  460, 
18  8.  E.  335;  Klopp  v.  Witmoyer,  43 
Pa.  219,  82  Ajn.  Dec.  561. 

[a]  Sale  of  crop  of  corn,  sheriff  in 
view  of,  but  not  on  or  immediately 
near  field,  held  valid.  Skinner  v.  Skin- 
ner, 26  N.  C.  175. 

91.  Cook  V.  Timmons,  67  HI.  203; 
Gift  V.  Anderson,  5  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
577. 
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92.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Ala. — ^Broek  v.  Berry,  132  Ala. 
95,  31  So.  517,  90  Am.  St.  Eep.  896. 
Ga. — Palmour  v.  Eoper,  119  Ga.  10,  45 
S.  E.  790.  N.  Y.— Berry  v.  Kelly,  4 
Eobt.  106.  N.  C— State  v.  Morgan,  29 
N.  C.  387,  47  Am.  Dec.  329;  McLeod 
V.  Pearce,  9  N.  C.  110,  11  Am.  Dee. 
742.  Pa. — See  Evans  v.  Crone,  17  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  86. 

[a]  The  oflcer  in  selling  realty 
where  more  than  one  property  is  de- 
scribed in  the  advertisement,  must  of- 
fer each  particular  property  immediate- 
ly after  reading  the  description  of  it. 
Hanscom  v.  Henderson,  1  Phila.  (Pa.) 
576. 

[b]  At  the  Option  of  Owner.— Feild, 
Brown  v.  Dortch,  34  Ark.  899,  statute 
directory. 

[a]  Sale  by  lots  or  government  ad- 
ditions contemplated  by  Michigan  stat- 
ute, see  Wolf  V.  Holton,  117  Mich.  321, 
75  N.  W.  762. 

[d]  By  the  Acre. — The  Washington 
statute  "providing  that  sales  on  exe- 
cution shall  be  by  the  acre,  is  direc- 
tory, and  does  not  require  land  to  be 
sold  one  acre  at  a  time;  one  bid  upon 
a  tract  of  a  certain  number  of  acres 
will  be  construed  as  a  bid  at  so  much 
per  acre,  and  is  not  a  substantial  ir- 
regularity." Bartlett  Estate  Co.  v. 
Eairhaven  Land  Co.,  56  Wash.  437,  105 
Pac.  848. 

93.  111.— Matson  v.  Sweetser,  50  HI. 
App.  518.  Ind. — Sherry  ■».  Nick,  1  Ind. 
575.  Mich. — Perkins  v.  Spaulding,  2 
Mich.  157.  Mo. — Shelton  v.  Franklin, 
224  Mo.  342,  123  S.  W.  1084.  N.  C. 
Davis  V.  Abbott,  25  N.  C.  137.  Ohio. 
I/essee  of  State  v.  Macalester,  9  Ohio 
19.  Ore. — British  Columbia  Bank  v. 
Page,  7  Ore.  454.  Pa. — Evans  v.  Crone, 
17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  86. 

[a]  IMscretion  of  Oflcer. — ^In  Ber- 
gin  V.  Hay  ward,  102  Mass.  414,  426, 
the  court  says:  "From  the  necessity 
of  the  case,  much  must  be  left  to  his 
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property  susceptible  of  division,  the  action  of  the  sheriff,  taken  in 
good  faith  and  without  abuse  of  discretion,  is  conclusive."*  The  parties 
may  by  consent  decide  whether  the  sale  shall  be  in  parcels  or  en 
masse.^^  Generally  property  which  in  its  nature  is  divisible  must  be 
sold  in  parcels,®*  thus  personal  property  should  very  seldom  and  only 
under  special  circumstances  be  sold  en  masse,®^  and  when  real  property 
consists  of  several  known  lots  or  parcels,  they  should  be  sold  separately 
or  offered  for  sale  in  parcels,®*  the  proper  course  being  to  offer  each 


reasonable  and  fair  discretion.  There 
may  be  cases  in .  which  it  would  be 
injudicious  to  sell  the  articles  singly, 
or  in  any  other  way  than  by  the  case, 
or  the  dozen,  or  perhaps  even  by  the 
lot.  He  must  act  in  good  faith,  so 
as  to  make  the  process  as  little  op- 
pressive to  the  debtor  and  as  pro- 
ductive to  the  creditors  as  eircum- 
st-ances  will  allow,  paying,  of  course, 
all  due  regard  to  general  usage  and 
established  practic'S  in  like  cases.  We 
can  not  say,  however,  that  it  would 
necessarily  and  under  all  circumstances, 
be  illegal  or  improper  for  the  officer 
to  set  up  in  one  lot  the  whole  of  a 
stock  in  trade,  or  the  entire  contents 
of  a  workshop,  or  all  the  machinery, 
tools  and  fixtures  of  a  specific  manufac- 
tory. It  is  certainly  possible  to  con- 
ceive of  cases  in  which  subdivision 
might  be  injurious  to  all  concerned." 
See  also  Matson  v.  Sweetser,  50  HI. 
App.  518,  529. 

94.  Nelson  v.  Bronnenburg,  81  Ind. 
193;  Perkins  V.  Spaulding,  2  Mich. 
157. 

95.  Bruce  V.  Westervelt,  2  E.  D. 
Smith  (K.  T.)  440;  Yost  v.  Smith,  105 
Pa.  628,  51  Am.  Eep.  219.  See  also 
Smith  V.  Meldren,  107  Pa.  348. 

96.  Ala. — ^Brock  v.  Berry,  132  Ala. 
95,  31  So.  517,  90  Am.  St.  Eep.  896. 
Cal.—- Smith  v.  Eandall,  6  Cal.  47,  65 
Am.  Dee.  475.  D.  C. — Hart  v.  Hines, 
10  App.  Cas.  366.  111.— Eigney  v.  Small, 
60  111.  416;  Day  -v.  Graham,  6  111.  435; 
McLean  County  Bank  v.  Plagg,  31  HI. 
290,  83  Am.  Dec.  224.  Ind.— Brake  v. 
Brownlee,  91  Ind.  359.  la. — ^Williams 
V.  Allison,  33  Iowa  278.  Me.— Stone 
V.  Bartlett,  46  Me.  438.  Md.— Nesbitt 
V.  Dallam,  7  Gill  &  J.  494,  28  Am. 
Dec.  236.  Mich. — ^Harvey  v.  McAdams, 
32  Mich.  472.  N.  Y. — Cunningham  v. 
Cassidy,  17  N.  T.  276,  7  Abb.  Pr.  183. 
Tenu. — Stephens  v.  Taylor,-  6  Lea  307. 

But  see  cases  and  notes,  swpra,  this 
section. 


[a]  It  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
jury  whether  a  failure  to  sell  in  par- 
cels was  injurious  or  not.  Thompson  v. 
Hodges,  10  N.  C.  51. 

97.  Brock  v.  Berry,  132  Ala.  95,  31 
So.  517,  90  Am.  St.  Eep.  896;  McLeod 
V.  Pearce,  9  N.  C.  110,  11  Am.  Dec. 
742.  Compare,  Matson  v.  Sweetser,  50 
111.  App.  518,  529;  Bergin  v.  Hay  ward, 
102  Mass.  414. 

98.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Ala. — Anniston  Pipe  Works  v. 
Williams,  106  Ala.  324,  18  So.  Ill,  54 
Am.  St.  Eep.  51;  Wheeler  v.  Kennedy, 
1  Ala.  292.  Cal. — Browne  v.  Perrea,  51 
Cal.  552.  D.  0. — Hart  v.  Hines,  10  App. 
Cas.  366.  Ga. — Cooney  v.  Atlanta,  136 
Ga.  118,  70  S.  E.  950;  Forbes  p.  Hall, 
102  Ga.  47,  28  S.  E.  915.  Idaho.— 01- 
lis  V.  Kirkpatrick,  3  Idaho  247,  28  Pae. 
435.  111.— Palmer  v.  Eiddle,  180  111. 
461,  54  N.  E.  227;  Lurton  v.  Eodgers, 
139  111.  554,  29  N.  E.  866;  Brown  v. 
Duncan,  132  HI.  413,  23  N.  E.  1126, 
22  Am.  St.  Eep.  545;  Cohen  v.  Menard; 
31  HI.  App.  503.  Ind.— Catlett  v.  Gil- 
bert, 23  Ind.  614;  State  v.  Leach,  10 
Ind.  308;  Voss  v.  Johnson,  41  Ind.  19. 
la. — Williams  v.  Allison,  33  Iowa  278; 
White  V.  Watts,  18  Iowa  74.  Kan. 
Pritchard  v.  Madren,  31  Kan.  38,  2 
Pac.  691;  Bell  v.  Taylor,  14  Kan.  278; 
Johnson  v.  Hovey,  9  Kan.  61.  Ky. 
Humpioh  v.  Drake,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1782, 
44  S.'  W.  632.  Mo.— Gordon  v.  Hick- 
man, 96  Mo.  350,  9  S.  W.  920;  State 
V.  Yancy,  61  Mo.  397.  N.  J.— Coxe 
V.  Halsted,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  311.  N.  Y. 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Vanderlyn  v.  Newton, 
18  Johns.  355.  Pa. — See  Klopp  v.  Wit- 
moyer,  43  Pa.  219,  82  Am.  Dec.  561. 
S.  O.— Hammett  v.  Farmer,  26  S.  C. 
566,  2  8.  E.  507. 

[a]  By  the  acre  in  the  discretion 
of  the  sheriff.  Davis  v.  Abbott,  25 
N.  C.  137. 

[b]  The  judgment  debtor  may  by 
parol  waive  a  sale  of  the  land  in  par- 
cels,  and   give   authority   to    sell    en 
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tract  separately,  and  then  continue  adding  others  until  a  sale  is  had, 
or  it  is  ascertained  that  nothing  less'  than  the  whole  will  be  sufficient.'' 
Where  no  bids  are  received  orjt  appears  that  by  reason  of  special 
circumstances  a  sale  en  masse  will  be  more  advantageous,  they  may 
then  be  sold  in  a  lump.^    And  from  the  nature  of  the  property  it 


masse.  Hudepohl  v.  Liberty  Hill  Water 
&  Min.  Co.,  94  Oal.  588,  29  Pac.  1025, 
28  Am.  St.  Eep.  149;  Williamson  v. 
Logan,  1  B.  Mon.   (Ky.)   237. 

[c]  Contiguous  parcels  of  land  form- 
ing one  entire  tract  may  be  levied  on 
and  sold  as  one  tract,  although  the 
same  be  composed  of  fractional  parts 
of  different  land  lots.  Conley  v.  Eed- 
wine,  109  Ga.  640,  35  S.  E.  92,  77  Am. 
St.  Bep.  398. 

[d]  Part  of  a  governmental  sub- 
division which  has  never  been  sub- 
divided may  be  sold  as  one  tract 
though  the  statute  provides  that  lands 
susceptible  of  division  be  sold  in  sep- 
arate tracts  or  lots.  Henderson  v.  Har- 
ness, 184  111.  520,  56  N.  E.  786. 

[e]  Entire  tracts  of  property  should 
not  be  divided  so  as  to  be  oppressive 
or  injurious  to  the  parties.  McLean 
County  Bank  v.  Flagg,  31  111.  290,  83 
Am.  Dec.  224. 

[f ]  A  map  or  plan  need  not  be  fur- 
nished by  the  defendant  showing  that 
the  property  consists  of  several  par- 
cels, the  officer  should  ascertain  this. 
Eeed  v.  Diven,  7  Ind.  189. 

[g]  In  Michigan  the  statute  per- 
mits sale  in  parcels  only,  and  the  sale 
of  the  whole,  after  an  offer  in  parcels 
has  failed  to  bring  bidders,  is  not  al- 
lowable.    Udell  V.  Kahn,  31  Mich.  195. 

[h]  Dividing  the  tract  by  proposed 
streets,  with  a  view  to  laying  it  out 
in  building  lots,  the  streets  not  being 
legally  established,  nor  even  marked 
by  fences,  is  not  such  a  division  as  to 
demand  a  separate  sale  under  execu- 
tion of  the  different  portions  of  it. 
Coxe  V.  Halsted,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  311. 

[i]  Title  papers  of  judgment  debtor 
are  to  determine  whether  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  sale  realty  shall  be  treated 
as  one  lot  or  several  lots.  Ament  v. 
Brennan,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  431. 

[j]  Statute  held  directory  only. 
Minn. — Tillman  v.  Jackson,  1  Minn. 
183.  Mo.— Shelton  v.  Franklin,  224 
Mo.  342,  123  S.  W.  1084,  135  Am.  St. 
Eep.  537;  Pine  v.  St.  Louis  Public 
Schools,  30  Mo.  166;  Sheehan  v.  Stack- 
house,  10  Mo.  App.  469.    N,  Y.— Har- 
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gin  V.  Wicks,  92  Hun  155,  36  N.  T, 
Supp.  375.  ,Ore. — Griswold  v.  Stough- 
ton,  2  Ore.  61,  84  Am.  Dec.  409. 

[k]  Mandatory. — ^Piel  v.  Brayer,  30 
Ind.  332,  95  Am.  Dec.  699. 

[1]  Presumption  is  that  property 
was  sold  in  parcels  as  required.  Love 
V.  Cherry,  24  Iowa  204. 

99.  lU.— Miller  v.  McAlister,  197 
111.  72,  64  N.  E.  254;  Henderson  v. 
Harness,  184  111.  520,  56  N.  E.  786; 
Cohen  v.  Menard,  136  111.  130,  24  N.  B. 
604;  Phelps  v.  Conover,  25  111.  309.  Ind. 
Weaver  v.  Guyer,-  59  Ind.  195;  Voss 
V.  Johnson,  41  Ind.  19.  la. — ^Burmeis- 
ter  1).  Dewey,  27  Iowa  468.  Kan. — ^Bell 
V.  Taylor,  14  Kan.  277.  Ky.— White 
V.  Eoberts,  112  Ky.  788,  66  S.  W.  758. 
La. — MacDonough  v.  Elam,  1  La.  489, 
20  Am.  Dec.  284. 

[a]  Where  the  tracts  are  separated 
the  rule  applies  with  especial  force. 
Cohen  v.  Menard,  136  111.  130,  24  N. 
E.  6.04. 

1.  Ga. — Palmour  v.  Eoper,  119  6a. 
10,  45  S.  E.  790.  Idaho.— Ollis  v.  Kirk- 
patrick,  3  Idaho  247,  28  Pac.  435.  111. 
Bressler  v.  Martin,  42  111.  App.  356. 
Ind.— Nix  V.  Williams,  110  Ind.  234,  11 
N.  B.  36;  Mugge  v.  Helgemeier,  81  Ind. 
120.  la. — Copper  v.  Iowa  Trust  &  Sav. 
Bk.,  149  la.  336,  128  N.  W.  373;  Con- 
necticut Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Brown, 
81  Iowa  42,  46  N.  W.  749;  Lamb  v. 
McConkey,  76  Iowa  47,  40  N.  W.  77; 
Hill  V.  Baker,  32  Iowa  302;  Burmeis- 
ter  V.  Dewey,  27  Iowa  468.  Kan. — Bell 
V.  Taylor,  14  Kan.  277.  S.  C— Ham- 
mett  V.  Farmer,  26  S.  C.  566,  2  S.  B. 
507.  S.  D. — First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Black 
Hills  Pair  Assn.,  2  S.  D.  145,  48  N.  W. 
852. 

[a]  Where  a  division  would  pro- 
duce a  sacrifice  land  should  be  sold  en 
masse.  Doyle  v.  Sleeper,  1  Dana  (Ky.) 
531. 

[b]  The  sale  en  masse  (1)  of  two 
lots  occupied  by  one  building  is  not 
irregular.  Bowden  v.  Hadley,  138  Iowa 
711,  116  N.  W.  689.  (2)  Where  a  man 
owning  two  lots  has  put  up  a  single 
building  covering  one  of  them  and  a 
small  part  of  the  other,  the  premises 
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may  be  more  proper  to  sell  en  masse.^  In  some  jurisdictions  the 
debtor  has  the  right  to  demand  a  sale  in  parcels.^ 

When  a  portion  of  the  property  is  claimed  by  a  third  person  and  he  re- 
quires it  to  be  sold  separately  his  request  must  be  complied  with.^ 

Under  a  several  judgment  even  if  a  single  execution  against  all  would 
be  valid,  it  would  not  authorize  a  sale  o£  property  of  the  several 
parties  en  masse.^ 

(B.)  Joint  Pkopiett.  — "Where  the  debtor  owns  an  undivided  inter- 
est in  property  it  must  be  sold  as  such,  since  the  ofScer  cannot 
partition  the  property,^  and  on  execution  against  two  persons,  each 
owning  an  undivided  part  of  a  tract  of  land,  both  interests'  may  be 


so  covered  should  be  sold  on  execution 
as  one  parcel.  Geney  v.  Maynard,  44 
Mich.  578,  7  N.  W.  173. 

[c]  Where  there  are  heavy  encum- 
brances and  adverse  claims  the  fact 
that  the  property  is  sold  en  masse  ■will 
not  affect  the  sale,  it  not  being  prob- 
able, in  view  of  all  the  circumstances, 
that  a  sale  in  parcels  would  have 
brought  more.  New  England  Loan  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Avery  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
41  S.  W.  673. 

[d]  Holding  Bids  in  Abeyance. 
When  the  bid  for  a  single  parcel  is 
not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  judgment 
it  is  very  questionable  whether  the 
debtor  can  be  heard  to  complain  if 
the  sheriff  holds  the  bids  for  separate 
parcels  in  abeyance  until  he  offers  the 
property  as  a  whole  to  see  if  he  re- 
ceives a  bid  therefor  •  exceeding  the 
amount  of  all  the  separate  bids.  Barnes 
V.  Zoercher,  126  Ind.  434,  26  N.  E. 
172.  See  also  Brake  v.  Brownlee,  91 
Ind.  359;  Nesbit  v.  Hanway,  87  Ind. 
400. 

2.  Gleason  v.  Hill,  65  Cal.  17,  2  Pae. 
413. 

[a]  Water  Eights  and  Appurte- 
nances.— Where  several  water  ditches 
and  water  rights  appertaining  to  them 
constitute  a  single  connected  system 
of  water  supply,  so  that  some  of  the 
ditches  would  be  useless  if  owned  and 
held  by  different  parties,  they  may  be 
sold  under  execution  as  a  single  par- 
cel. Gleason  v.  Hill,  65  Cal.  17,  2  Pac. 
413. 

[b]  Each  railroad  track  would  be 
sold  as  a  whole  to  the  bidder  for  the 
shortest  term  of  years  to  collect  tolls 
for  the  use  of  it.  Detroit  v.  Detroit 
City  Ey.  Co.,  76  Mich.  421,  43  N.  W. 
447. 

3.  See   the   statutes,    and    Grapen- 


gether   v.    Fejervary,    9    Iowa    163,    74 
Am.  Dec.  336. 

[a]  A  demand  is  necessary  (1)  to 
take  advantage  of  this  rule.  Bauduc 
V.  Conrey,  10  Rob.  (La.J  466;  Lennon 
V.  Heindel,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  8,  37  Atl. 
147.  (2)  And  if  none  be  made  the 
defendant  cannot  complain.  Taylor  v. 
Graham,  18  La.  Ann.  656,  89  Am.  Dec. 
699.  (3)  But  see  Com.  v.  Burnett,  19 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  1836,  44  S.  W.  966,  hold- 
ing that  failure  of  debtor  to  demand 
the  quantities  in  which  his  property 
shall  be  sold  cannot  prejudice  his 
rights. 

[b]  Failure  to  comply  with  demand 
of  defendant  renders  the  sale  ,invalid. 
Grapengether  v.  Fejervary,  9  Iowa  163, 
74  Am.  Dec.  336. 

4.  Cfel.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  1909,  §694. 
Idaho.— Rev.  Codes,  1908,  §4484.  Minn. 
Rev.  Laws,  1905,  §4306.  Mont. — Rev. 
Codes,  1907,  §6830.  Nev.— Rev.  Laws, 
1912,  §5292.  N.  Y.— Neilson  v.  Neil- 
son,  5  Barb.  565.  Ore. — Lord's  Ore. 
Laws,  §238.  Utah. — Comp.  Laws, 
1907,  §3254.  Wash.— Rem.  &  Bal.  Code, 
§583. 

[a]  Purchasers  pendente  Ute  are  not 
included  within  this  rule.  Bartlett  Es- 
tate Co.  V.  Pairhaven  Land  Co.,  56 
Wash.  437,  105  Pac.  848.  Compare, 
Sansberry  v.  Lord,  82  Ind.  521. 

5.  Brown  v.  Duncan,  132  111.  413,  23 
N.  E.  1126. 

6.  Nelson  v.  Bronnenburg,  81  Ind. 
193. 

7.  Jones  V.  Lewis,  30  N.  C.  70,  47 
Am.  Dec.  338. 

[a]  A  sale  of  a  city  lot,  occupied 
by  two  joint  defendants  as  single  lot, 
with  nothing  to  indicate  a  division  into 
two  parts,  the  value  of  the  whole  not 
appearing  to  be  in  excess  of  the  judg- 
ment, is  not  a  nullity,  though  the  de- 
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sold  at  one  bid,  though  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary.^ 

(C.)    Propeett  Subject  to  Encumbrances If  there  be  two  mortgages 

embracing  the  same  piece  of  real  estate  a  sale  of  the  rights  in  equity 
of  redemption  under  both  mortgages,  at  the  same  time  and  for  one 
sum,  is  proper,*  but  a  joint  sale  of  two  or  more  rights  of  redeeming 
several  parcels  of  land  from  several  mortgages  will  be  void,^°  though 
the  tracts  covered  by  the  several  mortgages  are  in  part  the  same." 
Personal  property  subject  to  a  mortgage  should  be  sold  en  masse.^^ 

(D.)    Effect  op  Irregulakities Generally    the     disregard     of    the 

rules  as  to  sale  en  masse  or  in  parcels  merely  renders  the  sale  voidable 
and  hence  not  subject  to  collateral  attack  ;^^  and  unless  it  affirmatively 
appears  that  the  discretion  of  the  officer  in  dividing  the  property  has 
been  abUsed,  the  sale  will  not  be  set  aside  for  alleged  irregularity 
in  the  division,^*  or  for  a  failure  to  subdivide,^°  the  presumption  being 
that  the  officer  sold  in  accordance  with  the  statute,*^    There  is,  how- 


fendants  each  have  title  in  severalty 
to  separate  parts  of  the  lot.  Jones  v. 
Kokomo   Bldg.   Assn.,   77   Ind.   340. 

8.  Ballard  v.  Scruggs,  90  Tenn.  585, 
18  S.  W.  259,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  703. 

9.  Hobart  v.  Bennett,  77  Me.  401; 
Bartlett  v.  Stearns,  73  Me.  17. 

10.  Bartlett  v.  Stearns,  73  Me.  17. 

11.  Smith  V.  Dow,  51  Me.  21. 

12.  Knutson  v.  Eosenberger,  81  Neb. 
761,  116  N.  W.  687,  129  Am.  St.  Eep. 
711;  Carpenter  v.  Simmons,  28  How. 
Pr.  12,  1  Eobt.  (N.  Y.)  360. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  only  the 
right  to  redeem  the  property  can  be 
conveyed  and  that  right  is  not  sus- 
ceptible of  division.  Carpenter  v.  Sim- 
mons, 28  How.  Pr.  12,  1  Eobt.  (N.  Y.) 
360. 

13.  Cal. — Hudepohl  v.  Liberty  Hill 
Water  &  Min.  Co.,  94  Cal.  588,  29  Pac. 
1025.  lU.— Palmer  v.  Eiddle,  180  HI. 
461,  54  N.  E.  227.  Ind.— See  Jones  v. 
Kokomo  Bldg.  Assn.,  77  Ind.  340;  Pat- 
ton  V.  Stewart,  19  Ind.  233.  Miss. 
Baldwin  v.  Dreyfus,  92  Miss.  94,  45 
So.  428.  Mo. — Normani'  v.  Eastburn, 
230  Mo.  168,  130  S.  W.  276;  Shelton 
V.  Franklin,  224  Mo.  342,  123  S.  W. 
1084;  Lewis  v.  Whitten,  112  Mo.  318, 
20  S.  W.  617;  Bouldin  v.  Ewart,  63 
Mo.  330;  Eector  v.  Hartt,  8  Mo.  448, 
41  Am.  Dec.  650.  See  opinion  of  Val- 
liant,  C.  J.,  in  Shelton  v.  Horrell,  232 
Mo.  358,  382,  134  S.  W.  988,  137  S.  "W. 
264.  N.  Y.— Mohawk  Bank  v.  Atwater, 
2  Paige  54;  Welch  v.  Woodruff,  51  Hun 
637,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  622.  N.  D.-^Power 
V.  Larabee,  3  N.  D.  502,  57  N.  W.  789, 
44  Am.  St.  Eep.  577.  Tex. — Glasscock 
V.  Price,  92  Tex.  271,  47  S.  W.  965; 
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New  England  L.  &  T.  Co.  ■».  Avery 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  S.  W.  673.  Wis. 
Bunker  v.  Band,  19  Wis.  253,  88  Am. 
Dec.  684. 

[a]  Valid  until  set  aside  by  a,  di- 
rect proceeding  therefor.  Palmer  v. 
Eiddle,  180  HI.  461,  54  N.  E.  227. 

14.  Lynch  v.  Eeese,  97  Ind.  360. 
[a]     An  abuse  of  this  direction  may 

be  and  should  be  reviewed  by  the  court 
either  upon  motion  or  direct  attack  by 
a  bill  in  equity.  Shelton  v.  Franklin, 
224  Mo.  342,  123  S.  W.  1084. 

15.  Norman  v.  Eastburn,  230  Mo. 
168,  130  S.  W.  276. 

[a]  Tact  that  property  sold  at  sac- 
rifice not  sufficient  to  justify  setting 
sale  aside  where  sold  en  masse  instead 
of  in  parcels.  Greenup  v.  Stoker,  12 
HI.  24,  52  Am.  Dee.  474. 

[b]  Prejudice  Must  Be  Shown. 
Giltespie  v.  Smith,  29  111.  473,  81  Am. 
Dec.  328. 

[c]  In  the  absence  of  fraud  in  the 
sale,  it  will  not  be  set  aside  because 
en  masse  instead  of  in  parcels.  111. 
Prather  v.  Hill,  36  HI.  402;  Eoss  v. 
Mead,  10  HI.  171.  Minn.— Tillman  v. 
Jackson,  1  Minn.  183.  See  also  Cool- 
baugh  V.  Eoemer,  32  Minn.  445,  21  N. 
W.  472.  N.  C. — Huggins  v.  Ketchum, 
20  N.  0.  550. 

16.  Foley  v.  Kane,  53  Iowa  64,  4 
N.  W.  821. 

[a]  The  recital  in  a  sheriff's  deed 
that  the  property  therein  described  was 
sold,  together  with  other  property,  for 
a  specified  sum,  is  not  sufficient  to  es- 
tablish the  fact  that  both  tracts  were 
sold  together  in  gross.  Foley  v.  Kane, 
53  Iowa  64,  4  N.  W.  821. 
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ever,  authority  in  a  mirnber  of  states  holding  such  a  sale  void.^' 
(Xin.)  Order  in  Which  Separate  Parcels  or  Kinds  of  Property  Are  Sold. 
Some  statutes  permit  the  debtor  to  direct  which  articles  or  lots  of  the 
property  shall  be  first  sold,^^  and  the  officer  will  have  no  authority 
to  sell  except  in  the  order  directed."  In  such  case  a  failure  to  ob- 
serve the  defendant's  directions  is  ground  for  setting  the  sale  aside.^" 
If  no  such  request  is  made  the  officer  determines  the  order  in  which 
the  property  shall  be  sold.^^  The  debtor  may  waive  compliance  with 
statutes  directing  the  order  of  sale.^*  Lands  bound  by  the  judgment, 
which  have  been  aliened,  should  be  sold  in  the  inverse  order  of  the 
dates  of  their  alienation.^^    Personal  property  should  be  sold  before 


[b]  But  where  the  levy  has  been 
greater  than  authorized  by  law,  no  pre- 
sumption will  prevail  in  favor  of  the 
sale  that  the  land  was  ever  offered 
in  less  tracts  than  sold,  without  suc- 
cess, before  being  offered  as  sold.  Cook 
V.  Jenkins  &  Co.,  30  Iowa  452. 

17.  Ga.— Forbes  v.  Hall,  102  Ga. 
47,  28  S.  E.  915,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  152. 
Ky. — ^Humpich  v.  Drake,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1782,  44  S.  "W.  632.  Pa.— Klopp  v. 
Witmoyer,  43  Pa.  219,  82  Am.  Dee.  561, 
and  note.  Tenn. — ^Brien  v.  Eobinson, 
102  Tenn.  157,  52  S.  W.  802. 

[a]  A  sale  is  void  where  to  satisfy 
a  judgment  of  $365.80  four  acres  were 
sold,  one  part  of  which  had  on  it  a 
two-story  house,  stable  and  orchard 
worth  from  $1500  to  $2000  and  sep- 
arated from  the  other  part,  worth 
$2000  to  $2500,  by  a  fence  and  wagon 
road.    Bardeus  v.  Euber,  45  Ind.  235. 

18.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
1915,  §694.  Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908, 
§4484;  Wooddy  v.  Jameson,  5  Idaho 
466,  50  Pac.  1008.  Ind.— Davis  ». 
Campbell,  12  Ind.  192.  Ky.— St.,  1909, 
§1683.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2207; 
Cantwell  v.  Johnson,  236  Mo.  575,  139 
S.  W.  365.  Mont. — ^Eev.  Codes,  1907, 
§6830.  Nev.— Eev.  Laws,  1912,  §5292, 
N.  D.— Eev.  Codes,  1905,  §7133.  S.  D. 
Comp.  Laws,  1910,  §369.  XTtah. — Comp. 
Laws,  1907,  §3254. 

[al  If  a  defendant  has  personal 
property,  and  so  conceals  it  or  places 
it  out  of  the  way  that  the  officer  can- 
not find  it,  if  the  defendant  wishes  to 
save  his  real  estate,  it  is  his  duty  to 
turn  over  or  expose  such  property  be- 
fore the  sale  of  the  real  property. 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Black  Hills  Fair 
Assn.,  2  S.  D.  145,  48  N.  W.  852. 

[b]  Where  the  debtor  has  conveyed 


the  property  the  sale  is  not  invalid 
merely  because  the  debtor  has  other 
property  available.  The  vendee  may 
obtain  an  order  requiring  resort  to  such 
other  property  first,  but  in  the  absence 
of  such  order  the  sale  is  not  invalid. 
Sansberry  v.  Lord,  82  Ind.  521.  ■Com,' 
pare,  Bartlett  Estate  Co.  v.  Fairhaven 
Land  Co.,  56  Wash.  >437,  105  Pac. 
848. 

19.  Wooddy  ■».  Jameson,  5  Idaho 
466,  50  Pac.  1008. 

[a]  Statutes  directory  in  nature. 
Wheeling,  L.  E.  &  P.  Coal  Co.  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  55  Ohio  St.  233,  45  N.  E. 
630. 

20.  Wooddy  v.  Jameson,  5  Idaho 
466,  50  Pac.  1008;  Dobbins  V.  Wilson, 
107  ni.  17. 

21.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Custom  of  sheriff  to  sell  prop- 
erties according  to  the  alphabetical  or- 
der of  the  first  letter  of  the  names 
of  counsel  who  have  issued  the  writs, 
should  not  be  departed  from.  Sargeant 
V.  Goslin,  1  Phila.   (Pa.J   301. 

22.  Wheeling,  L.  E.  &  P.  Coal  Co. 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  55  Ohio  St.  233, 
45  N.  E.  630. 

[a]  Waiver  presumed  unless  debtor 
assert  his  right  by  direct  proceeding 
to  set  aside.  Wheeling,  L.  E.  &  P. 
Coal  Co.  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  55  Ohio 
St.  233,  45  N.  E.  630. 

23.  Ind. — ^Eitter  v.  Cost,  99  Ind.  80. 
Ohio. — Commercial  Bank  v.  Western  Ee- 
serve  Bank,  11  Ohio  444,  38  Am.  Dee. 
739.  Va. — McClung  v.  Beirne,  10  Leigh 
(37  Ta.)  394,  34  Am.  Dec.  739. 

[a]  The  failure  to  sell  in  the  in- 
verse order  of  the  alienation  does  not 
render  the  sale  void,  and  any  objec- 
tion to  the  sale  on  that  ground  may 
be  lost  by  laches.  Clark  v.  Glos,  180 
111.  556,  54  N.  E.  631. 
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real  estate,^*   and  unincumbered  property  should  be  first  offered.^^ 

(XIV.)  Warning  to  Bidders.-^  An  announcement  by  the  sheriff  that 
■whoever  purchases  the  property  will  take  it  subject  to  a  lawsuit  by 
the  execution  defendant,  and  subject  to  any  claims  he  has  upon  it, 
will  not  invalidate  the  sale.^"  A  sale  has  been  held  to  be  voidable 
because  of  the  erroneous  statement  of  the  incumbrances  upon  the 
property  sold.^''  A  warning  by  the  sheriff  that  he  will  not  accept 
checks  in  payment  is  not  improper.^^ 

(XV.)  Bidding. —  (A.)  Geneeal  Statement — Though  only  one  bid  be 
made  that  will  net  invalidate  the  sale  if  effort  was  made  to  secure 
other  bids.^®  The  sheriff  is  not  bound  to  take  the  bare  word  of  any 
person  who  iaay  choose  to  bid  and  to  call  himself  an  agent  of  the  execu- 
tion creditor.^"  Bids  may  be  sent  by  mail  and  announced  by  the 
sheriff  at  the  time  of  sale.^^  There  is  no  impropriety  in  receiving  a 
bid  over  the  telephone,  provided  the  officer  makes  public  outcry  of 
the  bid,  at  the  place  of  sale,  before  striking  off  the  property.^^ 

Time  Limit.  —  The  sheriff  cannot  limit  the  time  for  bids  to  less  than 
that  prescribed  by  law.^^ 

(B.)    Conduct  and  Agreements  Affectino  Bids Combinations  or 

agreements  which  are  not  made  to  prevent  competition  or  to  other- 
wise work  an  unfair  advantage  will  not  defeat  the  sale.^*     But  an 


24.  Saunders  v.  Eeilly,  105  N.  T. 
12,  12  N.  E.  170,  59  Am.  Rep.  472; 
Neilson  v.  Neilson,  5  Barb.  (N.  T.) 
565. 

[a]  Remedy  of  debtor,  -where  real 
estate  is  sold  before  personalty,  is 
against  the  sheriff.  Neilson  v.  Neil- 
son, 5  Barb.   (N.  Y.)   565. 

25.  Marshall   v.   Moore,   36   111.   321. 

26.  Guerin  v.  Kraner,  97  Ind.  533. 

27.  Thompson  v.  Currier,  70  N.  H. 
259,  47  Atl.  76. 

28.  Bartlett  Estate  Co.^«.  Fairhaven 
Land  Co.,  56  "Wash.  437,  105  Pae.  848. 

29.  Swires  v.  Brotherline,  41  Pa.  135, 
80  Am.  Dec.  601. 

30.  Cowgill  V.  Wooden,  2  Blaekf. 
(Ind.)    332. 

31.  Dickerman  ■».  Burgess,  20  111. 
266;  Brannin  v.  Broadus,  94  Ky.  33, 
21  S.  W.  344. 

[a]  But  see  Sparling  ■».  Todd,  27 
Ohio  St.  521,  bids  in  writing  must 
come  to  the  of6.eer's  hands  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  and  the  officer  cannot  act 
as  agent  to  offer  a  bid  in  writing  re- 
ceived before  the  sale. 

[b]  The  plaintiff  in  an  execution 
may  leave  a  specific  bid  with  the  offi- 
cer which  the  latter  may  cry  without 
violating  a  statute  which  prohibits  him 
in  his  own  behalf  from  buying  or  bid- 
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ding  for  property  at  his  own  sales. 
Brannin  v.  Broadus,  94  Ky.  33,  21  S.  W. 
344. 

[o]  Written  bid  is  waiver  of  prior 
bids  by  the  same  person.  Faunce  v, 
Sedgwick,  8  Pa.  407. 

32.  Victor  Inv.  Co.  v.  Eoerig,  22 
Colo.  App.  257,  124  Pac.  349. 

33.  Parker  v.  Pratt,  8  N.  J.  Eq. 
104. 

34.  Kitchen  v.  St.  Louis,  etc.  Ey. 
Co.,  69  Mo.  224;  Stewart  v.  Severance, 
43  Mo.  322. 

[a]  Agreement  by  Execution  Plain- 
tiffs.— It  is  not  sufficient  ground  t« 
avoid  a  sale  that  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
execution  combined  not  to  bid  against 
each  other,  especially  where  the  sale 
was  open  at  the  court  house  on  court 
day.  Young  v.  Smith,  10  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
293;  Bailey  v.  Morgan,  44  N.  C.  352. 

[b]  Agreement  for  Joint  Purchase. 
Evidence  of  an  agreement  between 
three  persons  that  the  three  of  them 
would  buy  the  property  and  one  only 
would  do  the  bidding  held  not  suffi- 
cient to  shoW  an  agreement  to  sup- 
press competition.  Snouffer  v.  Heisig,  62 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  81,  130  S.  W.  912.  See 
also  Boyd  v.  Jones,  60  Mo.  454;  Braden 
V.  O'Neil,  183  Pa.  462,  38  Atl.  1023. 
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execution  sale  where  fraudulent  means  are  used  to  deter  bidders  and 
prevent  a  fair  sale  is  invalid.^^ 

(C.)  Withdrawing  Bids. — Circumstances  may  arise  when  it  would  be 
proper  to  allow  a  bidder  to  withdraw  his  bid,^'  and  it  has  been  held 
that  a  bidder  may  withdraw  his  bid  at  any  time  before  the  property 
is  struck  oif  to  him.'^  But  where  property  has  been  sold  to  the 
execution  creditor,  he  cannot  afterward  withdraw  his  bid,  and  treat 
the  sale  as  a  nullity,  except  with  the  consent  of  the  execution  debtor.^^ 

(D.)  Rejecting  Bids.  — When  a  purchaser  refuses  or  fails  to  pay 
under  one  bid  the  officer  may  reject  any  subsequent  bid  of  such  per- 
son,'^ nor  is  he  bound  to  pay  attention  to  or  accept  the  bid  of  a  per- 
son who  is  unable  to  pay  the  purchase  price.*"  A  conditional  bid 
should  be  rejeetedj*^  as  a  bid  conditioned  that  the  money  be  applied 
to  the  bidder's  execution.*^  And  generally  if  the  bids  be  inadequate 
the  sheriff  may  reject  them  and  return  the  property  unsold  for  want 
of  buyers.*^ 


35.  Cal.— Pekin  Min.  &  M.  Co.  v. 
Kennedy,  81  Cal.  356,  22  Pac.  679. 
Ind.— Gilbert  v.  Carter,  10  Ind.  16,  65 
Am.  Dec.  655.  Mo. — Durfee  v.  Moran, 
57  Mo.  374.  N.  J. — Hamburgh  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Edsall,  5  N.  J.  Eq.  249,  aprmed, 
Edsall  V.  Hamburgh  Mfg.  Co.,  5  N.  J. 
Eq.  658.  N.  Y.— Troup  v.  Wood,  4 
Johns.  Ch.  228;  Hamley  v.  Cramer,  4 
Cow.  717.  N.  0. — Smith  ■;;.  Greenlee, 
13  N.  C.  126,  18  Am.  Dec.  564.  Pa. 
Phelps  )'.  Benson,  161  Pa.  418,  29  Atl. 
86;  Hogg  V.  Wilkins,  1  Grant's  Cas. 
67.  S.  0. — ^Martin  v.  Eanlett,  5  Eich. 
L.  541,  57  Am.  Dec.  770. 

[a]  If  no  harm  results  from  such 
an  agreement,  the  property  selling  for 
its  full  value,  the  sale  is  not  afEected. 
Thames  v.  Miller,  2  Woods  564,  23  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,860. 

[b]  Where  fraud  is  contemplated 
by  an  agreement  for  the  purchase  of 
a  judgment  by  another  judgment  cred- 
itor, with  an  understanding  that  the 
vendor  shall  not  bid,  and  vendee  of 
the  judgment  purchases  at  the  sale, 
the  sale  is  void.  Oram"  v.  Eothermel, 
98  Pa.  300. 

[e]  Question  of  fact  whether  fraud 
committed.  Oram  v.  Eothermel,  98  Pa. 
300. 

36.  Fuson  v.  Conn.  General  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  53  Iowa  609,  6  N.  W.  7. 

[a]  On  an  adjournment  of  the  sale 
a  bid  is  impliedly  withdrawn.  Donald- 
son V.  Kerr,  6  Pa.  486. 

[b]  A  bid  will  be  deemed  to  have 
been  withdrawn  where  the  purchaser 
perinits  a   number   of   years    to    pass 


without   demanding  a   deed.     Jones   v, 
Eogers,  85  Miss.  802,  38  So.  742. 

37.  Hibernia  Sav.  &  L.  Soc.  u, 
Behnke,  121  Cal.  339,  53  Pac.  812; 
Fisher  v.  Seltzer,  23  Pa.  308,  62  Am. 
Dec.  335. 

[a]  The  sheriff  cannot  deprive  him 
of  this  right  by  prescribing  conditions. 
Fisher  v.  Seltzer,  23  Pa.  308,  62  Am. 
Dec.  335. 

38.  Fuson  v.  Connecticut  General 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  53  Iowa  609,  6  N.  W.  7; 
Downard  v.  Crenshaw,  49  Iowa  296; 
Miller  v.  Achurch,  50  Ore.  478,  93  Pac. 
332. 

39.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Officer  cannot  make  a  condition- 
al acceptance  or  rejection.  Favrot  v. 
Bates,  1  McGloin   (La.)   130. 

40.  Hobbs  V.  Beavers,  2  Ind.  142,  52 
Am.  Dec.  500;  Flomerfelt  v.  Zellers,  7 
N.  J.  L.  153. 

41.  111. — Dewey  v.  Willoughby,  72 
111.  250.  Ind. — Swope  v.  Ardery,  5  Ind. 
213.  La. — Martinez  ■p.  Fouche,  2  Mc- 
Gloin  130. 

42.  Isler  v.  Colgrove,  75  N.  C.  334; 
Faunee  v.  Sedgwick,  8  Pa.  407. 

[a]  Befusal  To  Give  Security. — Be- 
cause a  duly  authorized  agent  of  the 
plaintiff  in  execution  refuses  to  give 
security  his  bid  cannot  be  rejected. 
Merwin  v.  Smith,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  182. 

43.  Henderson  v.  Sublett,  21  Ala. 
626;  Lankford  v.  Jackson,  21  Ala.  650; 
Donham  v.  Hoover,  135  Mo.  210,  36 
S.  W.  627;  Shaw  v.  Potter,  50  Mo. 
281. 

[a]    Where  the  property  is  offered 
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Where  a  bid  is  fraudtdently  refused  the  bidder  may  go  into  equity 
and  have  the  sale  resumed  at  the  point  of  his  bid,**  but  he  cannot  be 
declared  the  purchaser  even  though  his  bid  was  higher  than  the  one 
accepted.*" 

(E.)  Reuep  Against  Bid.  —  If  a  purchaser  of  personal  property  at 
execution  sale  has  bid  more  than  the  property  is  worth,  the  court 
will  not  relieve  him,  unless  he  was  influenced  so  to  do  by  artifice  or 
fraud.*8 

(XVI.)  Necessary  Amount  of  Purchase  Price.  —  Statutes  sometimes  pro- 
vide that  the  property  cannot  be  sold  for  less  than  a  specified  frac- 
tion of  the  appraised  value  exclusive  of  incumbrances,*^  but  in  the 
absence  of  any  showing  to  the  contrary,  it  will  not  be  presumed  that 
the  sales  were,  made  in  violation  of  the  statute  in  this  respect.*^  In 
some  states  the  officer  should  attempt  to  raise  the  money  by  selling  the 
least  possible  amount  of  property  necessary  to  satisfy  the  execution.** 

(XVn.)  Terms  of  Sale.  — (A.)  Gfnerallt. —  The  purchaser  is  bound 
by  the  terms  announced  by  the  officer  at  the  time  of  the  sale,*"  but 
the  sheriff  has  no  power  to  impose  terms  or  conditions  not  authorized 
by  law,^i  and  unauthorized  agreements  by  him  with  the  purchaser 
regarding  the  payment  are  not  binding  on  the  officer  or  the  creditor.*^ 
The  vendee  may  be  given  time  to  loot  into  the  title."' 

(B.)  For  Cash  or  Cbemt.  —  Unless  specially  excepted  by  statute,"* 
or  waived  by  agreement  of  the  parties,""  all  execution  sales  must  be 


first  in  parcels,  the  bids  may  be  re- 
jected and  the  property  offered  en 
masse.  Barnes  v.  Zoereher,  127  Ind. 
105,  26  N.  E.  769. 

44.  TTnited  States  v.  Vestal,  12  Fed. 
59; "Duffy  v.  Rutherford,  21  Ga.  363,  68 
Am.  Dec.  459. 

45.  United  States  «.  Vestal,  12  Fed. 
59. 

46.  Delaware,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Blair,  28 
N.  J.  L;  139. 

47.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Brown  v.  Butters,  40  Iowa  544;" 
Maple  V.  Nelson,  31  Iowa  322;  De  Jar- 
nette  v.  Verner,  40  Kan.  224,  19  Pae. 
666. 

Inadequacy  of  price  as  ground  for 
setting  sale  aside,  see  infra,  U,  B,  7, 
k,   (IV),   (H). 

48.  Brown  v.  Butters,  40  Iowa  544, 
546. 

49.  Crump  v.  J.  I.  Case  Threshing 
Machine  Co.,  136  Ky.  60,  123  S.  "W. 
333. 

[a]  Error  in  This  Respect  Waived. 
Thomas'  Admr.  v.  Thomas'  Heirs,  87 
Ky.  343,  10  8.  W.  282. 

50.  Backen  v.  Hamilton,  18  La. 
Ann.  553. 
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[a]  A  change  In  the  terms  of  the 
sale,  more  favorable  to  the  debtor,  will 
not  invalidate  the  sale.  Nichols  v.  Me- 
Call,  13  La.  Ann.  215. 

51.  Stevenson  v.  Black,  1  N.  J.  Eq. 
338;  Umbehauer  v.  Aulenbaugh,  3 
Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  259;  Aulenbaugh  v. 
Umbehauer,  8  Watts  (Pa.)  48. 

[a]  Conditional  Sales. — ^In  Webster 
V.  Denison,  25  Vt.  493,  the  court  said: 
"The  law  does  not  recognize  any  such 
sales  on  executions,  as  conditional 
sales,  or  jJefeasible  sales,  or  sales  vest- 
ing a  title,  liable  to  be  defeated  by 
redemption. ' ' 

52.  Simmons  «.  Cook,  109  6a.  553, 
34  S.  E.  1033. 

53.  Pomeroy  v.  Winship,  12  Mass. 
514,  7  Am.  Dec.  91. 

54.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Statute  ITot  Applicable  to  Crim- 
inal Cases. — Hall  v.  Doyle,  35  Ark.  445. 

55.  La. — Marx  v.  Sanders,  108  La. 
140^  32  So.  331.  Miss.— Tiffany  &  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  27  Miss.  227.  N.  H. — Chase 
V.  Monroe,  30  N.  H.  427. 

[a]  If  parties  consent,  sale  may  be 
on  credit.  Jones  v.  Loftin,  9  N.  C. 
199. 
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only  for  cash,^«  and  when  the  sheriff  learns  that  a  bidder  will  not  pay 
cash,  he  may  treat  it  as  no  sale  and  again  put  the  property  up  for 
sale." 

(XVni.)  Specific  Kinds  of  Property.  —  (A.)  Chattels  Real.  —  An  estate 
for  years  in  land  must  be  sold  in  the  same  manner  as  personal  propj' 
erty.^^  But  by  statute  in  some  states  any  interest  in  lands  is  to  be 
sold  as  real  estate."* 

(B.)  Corporate  Propeett.  —  (1.)  Generally. —  Special  statutes  in  some 
jurisdictions  regulate  the  sale  of  corporate  property.^" 


56.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Cal. — People  v.  Hays,  5 
Cal.  66.  Ind. — Buckle  v.  Barbour,  48 
Ind.  274;  Chapman  v.  Harwood,  8 
Blaekf.  82,  44  Am.  Dec.  736.  Minn. 
Carlson  v.  Headline,  100  Minn.  327,  111 
N.  W.  259.  Nev. — Dazet  v.  Laudry,  21 
Nev.  291,  30  Pac.  1064.  N.  H.— Chand- 
ler V.  Goodrich,  58  N.  H.  525;  Chase 
V.  Monroe,  30  N.  H.  427.  N.  Y.— Wat- 
son V.  Hoboken,  P.  M.  Co.,  140  N.  T. 
Supp.  822.  W.  Va. — Baker  v.  Rath- 
bone  Oil  Tr.   Co.,   7  W.  Va.  454. 

[a]  Spot  Cash  tTnhecessary. — But  in 
Aldrich  v.  Wilcox,  10  B.  I.  405,  it  was 
held  that  it  is  an  oppression  to  de- 
mand cash  on  the  spot  by  the  terms 
of  sale,  but  that  a  reasonable  time  for 
payment,  to  be  determined  by  the  par- 
ticular circumstances  of  each  case, 
should  in  all  cases  be  allowed. 

[b]  Plaintiff  in  the  first  of  several 
executions  cannot  demand  that  his  bid 
be  credited  on  his  execution,  but  the 
sheriff  may  demand  that  the  purchase 
price  be  paid  in  cash.  Isler  v.  Col- 
grove,  75  N.  C.  334.  See  also  Isler  17. 
Andrews,  66  N".  C.  552. 

[c]  A  check  given  in  payment  will 
not  come  within  the  meaning  of  the 
requirement  for  cash,  where  payment 
on  such  cheek  is  stopped,  but  a  pur- 
chaser who  has  given  a  check  in  part 
payment  of  his  bid,  and  stopped  pay- 
ment. Will  not  be  heard  to  object  that 
the  sale  was  not  for  cash  alone,  but 
was  partly  upon  credit.  Meherin  v. 
Saunders,  131   Cal.   681,  63   Pac.   1084. 

[d]  A  sale  is  not  complete  until 
the  money  is  paid.  Hence  where  the 
bidder  is  given  until  the  opening  of 
the  bank  on  the  next  day  to  make  pay- 
ment, the  debtor  may  satisfy  the  debt 
in  the  meantime  and  defeat  the  sale. 
Rowe  V.  Granger,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  439. 

57.  Cal. — People  D.  Hays,  5  Cal.  66. 
m. — ^Bradley  v.  Geo.   Challoner's   Sons 


Co.,  103  111.  App.  618.     N.  C— Isler  v. 
Colegrove,  75  N.  C.  334. 

[a]  The  delay  of  the  purchaser  un;til 
the  return  day  of  the  execution  to  pay 
the  balance  due,  will  be  construed  into 
a  refusal  on  his  part  to  pay  the  amount 
of  his  bid  upon  the  property.  People 
V.  Hays,  5  Cal.  66. 

58.  Chapman  v.  Gray,  15  Mass.  439; 
Buhl  V.  Kenyon,  11  Mich.  249,  83  Am. 
Dec.  738. 

[a]  See,  however,  Mitnacht  v.  Cocks, 
65  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  84,  holding  that 
to  maintain  summary  proceedings  to 
remove  a  judgment  debtor  after  a  sale 
of  leasehold  interests  on  execution,  the 
sale  must  be  advertised  and  conducted 
as  a  sale  of  real  property,  and  indi- 
cating that  such  interests  may  be  sold 
either  as  real  or  personal  property. 

[b]  If  sold  as  real  estate  such  sale 
is  void.  Buhl  v.  Kenyon,  11  Mich.  249, 
83  Am.  Dee.  738. 

59.  Hyatt  v.  Vincennes  Nat.  Bank, 
113  IJ.  S.  408,  5  Sup.  Ct.  573,  28  L.  ed. 
1009  (Indiana);  Reilley  v.  Anderson, 
33  Wash.  58,  73  Pac.  799. 

60.  See  the  statutes,  and  5  Stand- 
ard Proc.   676. 

[a]  Ballroad.  —  Roadbed,  rails  and 
right  of  way  of  a  railroad  corpora- 
tion must  be  sold  as  real  estate.  Hart 
V.  Benton-Bellefontaine  Ry.  Co.,  7  Mo. 
App.  446. 

[b]  A  sale  of  the  franchise  of  a  cor- 
poration must  be  predicated  on  a  bid 
for  the,  entire  sum  demanded  in  the 
execution,  with  costs,  and  the  only 
competition  allowed  by  the  act,  is,  as 
to  who  will  take  the  income  for  the 
shortest  length  of  time,  paying  the 
whple  debt  and  costs,  demanded  in  the 
execution.  Taylor  v.  Jerkins,  51  N.  C. 
316. 

[e]  Corporate  property  should  not 
he  sold  piecemeal  but  only  in  its  en- 
tirety    under     Pennsylvania     statute. 
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(2.)  Corporate  Stock.  —  Shares  of  corporate  stock  should  be  sold  in 
much  the  same  manner  as  other  property,^^  but  upon  payment  by  the 
purchaser  of  the  amount  of  his  bid,^^  the  officer  holding  the  sale  should 
furnish  a  bill  of  sale,  certificate  or  certified  copy  of  the  execution  and 
return  thereon,  as  the  various  statutes  may  provide,  to  be  left  with 
the  proper  officer  of  the  corporation,  who  will  be  required  to  transfer 
the  stock  on  the  book  of  the  company.^^  Only  such  portion  of  the 
debtor's  stock,  or  interest  should  be  sold  as  is  necessary.''* 

(C.)  Encumbered  Peopertt —  The  sheriff  need  not  search  the  public 
records  to  find  whether  property  which  is  sold  is  encumbered."^  He 
sells  the  property  subject  to  all  encumbrances."*  Mortgaged  property 
must  be  sold  in  bulk  and  not  in  parcels."^ 

(D.)  Notice.  —  Statutes  sometimes  contain  special  provisions  as  to 
notice  of  sale  of  certain  kinds  of  property."® 

e.  Who  May  Purchase. — (1.3  Generally.  — The  fact  that  one  took 
part  in  the  proceedings  leading  up  to  the  sale  will  not  necessarily 
prevent  his  being  a  purchaser  at  the  sale."^    Tenants  in  common  or 


Longstreth  v.  Philadelphia  &  E.  E.  Co., 
11  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  94. 

61.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  In  Massachusetts.' — Hussey  «. 
Manufacturers'  &  Mechanics'  Bank,  10 
Pick.  (Mass.)  415;  Howe  v.  Stark- 
weather, 17  Mass.  240. 

[b]  Corporate  shares  were  not  at 
common  law  suhject  t6  levy  and  sale 
under  execution,  and  statutes  authoriz- 
ing it  must  be  substantially  complied 
with,  or  the  sale  will  be  unauthorized 
and  void.  Blair  v.  Compton,  33  Mich. 
414. 

62.  Perkins  V.  Webb,  169  111.  86,  48 
N.  E.  322. 

63.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  A  charter  provisiou  that  "no 
stockholder  shall  sell  his  or  her  stock, 
or  any  portion  of  the  same,  without 
;first  giving  the  corporation  the  re- 
fusal of  the  same  for  ten  days  at  the 
price  he  is  willing  to  sell"  does  not 
apply  to  a  sheriff's  sale  on  execution 
against  a  stockholder.  Barrows  v.  Nat. 
Rubber  Co.,  12  R.  I.  173. 

64.  Ga.  Code,  1895,  §5431;  Blair  v. 
Compton,  33  Mich.  414. 

65.  Treasury  Comrs.  v.  Hart,  1  Brev. 
(S.  C.)  492. 

66.  111.— See  People  v.  Johnson,  15 
m.  App.  153.  Ky. — See  Lee  v.  Fellows 
&  Co.,  10  B.  Mon.  117.  Mich.— King 
V.  Hubbell,  42  Mich.  597,  4  N.  W.  440. 
N,  Y. — Carpenter  v.  Simmons,  28  How. 
Pr.  12,  1  Robt.  360.  S.  C— Treasury 
Comrs.  V.  Hart,  1  Brev.  492. 

[a]    Failure  to  espregsljr  )ua^6   <tbe 
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sale  subject  to  the  encumbrance  does 
not  render  the  sale  void.  The  sale  is 
necessarily  subject  whether  declared 
so  or  not.  Swan  v.  Stephens,  99  Mass. 
7. 

[b]  A  mortgagee  cannot  enjoin  sale 
of  realty  which  is  subject  to  his  mort- 
gage because  the  execution  plaintiff 
asserts  in  public  that  the  mortgage  is 
void  and  his  judgment  a  prior  lien. 
Ramsdell  v.  Tama-Water-Powef  Co.,  84 
Iowa  484,  51  N.  W.  245. 

67.  King  ■».  Hubbell,  42  Mich.  697, 
4  N.  W.  440;  Carpenter  v.  Simmons,  28 
How.  Pr.  12,  1  Eobt.  (N.  Y.)   360. 

[a]  Equity  of  redemption  cannot 
be  divided  and  sold  in  parcels.  Ind. 
Nelson  v.  Bronnenburg,  81  Ind.  '  193. 
Mich. — Ganong  v.  Green,  71  Mich.  1, 
38  N.  W.  661.  N.  Y.— Tifft  v.  Barton, 
4  Denio  171. 

[b]  But  two  or  more  rights  of  re- 
deeming several  parcels  of  land  from 
several  mortgages  should  be  sold  sep- 
arately and  not  for  a  gross  sum. 
Fletcher  v.  Stone,  3  Pick.  (Mass.)  250. 

68.  See  supra,  II,  B,  7,  d,  (IV), 
(A),   (4). 

69.  Wyatt  v.  Clepper,  5  Ala.  703. 

[a]  Attorney  for  execution  creditor 
may  purchase.  Arnold  v.  Ness,  212 
Fed.  290. 

[b]  One  of  the  appraisers  of  the 
land  may  purchase.  Best  v.  Zutavern, 
53  Neb.  604,  74  N.  "W.  64. 

[c]  Where  a  deputy  clerk  issues  an 
execution,  without  authority  from  the 
judgment  plaintiff,  and    without    any 
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partners  of  the  execution  debtor  may  purchase.'^''  A  receiver  ap- 
pointed to  apply  the  property  of  debtor  in  payment  of  his  debts  can- 
not purchase/^ 

(II.)  State,  County,  Town,  etc.  —  The  state  cannot  purchase  where 
property  is  sold  to  satisfy  a  judgment  in  its  favor/''  nor  can  a  county/^ 
though  a  New  England  town  may.'* 

(III.)  Sheriff,  Constable,  etc. —  The  officer  making  the  sale  cannot 
become  the  purchaser  himself,'^  nor  can  he  purchase  through  an 
agent/^  or  as  agent  for  another,'^  or  jointly  with  others.''^    The  pro- 


direction  from  his  principal  so  to  do, 
and  afterwards  becomes  a  purchaser 
at  a  sale  on  the  execution,  he  can 
take  no  benefit  from  his  purchase,  al- 
though no  actual  fraud  entered  into 
the  transaction.  Lewis  v.  Phillips,  17 
Ind.  108,  79  Am.  Dee.  457. 

[d]  One  who  is  agent  for  both  the 
debtor  and  creditor  in  effecting  the  sale 
cannot  himself  become  the  purchaser. 
White  V.  Trotter,  14  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 
30,  53  Am.  Dec.  112. 

70.  Gunter  v.  Laffan,  7  Cal.  588. 
But  see  Evans  v.  Gibson,  29  Mo.  223, 
77  Am.  Dec.  565,  containing  dictum 
that  where  a  tenant  in  common  buys 
up  an  incumbrance,  equity  will  con- 
sider it  as  inuring  to  the  benefit  of 
the  common  title. 

[a]  Partner. — Bradbury  v.  Barnes, 
19  Cal.  120. 

[b]  On  execntiou  against  a  partner- 
ship one  partner  may  purchase  for  his 
individual  benefit.  Baird  v.  Baird,  21 
N.  C.  524,  31  Am.  Dee.  399.  Contra, 
Evans  i).  Gibson,  29  Mo.  223,  77  Am. 
Dec.  565. 

71.  Sheldon  v.  Saenz,  59  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)   377. 

'  72.  Littleton  v.  State,  2  Lea  (Tenn.) 
669. 

73.  Williams  v.  Lash,  8  Minn.  496, 
a  county  has  no  capacity  to  become 
purchaser  of  real  estate,  sold  on  execu- 
tion in  its  favor,  where  the  purchase 
ia  not  made  for  the  public  use  of  the 
county  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute. 

74.  Town  of  Corinth  v.  Locke,  62 
Vt.  411,  20  Atl.  809,  11  L.  E.  A.  207. 

75.  Conn. — Mills  v.  Goodsell,  5  Conn. 
475,  13  Am.  Dec.  90.  Ga. — Coleman  v. 
Malcolm,  101  Ga.  303,  28  S.  E.  861; 
Harrison  v.  McHenry,  9  Ga.  164,  52 
Am.  Dec.  435.  111.— Wickliff  v.  Eobin- 
son,  18  111.  145.  Ky. — ^Price  v.  Thomp- 
son, 84  Ky.  219,  1  S.  W.  408;  Smith 
V.  Pope,  5  B.  Moa.  337;  Dixon  i?.  Sharp, 


1  A.  K.  Marsh.  211;  Stapp  v.  Toler,  3 
Bibb  450.  La. — McCluskey  v.  Webb,  4 
Eob.  201.  Me.— Knight  v.  Herrin,  48  Me. 
533.  N.  H. — Perkins  v.  Thompson,  3 
N.  H.  144.  Ur.  C— Eobinson  v.  Clark, 
52  N.  C.  562,  78  Am.  Dee.  265;  Stew- 
art V.  Eutherford,  49  N.  C.  483;  Or- 
mond  V.  Faircloth,  3  N.  C.  336;  Anony- 
mous, 2  N.  C.  2.  Vt. — Caswell  v.  Jones, 
65  Vt.  457,  26  Atl.  529,  36  Am.  St. 
Eep.  879,  20  L.  E.  A.  503;  Downing 
V.  Lyford,  57  Vt.  507;  Woodbury  v. 
Parker,  19  Vt.  353,  47  Am.  Dec.  695. 
Wash. — See  Eoger  v.  Whitham,  56  Wash. 
190,  105  Pac.  628,  134  Am.  St.  Eep. 
1105. 

[a]  Without  consent  of  creditor 
sheriff  cannot  purchase.  Mills  v.  Good- 
sell,  5  Conn.  475,  13  Am.  Dec.  90. 

[b]  A  crier  employed  merely  as  a 
mouthpiece,  the  constable  conducting 
the  sale,  is  not  within  the  rule  and 
may  purchase.  Crook  v.  Williams,  20 
Pa.  342.  Contra,  Giles  v.  Bank  of  S.  W. 
Georgia,  102  Ga.  702,  29  S.  E.  600,  crier 
cannot  purchase. 

[o]  Where  the  sale  is  by  two  offi- 
cers, one  cannot  purchase.  Eobinson  v. 
Clark,  52  N.  C.  562,  78  Am.  Dec.  265. 

76.  N.  C. — Eobinson  v.  Clark,  52  N. 
C.  562,  78  Am.  Dec.  265.  S.  C— Mathe- 
ney  v.  McDonald,  5  Strobh.  77.  Vt. 
Downing  v.  Lyford,  57  Vt.  507." 

[a]  A  sale  to  sheriff's  agent  is  not 
necessarily  void,  but  voidable  for  fraud 
in  fact.  Isaac's  Lessee  v.  Clarke,  2 
Gill   (Md.)   1. 

77.  Coleman  v.  Maclean,  101  Ga. 
303,  28  S.  E.  861. 

[a]  Cannot  Buy  for  a  Third  Per- 
son.— Dixon  V.  Sharp,  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  211. 

78.  m.— Wickliff  V.  Eobinson,  18111. 
145.  Mo. — Shotwell  v.  Munroe,  42  Mo. 
App.  669.  Tenn. — Johnson  v.  Pryor,  5 
Hayw.  243. 

[a]  That  sheriff  is  a  stockholder  in 
purchasing  corporation  does  not  render 
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hibition  includes  a  deputy  sheriff."  But  one  whose  term  of  office  has 
expired  and  who  does  not  conduct  the  sale  may  buy  at  a  sale  of 
property  levied  on  by  him  while  in  office.^"  And  the  parties  may 
authorize  the  sheriff  to  become  the  purchaser.^^  A  purchase  by  the 
sheriff's  wife  is  voidable.^^ 

(IV.)  Defendants,  Their  Tamllies,  Eepresentatlves,  etc. —  One  of  two  de- 
fendants may  purchase  the  property  of  his  co-de:fendant  on  execution 
sale  thereof .^^  '  According  to  some  authorities,  a  purchase  at  the  sale 
for  the  benefit  of  the  defendant  is  void,**  though  it  is  held  that  one 
acting  fdr  the  defendant  may  purchase  to  prevent  a  sacrifice.^^  _  The 
wife*^  or  daughter*^  of  the  debtor  may  purchase  where  there  is  no 
fraud  and  the  purchase  is  for  their  own  use  and  benefit.  In  some 
jurisdictions  the  debtor's  personal  representative  cannot  purchase,*^ 
while  in  other  states  he  may,^^ 


sale  void.  Hardwick  v.  Jones,  65  Mo.  54. 

79.  Smith  V.  Pope,  5  B.  Men.  (Ky.) 
337. 

[a]  Deputy  sheriff  cannot  purchase 
at  sale  made  by  co-deputy.  Smith  v. 
Pope,  5  B.  kon.  (Ky.)  337.  But  see 
Wyatt  V.  Clepper,  5  Ala.  703,  holding 
that  the  deputy  who  levied  the  writ 
may  purchase  on  sale  by  the  sheriff. 

fb]  Deputy  who  is  execution  plain- 
tiff may  bid  in  order  to  secure  his 
•money  even  .though  the  statute  pro- 
hibit sheriff  or  his  deputies  purchasing. 
Jackson  ex  dem.  Scofield  v.  Collins,  3 
Cow.  (N.  Y.)  89. 

[c]  Turnkey  or  jailer  not  within 
statute  forbidding  sheriff  or  his  dep- 
uties from  purchasing.  Jackson  ex  dem. 
Anderson  v.  Anderson,  4  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
474. 

80.  Leger  v.  Boyle,  11  Rich.  L.  (S. 
C.)   109,  70  Am.  Dec.  240. 

81.  Woodbury  v.  Parker,  19  Vt.  353, 
47  Am.  Deo.  695. 

82.  Dexter  v.  Strobach,  56  Ala.  233. 

83.  Ga. — Kilgo  v.  Castleberry,  38 
6a.  512,  95  Am.  Dee.  406.  lU.— Mathia 
V.  Stufflebeam,  94  111.  481.  Miss. — Rob- 
inson V.  Parker,  3  Smed.  &  M.  114,  41 
Am.  Dec.  614.  N.  Y. — Neilson  v.  Neil- 
son,  5  Barb.  565.  Pa.^-Gibson  v. 
Winslow,  38  Pa.  49.  Tex. — Grimes  v. 
Hobson,  46  Tex.  416. 

[a]  Surety  may  purchase  property 
of  principal  where  the  latter 's  property 
is  sold  on  a  judgment  against  both. 
Atlee  V.  Bullard,  123  Iowa  274,  98  N. 
W.  889. 

84.  Flowers  v.  Sproule,  2  A.  K. 
Marsh.   (Ky.)   54. 

[a]  Fraudulent  as  to  Creditors., 
Where  an  agreement  was  made  between 
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a  father  and  his  sons,  that  they  should 
purchase  his  land  at  execution  sale  at 
an  under  value,  for  his  use  and  for 
the  purpose  of  keeping  off  other  cred- 
itors, a  purchase  by  the  sons  under 
such  circumstances  was  fraudulent  and 
void  against  creditors,  whether  the 
money  was  furnished  by  the  father  or 
paid  out  of  their  own  means.  Morris 
V.  Allen,  32  N.  C.  203. 

[b]  Purchase  as  Gift  to  Defendant. 
A  purchaser  at  an  execution  sale,  may 
lawfully  ^  buy  the  property  of  the  in- 
solvent debtor,  with  the  intent  of 
afterwards  giving  the  whole  or  a  part 
thereof  to  such  debtor,  or  his  family. 
Thorpe  v.  Beavans,   73  F.   C.  241. 

85.  Lee  v.  Lee,  19  Mo.  420. 

[a]  Attorney  for  defendant  may  bid 
on  his  behalf  in  absence  of  fraud. 
Cavender  v.  Smith's  Heirs,  1  Iowa  306; 
Poster  V.  Pugh,  12  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 
416. 

86.  Bracken  v.  Milner,  99  Mo.  App. 
187,  73  S.  W.  225. 

87.  Sharpe  v.  Williams,  76  N.  C.  87. 
[a]     Fraudulent  Purpose. — Where  A, 

with  intent  to  defraud  his  creditors, 
furnished  money  to  his  daughters  (be- 
ing indebted  to  them  at  the  time)  with 
which  to  purchase  his  land  at  execu- 
tion sale,  but  they  were  not  parties  to 
his  fraudulent  purpose  and  purchased 
the  land  for  a  fair  value  for  their  own 
use,  they  obtained  a  good  title.  Sharpe 
V.  Williams,  76  N.  C.  87.  Compare, 
Morris  v.  Allen,  32  N.  C.  203. 

88.  Fleming  v.  Foran,  12  Ga.  594. 

89.  N.  J.— Rickey  v.  Hillman,  7  N. 
J.  L.  180.  N.  O.— Blount  v.  Davis,  13 
N.  C.  19.  Pa.— Oeslager  v.  Fisher,  2 
Pa.  467. 
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(V.)    Judgment  Creditor,  His  Representative!,  etc.  —  In    the    absence    of 
fraud  the  judgment  creditor  may  purchase.'" 

f .    Memorandum.  —  A  written  memorandum/  has  been  held  unneces- 
sary to  bind  the  sale.^^ 

s.  Proceedings  To  Compel  Compliance  Witji  Bids. — (I.,)'  In  General. 
"Where  the  purchaser  refuses  to  pay  the  amount  of  his  bid  two  possible 
courses  are  recognized  as  open  to  the  sheriff.  One  is  to  proceed  against , 
the  purchaser  for  the  amount  of  his  bid.  This  is  done  in  some  states 
by  independent  suit,®^  while  in  others  a  statutory  proceeding  is  pro- 
vided for  by  which  judgment  may  on  motion  be  rendered  against  the 
purchaser  for  the  amount  of  his  bid.®^  The  other  course  is  to  re-sell 
the  property  and  recover  the  loss,  if  any,  thereby  occasioned.  Adhere 
such  a  re-sale  i^  had,  according  to  the  practice  in  some  states,  a  motion 
may  be  made  to  compel  the  bidder  to  pay  the  loss  occasioned  by  the 
re-sale,^*  while  in  others  an  action  to  recover  such  loss  is  the  proper 
course."^  In  a  few' states  the  ofBcer  may,  at  his  option,  pursue  either 
course.'^  Some  statutes  provide  that  the  court,  upon  motion  of  the 
officer  or  an  interested  party,  shall  punish  for  contempt  a  purchaser 


90.  Eoberts  v.  Hughes,  81  111.  130, 
25  Am.  Eep.  270;  Jones  v.  Webb,  22 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1100,  59  S.  W.  858. 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  deipand  on 
which  judgment  is  rendered  arose  out 
of  the  relation  of  attorney  and  client 
will  not  prevent  the  attorney,  the  exe- 
cution plaintiff,  from  purchasing  at  the 
sale.  Patterson  v.  Drake,  126  Ga.  478, 
55  S.  E.  175. 

91.  Lockiidge  v.  Baldwin,  20  Tex. 
303. 

[a]  Contra. — Some  note  or  memoran- 
dum of  sale  must  be  made.  Evans  v, 
Ashley,  8  Mo.  177. 

[b]  The  return  bearing  date  of  the 
day  of  sale  is  a  sufficient  memorandum 
in  writing,  and  it  will  be  presumed  that 
it  was  made  at  the  proper  time  untU 
the  contrary  is  shown.  Jones  v.  Ko- 
komo  Bldg.  Assn.,  77  Ind.  340.  See 
Ala.  Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4126. 

92.  Ala.— See  Civ.  Code,  §4129.  Ga. 
See  Code,  1911,  §6071;  Glenn  v.  Black, 
31  Ga.  393. '  111.— Perkins  v.  Webb,  169 
m.  86,  84  N.  E.  322.  la.— Code,  1897, 
§4033.  Kan.— Walker  v.  Braden,  34 
Kan.  660,  9  Pac.  613.  N.  0.— Wilson 
V.  Oswalt,  51  N.  G.  566. 

[a]  Waiver. — ^If  the  officer  agrees 
to  resell  and  takes  from  the  bidder  the 
costs  of  re-advertising,  he  thereby 
waives  any  right  he  has  to  compel  a 
compliance  with  the  bid.  Bradley  v. 
Geo.  Challoner  's  Sons  Co.,  103  111.  App. 
618. 


93.  Burns'  Ann.  St.  (Ind.),  1914, 
§804;  Steele  v.  Hanna,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
326. 

[a]  Notice  should  be  given  to  the 
purchaser  of  the  motion.  Steele  it. 
Hanna,  8  Blackf.   (Ind.J    326. 

94.  Ark.— Dig.  St.,  1904,  §3283.  Cal. 
Johns  v..  Trick,  22  Cal.  511,  under  Pr. 
Act,  §224.  Present  California  practice 
is  to  sell  again  and  recover  loss,  if 
any,  from  defaulting  bidder  by  suit 
in  proper  court.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  1915, 
§695.  Ga.— Code,  1911,  §6071.  Ind. 
Burns'  Ann.  St.,  1914,  §804.  Mo.— Eev. 
St.,  1909,  §2223.  Nev.— Eev.  Laws, 
1912,  §5294.  N.  J.— See  Comp.  St.,  p. 
4685.  Tex. — Lockridge  v.  Baldwin,  20 
Tex.  303,  70  Am.  Dec.  385. 

[a]  No  memorandum  is  necessary  to 
sustain  the  motion.  Lockridge  v.  Bald- 
win, 20  Tex.  303,  70  Am.  Dec.  385. 

[b]  Defendant  files  answer  to  the 
motion  and  issue  is  thus  raised.  Johns 
^.  Trick,  22  Cal.  511. 

95.  Ala.— Civ.  Code,  §4129;  Lamkin 
V.  Crawford,  8  Ala.  153.  Ariz. — Eev. 
Sts.,  1913,  §1370.  Pa.— Hughes  v.  Mil- 
ler, 186  Pa.  375,  40  Atl.  492,  42  W.  N. 
C.  302;  Whitaker  v.  Thompson,  2  Kulp 
250.  E.  I. — Gerardi  v.  Caruolo,  27  E.  1. 
214,  6i  Atl.  599.  S.  C— See  Code,  1902, 
§2621.  Utah.— Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3255. 
Va.— See  Code,  1904,  §3592. 

96.  Ala.— Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4129. 
Ga.— Code,  1911,  §6071.  Ind.— Burns' 
Ann.  St.,  1914,  §804. 
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failing  to  pay  the  purchase  money  in  accordance  with  his  bid.^^ 
(11.)  Conditions  Precedent. —  Demand  should  first  be  made  on  the  pur- 
chaser.^^ According  to  some  authorities  a  deed  should  first  be  offered 
the  purchaser  provided  he  pay  the  purchase  priee,^^  though  it  has 
been  held  that  a  tender  of  a  certificate  of  sale  is  not  necessary  before 
commencing  suit  to  recover  the  purchase  money.^  A  return  of  the 
sale  need  not  be  first  made.^ 

(in.)  Parties.  —  As  a  general  rule  the  action  against  the  purchaser 
should  be  brought  by  the  sheriff  in  his  own  name.^  If  the  execution 
defendant  is  to  receive  part  of  the  money  he  may  sue.*  The  execution 
plaintiff  cannot  sue,°  or  move  for  judgment  against  the  purchaser.'' 


97.  Mont.— Rev.  Codes,  1907,  §6831 
Ohio.— Gen.  Codes,  1900,  §11,687.  Utah. 
Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3255,  if  he  refuses 
to  pay  costs  incurred  by  his  failure  to 
pay  his  bid.    Wyo.— St.,  1910,  §4704. 

98.  Cureton  v.  Wright,  73  Ga.  8. 

99.  Hunt  V.  Gregg,  8  Blaekf.  (Ind.) 
105;  McKee  v.  Lineberger,  69  N.  C. 
217.  See  Diekson  v.  McCartney,  226 
Pa.  552,  75  Atl.  735. 

[a]  Proper  evidence  of  title  should 
be  tendered.  Williams  V.  Lines,  7 
Blaekf.  (Ind.)  46;  State  v.  Lines,  4 
Ind.  351. 

1.  Harvey  v.  Ksk,  9  Cal.  93;  People 
V.  Hays,  5  Cal.  66;  Williams  v.  Smith, 
6  Cal.  91. 

2.  McKee  v.  Lineberger,  69  N. .  C. 
217. 

3.  Ala.— Bell  v.  Owen,  8  Ala.  312; 
Robinson  v.  Garth,  6  Ala.  204,  41  Am. 
Dee.  47.  111.— People  v.  Stelle,  103  111. 
467;  Webb  v.  Perkins,  60  111.  App.  91. 
Minn. — Armstrong  v.  Vroman,  11  Minn. 
220,  88  Am.  Dec.  81.  Mo. — Wiley  v. 
Eobert,  27  Mo.  388.  N.  C. — ^McKee  «. 
Lineberger,  69  N.  C.  217.  Ore.— Bur- 
bank  V.  Dodd,  4  Pac.  303.  Pa.— Free- 
man V.  Husband,  77  Pa.  389;  Holdship 
V.  Doran,  2  Pen.  &  W.  9;  Gaskell  v. 
Morris,  7  Watts  &  S.  32;  Adams  v. 
Adams,  4  Watts  160;  Hutchinson  v. 
Allen,  1  W.  N.  C.  123;  Hartman  V. 
Pemberton,  24  Pa.  Super.  222. 

[a]  Where  a  sale  bond  is  executed 
(1)  for  the  price  in  favor  of  the  sheriff 
he  is  the  one  to  bring  suit  thereon. 
Bell  V.  Keefe,  12  La.  Ann.  340.  (2) 
Sheriff  may  bring  suit  on  such  a  bond 
executed  in  favor  of  his  predecessor. 
Bell  V.  Keefe,  12  La.  Ann.  340. 

[b]  In  the  name  of  sheriff  or  of 
some  one  injured  by  the  sale.  Hold- 
ship  V.  Doran,  2  Pen.  &  W.  (Pa.)  9. 

[c]  Unless  sheriff  has  become  liable 
or  suffers  damage  he  cannot  maintain 
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an  action  against  the  bidder.     Adams 
V.   Griflan,   3   Smed.   &  M.    (Miss.)   556. 

[d]  "A  sheriff  whose  term  of  of- 
fice has  expired  has  a  right  to  maintain 
an  action  against  a  defaulting  bidder 
at  a  sale  held  during  his  term  of  of- 
fice to  recover  the  difference  between 
the  amount  of  his  bid  and  the  amount 
realized  at  a  subsequent  sale  of  the 
property."  Diekson  v.  McCartney,  226 
Pa.  552,   75  Atl.   735. 

[e]  Execution  plaintiffs  may  he 
joined  as  parties  with  the  sheriff.  Glenn 
V.  Black,  31  6a.  393. 

[f]  £a  Texas  the  statute  provides 
for  relief  to  both  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant in  execution.  See  Sayles'  Tex. 
Civ.  St.,  art.  2381,  and  Borden  v. 
Fahey,  56  Tex.  Civ.  App.  218,  120  S. 
W.  564;  Shanley  v.  York,  54  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  214,  118  S.  W.  146;  Towell  v. 
Smith  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  55  S.  W.  186. 

4.  Towles  V.  Turner,  3  Hill  L.  (S. 
C.)  178,  otherwise  sheriff  is  one  to 
bring  suit.  And  see  Adams  v.  Aycoek, 
11  Ga.  App.  793,  76  S.  E  161,  holding 
that  suit  may  be  brought  in  name  of 
the  defendant  in  execution  as  usee, 
without  reference  to  whether  the 
amount  of  the  bid  was  greater  than 
that  due  on  the  execution. 

5.  111.— People  V.  Stelle,  103  HI.  467. 
Ohio. — Galpin  v.  Lamb,  29  Ohio  St. 
529.  Ore. — Burbank  v.  Dodd,  4  Pac. 
303.  Pa. — ^Hutchinson  v.  Allen,  1  W.  N. 
C.  123. 

[a]  In  Iowa  no  one  but  a  judgment 
holder  or  his  attorney  can  proceed 
under  the  statute  against  a  bidder  at 
an  execution  sale  to  enforce  payment 
of  his  bid.  If  they  do  not  so  proceed 
the  sheriff  is  to  resell  the  property. 
State  Bank  v.  Brown,  128  Iowa  665, 
105  N.  W.  49. 

6.  Laverty  v.  Chamberlain,  7  Blaekf. 
(Ind.)  556. 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF     199 

Creditors  who  claim  an  interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  cannot 
compel  specific  performance  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser/ 

(IV.)  Pleadings.  —  It  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  judgment  and 
execution  at  length,^  nor  the  officer's  return.^^ 

h.  Proceedings  To  Compel  Execution  of  Deed.  —  "Where  the  officer 
fails  or  refuses  to  execute  the  deed,  in  some  states  a  separate  action 
to  compel  the  execution  is  the  remedy,^  while  in  other  jurisdictions 
a  motion  in  the  cause  for  an  order  compelling  the  officer  to  execute 
the  deed  is  the  remedy.^"  According  to  some  authorities  the  right 
to  a  deed  is  enforceable  by  mandamus. ^^ 

i.     Confirmation  of  Sale. — (I.)    General  statement. — Although  gen- 


7.  Cureton   v.   Wright,   73   Ga.    8. 

8.  Walker  v.  Braden,  34  Kan.   660, 

9  Pae.  613.  But  see  Ennis  v.  Waller, 
S  Blackf.  (Ind.)  472,  that  the  judg- 
ment and  proceedings  on  which  the 
execution  issued  must  be  averred  in 
the  declaration  as  the  purchaser  is  a 
stranger  to  them  and  is  not  presumed 
to  be  cognizant  in  any  way  of  them. 

[a]  Action  is  on  contract  arising 
from  the  bid  and  not  on  the  judgment. 
Walker  v.  Braden,  34  Kan.  660,  9  Pac. 
613. 

81/2.  Sanborn  v.  Chamberlin,  101 
Mass.  409,  where  the  court  says:  "It 
was  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  re- 
turn; for  it  was  not  the  instrument  on 
which  the  action  was  brought,  but  only 
a  piece  of  evidence  to  be  introduced 
at  the  trial;  and  neither  party  is  re- 
quired in  pleading  to  state  evidence 
or  disclose  the  means  by  which  he  in- 
tends to  prove  his  ease."  But  see 
contra,  Ennis  v.  Waller,  3  Blackf. 
(Ind.)   472. 

9.  Conklin  v.  Smith,  7  Ind.  107,  63 
Am.  Dec.  416;  Branner  v.  Hardy,  18 
La.  Ann.  537. 

[a]  Purchaser  must  comply  with 
terms  of  sale  or  offer  to  comply  with 
them  before  he  can  maintain  action. 
Conklin  v.  Smith,  7  Ind.  107,  63  Am. 
Dec.  416;  Branner  v.  Hardy,  18  La. 
Ann.  537. 

[b]  Notice  should  he  given  of  the 
proceeding  to  parties  claiming  ad- 
versely.   Blodgett  V.  Perry,  97  Mo.  263, 

10  8.  W.  891,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  307. 

[c]  Parties. — (1)  Subsequent  pur- 
chaser of  property  at  a  sale  made  by 
sheriff  on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  de- 
faulted in  the  terms  of  the  sale,  is  a 
proper  party.  Branner  v.  Hardy,  18 
La.  Ann.  537.  (2)  One  who  as  an 
agent  holds  a  deed  to  a  purchase  at 


sheriff's  sale,  and  also  money  equitably 
belonging  to  the  purchaser,  under 
agreement  made  at  the  time  of  the 
sale,  and  applicable  under  that  agree- 
ment to  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,  is  a  proper,  if  not  a  necessary 
party,  to  a  suit  by  the  purchaser  to 
compel  the  delivery  of  the  deed.  Whit- 
ney V.  Kirtland,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  333. 

10.  Ajk. — ^Whiting  v.  Lawson,  6 
Ark.  425.  Del. — See  In  re  Carpenter,  2 
Marv.  149,  42  Atl.  423.  Neb.— Phillips 
V.  Dawley,  1  Neb.  320.  N.  C. — Fox  v. 
Kline,  85  N.  C.  173;  Isler  -o.  Andrews, 
66  N.  C.  552;  Patrick  v.  Carr,  60  N.  C. 
633,,  86  Am.  Dec.  454.  Ohio. — Buck- 
ingham V.  Granville  Alexandria  Soc, 
2  Ohio  366.  S.  O.—In  re  Vporhies,  46 
8.  C.  114,  24  S.  E.  170. 

[a]  When  a  long  period  of  time 
elapses  between  the  confirmation  of  a 
sale  and  the  execution  of  the  sheriff's 
deed,  the  debtor  should  be  notified  of 
the  application  for  an  order  requiring 
the  then  sheriff  to  execute  a  deed  to 
the  purchaser.  Applegate  v.  Kingman, 
17  Neb.  338,  22  N.  W.  765. 

[b]  Order  directing  sheriff  to  issue 
a  deed  to  purchaser  may  be  made  in 
vacation.  Hawkeye  Ins.  Co.  v.  Max- 
well, 119  Iowa  672,  94  N.  W.  207.  And 
see  Iowa  Code,  §3843. 

11.  Ind. — Jessup  v.  Carey,  61  Ind. 
584.  La. — See  Losee  v.  De  Laeey,  23 
La.  Ann.  287.  Mich. — Whiting  v.  But- 
ler, 29  Mich.  122. 

[a]  The  only  matter  in  controversy, 
on  mandamus  by  the  assignee  of  a 
sheriff's  certificate  of  sale  to  compel 
the  execution  of  a  deed  is  the  right 
to  the  deeli;  the  question  whether  sucTi 
certificate  is  not  merged  in  a  deed 
made  to  the  assignee  by  the  execution 
debtor  after  the  sale  cannot  be  tried. 
People  13.  Irwin,  14  Cal.  428. 

Vol.  XVI 


200  JUDGMENTS  AND  DEGREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 


erally  confirmation  of  execution  sales  is  not  required,^^  the  statutes 
of  some  states  provide  for  confirmlation  and  directions  to  the  sheriff 
as  to  the  deed  or  certificate.^^  According  to  some  authorities  a  con- 
firmation may  be  by  the  parties  themselves  and  is  as  valid  as  if  by 
the  eourt.^* 

(11.)  Proceeding  for.  —  (A.)  Nattjee  of  Peoceemng.  —  Confirmation  is 
secured  by  a  motion  made  for  that  purpose/^  by  the  purchaser,"  or 
the  assignee  of  the  purchaser.^'  It  has  been  held  unuecessary  that  a 
notice  be  given  of  a  motion  to  have  the  sale  confirmed.^® 

(B.)  Objections. —  Objection  to  confirmation  may  be  made  by  those 
injuriously  affected.^^  Objection  may  be  for  irregularities  in  the 
sale.^"  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  execution  ereditor/'^  such  an  inadequacy 
of  price  as  to  prejudice  other  creditors,^^  or  it  is  held  defects  in  the 
judgment  on  which  the  execution  was  based.^^ 

(C.)   Determination The  merits  of  the  cause  in  which  judgment 

was  rendered  cannot  be  inquired  into  on  proceedings  for  confirma- 
tion,^*  but  matters  relating  to  the  ownership  of  the  property  are  not 


12.  See  the  statutes,  and  Webster 
V.  Daniel,  47  Ark.  131,  14  S.  W.  550; 
Hershy  v.  Latham,  42  Ark.  307. 

As  to  confirmation  of  judicial  sales, 
see  the  title  "Judicial  Sales." 

13.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: la. — Hendryx  v.  Evans,  120 
Iowa  310,  94  W.  W.  853.  Kan.— John- 
son V.  Lindsay,  27  Kan.  514.  Neb. 
Yeazel  v.  White,  40  Neb.  432,  58  N.  W. 
1020;  MoMurtry  v.  Tuttle,  13  Neb. 
232,  13  N.  W.  213.  S.  D.— Baxter  v. 
O'Leary,   10   S.  D.   150,   72   N.  W.   91. 

[a]  The  order  of  confirmation  should 
describe  the  property,  though  an  in- 
complete description  may  be  aided  by 
reference  to  the  return  which  contains 
a  full  and  complete  description.  Wil- 
cox V.  Eaben,  24  Neb.  368,  38  N.  W. 
844,  8  Am.  St.  Ee^.  207. 

14.  Tooley  v.  Gridley,  3  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)  493,  41  Am.  Dec.  628. 

15.  Cowdin  v.  Cowdin,  31  Kan.  528, 
3  Pac.  369;  Koehler  v.  Ball,  2  Kan. 
160,  83  Am.  Dec.  451. 

16.  Cowdin  v.  Cowdin,  31  Kan.  528, 
2  Pac.  369;  Payne  v.  Long-Bell  Lum- 
ber Co.,  9  Okla.  683,  60  Pac.  235. 

17.  Payne  v.  Long-Bell  Lumber  Co., 
9  Okla.  683,  60  Pac.  235. 

18.  Whitworth  v.  MoKee,  32  Wash. 
83,  72  Pac.  1046. 

[a]  Failure  (1)  to  ask  for  confirma- 
tion of  the  sale  is  not  alone  sufficient 
to  have  it  set  aside.  Warren  v.  Stira- 
son,  6  N.  D.  293,  70  N.  W.  279.  (2) 
Where  the  proceedings  are  shown  to  be 
regular  in  other  respects,  mere  failure 
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to  have  the  sale  confirmed  will  not  de- 
feat the  purchaser's  title,  especially  on 
collateral  attack  by  one  who  does  not 
claim  through  or  under  the  judgment 
debtor.  Baxter  v.  O'Leary,  10  S.  D. 
150,  72  N.  W.  91. 

[b]  Title  does  not  pass  to  the  pur- 
chaser, in  Nebraska,  until  confirma- 
tion. Westerfield  v.  South  Omaha  L. 
&  B.  Assn.,  75  Neb.  53,  105  N.  W. 
1087,  107  N.  W.  1010;  Yeazel  v.  White, 
40  Neb.  432,  58  N.  W.  1020,  24  L.  E. 
A.  449. 

,  19.  Miller  Bros.  v.  Bank  of  British 
Columbia,  2  Ore.  291. 

[a]  One  who  is  not  a  party  to  the 
action,  though  a  judgment  creditor  of 
the  execution  defendant,  cannot  oppose 
the  confirmation.  Miller  v.  Oregon 
City  Paper  Mfg.  Co.,  3  Ore.  24. 

[b]  In  Washington. — Krutz  v.  Batts, 
18   Wash.  460,  51  Pac.  1054. 

20.  Miller  Bros.  v.  Bank  of  British 
Columbia,   2   Ore.   291. 

21.  Eose  V.  Bates,  12  Mo.  30,  in- 
ducing persons  not  to  bid. 

22.  Smith  v.  Vreeland,  16  N.  J.  Bq. 
198. 

23.  Miller  Bros.  v.  Bank  of  British 
Columbia,  2  Ore.  291. 

24.  Kan. — Koehler  v.  Ball,  2  Kan, 
160,  83  Am.  Dec.  451.  Neb.— Hoover 
V.  Hale,  56  Neb.  67,  76  N.  W.  457. 
S.  D.— Crouch  v.  Dakota,  W,  &  M.  E. 
E.   Co.,  18  S.  D.   540,  101  N.  W.  .722. 

[a]  The  court  proceeds  ex  parte, 
and  the  utmost  scope  of  its  inquiry  is 
to  ascertain  whether  the  report  of  the 
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eonelnsively  settled  by  confirmation. ^^  The  court  cannot  impose  con- 
ditions in  confirming^  an  execution  sale,^°  and  confirmation  will  not  be 
denied  because  of  irregularities  not  prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  the 
parties.^'  But  a  sale  upon  a  judgment  which  has  been  paid  should 
not  be  confirmed.^^ 

(in.>  Cure  of  Defects. —  In  the  absence  of  fraud  the  order  of  con- 
firmation cures  all  defects  and  irregularities  in  the  sale,^^  but  matters 
which  are  not  mere  irregularities,  or  which  form  no  part  of  the  pro- 
ceedings connected  "ndth  the  sale,^"  as  for  example  fraudulent  acts  or 
combinations  preventing  a  fair  sale,'^  or  defects  of  jurisdiction,^^  are 
not  cured. 

(rv.)  Appeal  amd  Collateral  Attack. —  The  order  confirming  the  sale 
cannot  be  collaterally  attacked,^^  but  is  appealable."* 

j.  Proceedings  Affecting  Disposition  of  Proceeds.  —  (I.)  Notice  of 
Preferred  Claims.  —  One  who  has  a  preferred  claim  against  the  judg- 


slieriff  shows  upon  its  face  that  the 
sale  has  in  all  respects  been  made  in 
conformity  to  the  provisions  of  the 
statute.  Warren  v.  Stinson,  6  N".  D. 
293,  70  N.  "W.  279. 

25.  Kan. — Capital  Bank  v.  -Huntoon, 
35  Kan.  577,  11  Pac.  369.  N.  D.— War- 
ren V.  Stinson,  6  N.  D.  293,  70  N.  W. 
279.  S.  D.— Crouch  v.  Dakota,  W.  & 
M.  R.  E.  Co.,  18  S.  D.  540,  101  N.  W. 
722. 

See  also  Dexter,  Horton  &  Co.  v.  Say- 
ward,  78  Fed.  275. 

26.  Fitch  V.  Minshall,  15  Neb.  328, 
18  N.  W.  80. 

27.  Thompson  v.  Higginbotham,  18 
Kan.  42;  Stull  v.  Seymour,  63  Neb.  87, 
88  N.  W.  174. 

[a]  The  fact  that  a  higher  bid  is 
submitted  after  sale  of  lands  on  exe- 
cution is  not  ground  for  refusing  to 
confirm  the  sale,  under  Wash.  Laws, 
1899,  p.  88,  §6,  subd.  2,  requiring  a 
confirmation  unless  there  appear  "sub- 
stantial irregularities  in  the  proceed- 
ings concerning  the  sale,  to  the  prob- 
able loss  or  injury  of  the  party  ob- 
jecting." Merritt  V.  G-raves,  52  Wash. 
57,  100  Pac.  164. 

28.  Moore  v.  Boyer,  52  Neb.  446,  72 
N.  W.  586. 

29.  U.  S. — Hilton  v.  National  Bank, 
26  Fed.  202.  Kan. — Capital  Bank  v. 
Huntoon,  35  Kan.  577,  11  Pac.  369, 
La. — :D 'ArensbOurg  v.  Chauvin,  9  La. 
Ann.  98.  Neb.— O'Brien  v.  Gaslin,  20 
Neb.  347,  30  N.  W.  274.  N.  D.— -Da- 
kota Inv.  Co.  V.  Sullivan,  9  N.  D.  303, 
83  N.  W.  233,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  584. 
Ore. — Leinenweber  v.  Brown,    24    Ore. 


548,  34  Pac.  475,  38  Pac.  4;  Mathews 
V.  Eddy,  4  Ore.  225.  Wash. — Otis  Bros. 
&  Co.  p.  Nash,  26  Wash.  39,  66  Pac. 
Ill;  Krutz  v.  Batts,  18  Wash.  460,  51 
Pac.  1054. 

[a]  FaUuie  to  give  notice  for  the 
required  time  cured  by  confirmation. 
Wyant  V.  Tuthill,  17  Neb.  495,  23  N. 
W.  342. 

[b]  Defective  Description.  —  Under 
a  statute  which  makes  the  ratification 
conclusive  evidence  "only  of  the  notice 
of  sale  required  to  be  given,  and  the 
manner  of  making  the  sale,"  a  want 
of  sufficient  description  or  designation 
of  the  property  in  the  seizure  and  sub- 
sequent proceedings  is  not  cured  by  an 
order  of  confirmation  containing  a  pre- 
cise description,  of  the  property.  Dor- 
sey's  Lessee  v.  Dorsey,  28  Md.  388. 

30.  Capital  Bank  v.  Huntoon,  35 
Kan.  577,  11  Pac.  369. 

[a]  Fraud  or  surprise  in  the  ren- 
dition of  the  judgment  is  not  cured  by 
confirmation.  Koechlept  ■».  Hook's 
Lessee,  10  Md.  173,  69  Am.  Dec.  133. 

31.  Capital  Bank  v.  Huntoon,  35 
Kan.  577,  11  Pac.  369;  Benz  v.  Hines, 
3  Kan.  390,  89  Am.  Dec.  594;  Dawson's 
Lessee  v.  Morris,  4  Yeates    (Pa.)    341. 

32.  Kan. — Norton  v.  Eeardon,  67 
Kan.  302,  72  Pac.  861,  100  Am.  St. 
Eep.  459.  Neb. — Wilcox  v.  Eabeu,  24 
Neb.  368,  38  N.  W.  844,  8  Am.  St. 
Eep.  207.  Ore. — ^Willamette  Eeal  Es- 
tate Co.  V.  Hendrix,  28  Ore.  485,  42 
Pae.  514,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  800. 

S3.    Phillips  V.  Dawley,  1  Neb.  320. 

34.    Koehler  v.  Ball,  2  Kan.  160,  83 

Am.  Dee.  451;  Dakota  Inv.  Co.  v.  Sul- 
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ment  debtor  must  file  a  written  notice  thereof  with  the  sheriff  prior 
to  the  execution  sale,^^  and  a  failure  to  do  so  waives  the  right  to 
preference  in  distribution.^^  The  notice  should  set  forth  the  facts 
showing  the  case  to  be  one  within  the  statute.^' 

(II.)  Distriljution  by  Sheriff.  —  (A.)  Geneeallt.  —  Generally  the  sher- 
iff may  pay  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  over  to  the  parties  entitled 
thereto,^^  but  when  the  sheriff  has  notice  of  conflicting  claims  he 
should  hold  the  money  until  the  claims  are  settled,^^  or  pay  the  same 
into  court  pending  determination  of  the  claims.*"  Neither  the  plaintiff 
nor  defendant  can  direct  the  application  of  money  received  by  the 
sheriff  on  an  execution.*^  Distribution  may  be  prevented  by  any 
party  by  a  proper  and  seasonable  application  to  the  court.*^ 

(B.)  iNSTRucraoNs  BY  CouET.  —  If  thc  shcriff  be  in  doubt  as  to  the 
proper  disposition  of  the  proceeds  he  may  apply  to  the  court  for  ad- 


livan,  9  N.  D.  303,  83  N.  W.  233,  81 
Am.  St.  Eep.  584. 

35.  Cal.— Taylor  v.  Hill,  115  Cal. 
143,  44  Pae.  336,  46  Pac.  922.  Ky. 
Burket  v.  Boude,  3  Dana  209.  N.  Y. 
Miller  v.  Johnson,  12  Wend.  197;  Bus- 
sing V.  Bushnell,  6  Hill  382,  distin- 
guishing Beekman  v.  Lansing,  3  Wend. 
446,  20  Am.  Dec.  707,  as  based  on 
earlier  repealed  statute.  Pa. — Timmes 
V.  Metz,  156  Pa.  384,  27  Atl.  248;  Adam- 
son's  Appeal,  110  Pa.  459,  1  Atl.  327; 
Berlin  v.  Com.,  110  Pa.  454,  1  Atl. 
404;  Stiehler  v.  Malley,  94  Pa.  82;  Al- 
lison V.  Johnson,  92  Pa.  314;  Crater 
V.  Deemer,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  375;  Corry 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Childs,  10  Phila. 
452. 

[a]  Sworn  Claim. — ^While  not  neces- 
sary, the  better  practice  is  to  swear 
to  such  notices.  Brown  v.  McFadden, 
5  Pa.   Co.  Ct.  9. 

[b]  In  California  notice  should  be 
given  to  the  judgment  creditor  and 
the  judgment  debtor.  Taylor  v.  Hill, 
115  Cal.  143,  44  Pae.  336,  46  Pac.  922. 

[e]  Notice  after  the  sale  but  While 
the  proceeds  are  still  in  the  hands  of 
the  officer  is  too  late.  Allison  v.  John- 
son, 92  Pa.  314.  See  also  Ege  v.  Ege, 
5  Watts   (Pa.)  134. 

[d]  Need  Not  Be  In  Writing.— Bur- 
ket V.  Boude,  3  Dana  (Ky.)  209. 

[e]  Notice  of  landlord's  claim  is  in 
time  if  made  before  all  goods  are  re- 
moved from  premises.  Margart  v. 
Swift,  3  McCord  (S.  C.)  378. 

36.  Stiehler  v.  Malley,  94  Pa.  82. 

37.  Allison  v.  Johnson,  92  Pa.  314. 
[a]    Labor   Claim. — That   the   labor 

was  performed  within  the  time  limited 
by  statute,  the  business  defined  there- 
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by,  the  sum  due,  and  the  propertj' 
subject  to  preferred  claim  is  included 
in  the  levy.  AUentown  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Helios  Dry  Color,  etc.  Co.,  9  Pa.  Super. 
275;  Coates  v.  Wright,  3  Pa.  Dist.  392; 
Garretson  v.  Harris,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  333. 
[b]  Certainty  to  a  reasonable  in- 
tent is  all  that  is  required  in  such  no- 
tices. Shives  17.  Clouser,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
149. 

38.  111. — ^Lindauer  v.  Lang,  29  111. 
App.  118.  Neb.' — ^Luce  v.  Foster,  42 
Neb.  818,  60  N.  W.  1027.  N.  Y.— Hodg- 
man  v.  Barker,  63  Hun  631,  17  N.  Y. 
Supp.  911.  N.  C. — Washington  v.  San- 
ders, 13  N.  G.  343,  21  Am.  Dec.  336; 
Yarborough  v.  State  Bank,  12  N.  C.  23. 
Ore. — See  Richards  v.  Nye,  5  Ore.  382. 

[a]  Unless  ordered  to  be  paid  into 
court  the  sheriff  should  distribute  the 
proceeds  of  the  execution  sale.  Gan- 
non V.  Desh,  11  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)  20. 

39.  La. — Citizens'  Bank  v.  Payne, 
21  La.  Ann.  380.  N.  J.— See  Stebbins, 
Brown  &  Co.  v.  Walker,  14  N.  J.  L.  90, 
25  Am.  Dee.  499.  S.  C. — Cooper  v. 
Scott,  2  McMull.  150;  Greenwood  v.  Col- 
cock's  Exrs.,  2  Bay  67. 

[a]  At  his  own  peril  the  sheriff  may 
apply  the  proceeds  of  execution.  Isler 
V.  Colgrove,  75  N.  C.  334;  Washington 
V.  Sanders,  13  N.  C.  343,  21  Am.  Dee. 
336;  Yarborough  v.  State  Bank,  12  N. 
C.  23. 

40.  Linton  v.  Pollock,  5  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
243;  McDonald  v.  Allen,  37  Wis.  108, 
19  Am.  Eep.  754. 

41.  Child  V.  Dwight  &  Co.,  21  N.  C. 
171. 

42.  In  re  Bastian,  90  Pa.  472. 

[a]    Application   long    after   return 
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vice.**  The  court  ■will  in  a  summary  manner  advise  how  the  proceeds 
should  be  distributed.**  This  practice  extends  only  to  cases  where 
the  sheriff  has  raised  the  money  and  holds  the  same  subject  to  the 
order  of  the  court.*" 

(III.)  Interpleader  'by  Sheriff.  —  This  matter  is  treated  elsewhere  in 
this  work.*^ 

(IVj)  Distribution  ty  Court. —  (A.)  G-enerallt. —  In  the  distribution 
of  the  proceeds  of  an  execution  the  court  acts  upon  equitable  prin- 
ciples.*' As  to  money  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  one  claimant  cannot 
proceed  against  another  by  rule  or  order  to  show  cause  why  the  money 
should  not  be  paid  to  him.** 

(B.)  Payment  Into  Coukt.  —  The  proceeds  may  be  ordered  brought 
into  court,*^  and  the  court  will  not  pass  upon  the  rights  of  those  who 
claim  the  proceeds  of  an  execution  until  the  money  is  paid  into  court.'"' 
According  to  some  decisions  the  sheriff's  proper  course  is  to  pay  the 
money  into  court  for  disposition.^^ 

(V.)  Rule  Against  Sheriff.  —  In  some  states,  where  there  are  adverse 
claims  to  the  proceeds  the  proper  procedure  is  for  each  of  the  claim- 


day  of  the  writ  is  too  late.    In  re  Bas- 
tian,  90  Pa.  472. 

[b]  Where  sheriil  has  applied  the 
proceeds  in  good  faith,  an  application 
made  long  after  the  return  day  comes 
too  late.  Tiseh  v.  Eaisch,  7  Kulp  (Pa.) 
131. 

43.  Bates  v.  Lilly,  65  N.  C.  232.  But 
see  Eamsour  v.  Young,  26  N.  C.  133; 
Wiley  V.  Bridgman,  1  Head  (Tenn.)  68. 

[a]  In  New  York  (1)  the  supreme 
court  will  not  interfere  summarily  and 
direct  how  money  levied  on  execution 
by  a  constable,  or  other  person  not 
their  own  officer,  shall  be  applied.  But 
it  is  otherwise  as  to  their  own  officers. 
Marsh  v.  Lawrence,  4  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
461.  (2)  A  sheriff  having  several  exe- 
cutions issued  upon  judgments  rendered 
in  counties  outside  the  judicial  district 
in  which  he  resides,  may  make  a  mo- 
tion in  his  own  county  for  directions 
as  to  the  disposition  of  moneys  col- 
lected by  him,  under  the  executions. 
Phillips  V.  Wheeler,  67  N.  Y.  104. 

[b]  Basis  of  Practice.^^This  pro- 
ceeding is  not  derived  froTh  the  com- 
mon law  and  it  is  not  regulated  by 
statute,  but  has  been  established  by 
the  practice  of  the  courts.  Bates  V. 
Lilly,  65  2Sr.  C.  232. 

44.  Wiley  v.  Bridgman,  1  Head 
(Tenn.)  68,  the  court  will  decide  on 
the  facts  stated  in  the  return. 

45.  Millikan  v.  Fox,  84  N.  C.  107. 

46.  See  14  Standard  Peoc.  229. 

47.  Coleman  v-  Slade,    75    Ga.    61; 


Lowe  V.  Moore,  8  Ga.  194;  Bank  of 
Auburn  v.  Throop,  18  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
505. 

[a]  As  between  equitable  claims, 
principles  of  equity  apply.  Kohl  v. 
Harting,  8  Watts   (Pa.)   329. 

48.  Willis'  Exr.  v.  Shepard,  2  Pla. 
397,  the  sheriff  not  being  a  party  there 
would  be  no  method  of  enforcing  the 
order. 

49.  Stebbins,  Brower  &  Coi  v.  Wal- 
ker, 14  N.  J.  L.  90;  Gifford  v.  McGuin- 
ness,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  834,  53  Atl.  87. 

50.  U.  S. — Wortman  v.  Conyngham, 
Pet.  C.  C.  241,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,056. 
Fla. — See  Willis '  Exr.  v.  Shepard,  2  Pla. 
397.  Ga.— Lowe  v.  Moore,  8  Ga.  194. 
Pa. — ^Freytag  v.  Bamford,  9  Phila.  211;i 
Tisch  ■».  Eaisch,  7  Kulp  131.  See  Ap- 
peal of  Atkins,  58  Pa.  86. 

[a]  Without  the  consent  of  all  cred- 
itors proceeds  of  executions  cannot  be 
distributed  until  paid  into  court.  Ap- 
peal of  Kauffman,  70  Pa.  261. 

[b]  Scope  of  Examination. — On  dis- 
tribution of  proceeds  the  court  may 
examine  the  title  to  the  land  to  ascer- 
tain what  interest  was  sold,  and  what 
judgments  were  liens  upon  it,  but  not 
to  investigate  alleged  fraud  in  the  title. 
Appeal  of  Beekman,  38  Pa.  385.  See 
also  Devereux  v.  Nichols,  3  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
439. 

51.  State  V.  Taylor,  56  Mo.  492; 
Woodruff  V.  Chapin,  23  N.  J.  L.  566; 
Stebbins,  Brower  &  Co.  v.  Walker,  14 
N.  J.  L.  90,  25  Am.  Dec.  499. 
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ants  to  take  a  rule  against  the  sheriff, ^^  or  for  one  of  the  claimants 
to  take  his  rule  against  the  sheriff  and  give  written  notice  to  all  others 
who  have  a  claim  upon  the  ftind.^^  Upon  the  answer  of  the  sheriff 
the  court  proceeds  to  adjudicate  the  rights, of  the  parties.'*  But  it 
has  been  held  that  this  remedy  is  not  proper  where  the  rights  of  th6 
claimants  are  doubtful  but  they  must  determine  their  rights  by 
suit.^° 

(VI.)  Reference  to  Auditor.  —  In  some  states  it  is  the  practice  to  refer 
the  determination  of  conflicting  claims  to  an  auditor."^ 

(VII.)  Actions  To  Compel  Refund  of  Proceeds.  —  Where  the  proceeds  of 
a  sale  have  been  paid  to  junior  lien  holders  the  senior  lien  holders 
entitled  thereto  may  proceed  in  equity  to  compel  restoration,'^  or  they 
may  sue  the  sheriff  ;'^  or  the  latter,  where  he  has  through  mistake  paid 
the  proceeds  to  the  junior  creditor,  may  recover  them  in  equity.'® 

(VIII.,)  Proceedings  To  Recover  Surplus.  —  The  court  from  which  the 
execution  issued  may  order  the  surplus  proceeds  applied  to  other 
executions,  if  any,  next  in  priority,""  or  to  the    judgment    debtor's 


Willis'  Exr.  v.  Shepard,  2  Pla. 


52. 
397. 

[a]  Allowance  of  one  claim  would 
be  a  refusal  of  the  others  and  thus  set- 
tle the  question  and  by  an  order  of 
consolidation  all  can  be  tri^d  together. 
Willis'  Exr.  v.  Shepard,  2  Ela.  397. 

53.  Ga.— Crawford  v.  Williams,  76 
Ga.  792;  Williams,  Birnie  &  Co.  v. 
BrOwh,  57  Ga.  304;  Foster  v.  Euther- 
ford,  20  Ga.  668.  La. — Buckner  v. 
Gordy,  28  La.  Ann.  619.  See  Conrad 
V.  Patzelt,  29  La.  Ann.  465.  N.  C. 
Dewey  r,.  White,  65  N.  C.  225. 

[a]  Such  persons  may  or  may  not 
come  in  at  their  option,  but  whether 
they  do  or  do  not  come  in,  they  will, 
in  such  case,  be  bound  by  the  judg- 
ment. Poster  V.  Rutherford,  20  Ga. 
668. 

54.  Dewey  ».  White,  65  N".  0.  225. 

fa]  The  court  is  not  bound  by  the 
returns  of  the  sheriff  previously  made 
where  there  is  a  contest  between  cred- 
itors for  the  proceeds  of  sales  under 
several  executions.  Dewey  v.  White, 
65  N.  C.  225.  But  see  Palmer  v.  Clarke, 
13  N.  C.  354,  21   Am.  Dec.  340. 

fb]  Decision  Discretionary  and  Not 
Reviewable. — Mills  v.  Davis,  53  N.  Y. 
349. 

55.  Oliver, -y.  Sale,  19  S.  0.  17;  Daw- 
kins  V.  Pearson,  2  Bailey   (S.  C.)   619. 

[a]  This  remedy  is  proper  only 
against  a  recusant  sheriff,  who  in  con- 
tempt of  the  process  committed  to  him, 
refuses  or  neglects  to  appropriate  money 
collected  on  execution,  to  one  clearly 
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entitled  thereto.  It  cannot  be  used  to 
decide  the  rights  of  contending  parties 
to  such  proceeds.  Caskey  v.  McMullen,^ 
3  S.  C.  196;  Payne  v.  Kershaw,  Harp. 
(S.  C.)  275;  Bruton  v.  Cannon,  Harp. 
(S.  C.)    389. 

56.  See  the  following  cases:  Semple 
V.  Semple,  193  Pa.  630,  44  Atl.  1077; 
People's  Sav.  Bank  v.  Hosier,  190  Pa. 
375,  49  Atl.  132;  Andrews  v.  Fishing 
Creek  Lumb.  Co.,  161  Pa.  204,  28  Atl. 
1018;  Dermond's  Appeal,  153  Pa.  238, 
25  Atl.  1133;  Ford's  Appeal,  152  Pa. 
641,  25  Atl.  884;'Meckley's  Appeal,  102 
Pa.  536;  Titusville  Second  Nat.  Bank's 
Appeal,  96  Pa.  460;  Souder's  Appeal,  57 
Pa.  498;  Benson's  Appeal,  48  Pa.  159; 
Logue's  Appeal,  22  Pa.  50;  Brant's  Ap- 
peal, 20  Pa.  141;  In  re  Myer's  Appeal, 
2  Pa.  463;  Se.hrader  v.  Burr,  10  Phila. 
(Pa.)  620;  Thompson  v.  Kelly,  6  Phila. 
(Pa.)  218;  Smith's  Appeal,  11  W.  N. 
C.  (Pa.)  378;  Dunn  v.  McGarge,  6  W. 
N.  0.  (Pa.)  204;  In  re  Kindig's  Ap- 
peal, 2  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.)'  680;  In  re  Har- 
ris' Est.,  6  Kulp  (Pa.)  409;  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "References." 

57.  111.— Eidenour  v.  Shideler,  5  IH. 
App.  180.  Miss. — Gay  v.  Edwards  & 
Co.,  30  Miss.  218.  N.  Y.— Gillig  v. 
Grant,  23  App.  Div.  596,  49  N.  Y.  Supp. 
78.  S.  0. — Purman  v.  Christie,  8  Rich. 
L.   1. 

58.  Furman  v.  Christie,  3  Rich.  L, 
(S.  C.)   1. 

59.  Stokes  v.  Cane,  6  Rich.  L.  (S. 
C.)   513. 

60.  Stebbins,  Brower  &  Co.  v.  Wal- 
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grantee,  upon  his  motion.^^  But  where  the  rights  of  the  parties  are 
douhtful  or  complicated  they  should  not  be  determined  on  a  summary 
proceeding  but  only  by  an  appropriate  action.^^ 

k.  Proceedings  To  Set  Aside  or  Vacate  Sale.^^  —  (I.)  Jurisdiction 
and  Remedies — A  motion  in  the  original  action  is  the  proper  pro- 
cedure for  setting  an  execution  sale  aside,**  though  in  some  states  a 
suit  in  equity  to  set  aside  the  sale  is  proper,"^  and  generally  where 
eonflieting  claims  and  equities  must  be  adjusted  a  suit  in  equity  is 
the  remedy.^* 


ker,  14  N.  J.  L.  90,  25  Am.  Dee.  499; 
Ball  V.  Eyers,  3  Caines  (N.  Y.)  84, 
Colem.  &  C.  Cas.  435. 

61.  Boss  V.  Ross, -10  Daly  (N.  T.) 
314. 

[a]  Notice  to  the  judgment  debtor 
■who  has  absconded  and  whose  where- 
abouts is  unknown,  is  not  necessary 
when  it  is  not  disputed  that  the  debtor 
conveyed  the  property.  Eoss  v.  Eoss, 
10  Daly   (N.  Y.)   314. 

62.  Stebbins,  Brower  &  Co.  V.  Wal- 
ker, 14  N.  J.  L.  90,  25  Am.  Dec.  499, 
in  equity. 

[a]  Where  defendant  has  put  him- 
self on  record  as  not  owning  the  prop- 
erty, the  surplus  proceeds  should  not 
be  ordered  to  him  on  summary  appli- 
cation, but  he  should  be  left  to  pro- 
ceed bv  action.  Frankel  v.  Elias,  60 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)   74. 

63.  Setting  aside  judicial  sales,  see 
the  title   "Judicial  Sales." 

64.  U.  S. — McPherson  v.  Foster,  4 
"Wash.  C.  C.  45,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,921. 
Ark. — Anthony  v.  Shannon,  8  Ark.  52. 
Idaho. — Wooddy  v.  Jameson,  5  Idaho 
466,  50  Pae.  1008.  111. — International 
Packing  Co.  c.  Ciehowiez,  114  111.  App. 
121;  Grundy  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Euli- 
son,  61  111.  App.  388.  Kan. — ^Wheatley 
V.  Terr-y,  6  Kan.  427;  White-Crow  v. 
White-Wing,  3  Kan.  276.  Ky.— Hope 
V.  Hollis,  5  Ky.  L.  Eep.  319.  Mo. 
Aurora  v.  Lindsay,  146  Mo.  509,  48  S. 
-W.  642;  Harrison  v.  Cachelin,  35  Mo. 
79;  American  Wine  Co.  v.  Scholer,  13 
Mo.  App.  345,  afirmed,  85  Mo.  496. 
N.  y. — Morgan  v.  HoUaday,  48  How. 
Pr.  86.  Pa.— Hoeflich  v.  Hoeflieh,  12 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  370.  Tex.— Wilson  v.  Ault- 
man   (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  39  8.  W.  1103. 

fa]  Motion  may  be  oral  in  absence 
of  rule  of  court.  White-Crow  v.  White- 
Wing,  3  Kan.  276. 

[b]  If  execution  plaintiff  is  pur- 
chaser and  has  not  conveyed  motion  is 
remedy;   if  purchased  by  third  party 


remedy  in  equity.  Day  v.  Graham,  6 
111.  435;  Meacham  v.  Sunderland,  10 
111.  App.  123. 

65.  Ala. — Aderholt  v.  Henry,  82  Ala. 
541,  3  So.  114.  Compare  Holly  v.  Bass' 
Admr.,  68  Ala.  206.  Ind. — Eeed  v.  Car- 
ter, 1  Blackf.  410.  Ky.— Wolford  v. 
Phelps,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  31.  And  see 
Estill  V.  Miller,  3  Bibb  177. 

fa]  Motion  Improper. — The  plain- 
tiffs seeking  to  set  aside  a  sheriff's 
deed  may  proceed  at  law  or  in  equity; 
but  they  must  sue  the  purchaser  regu- 
larly and  he  must  have  all  the  defenses 
and  modes  of  defense  as  in  other  suits. 
A  trial,  on  motion,  on  aflSdavits  taken 
ex  parte,  without  the  right  to  cross- 
examine,  is  too  summary,  and-  alto- 
gether at  war  with  the  spirit  and  pol- 
icy of  the  laws,  whether  at  law  or  in 
equity,  entitling  the  defendant  to  a 
fair  trial  on  every  issue  of  fact  before 
a  jury  of  his  vicinage.  Harrell  v. 
Word,  54  Ga.  649. 

[b]  In  cases  of  fraud  and  illegality 
chancery  has  jurisdiction.  Wolford  v. 
Phelps,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)   31. 

[c]  After  the  return  term  relief 
can  be  had  only  in  a  court  of  chancery. 
Hall  V.  Moore," 68  Miss.  527,  10  So.  74; 
Hopton  V.  Swan,  50  Miss.  545;  Force 
V.  Van  Patton,  149  Mo.  446,  50  S.  W. 
906.  See  also  Cook  v.  Toumbs,  36  Miss. 
685;  Gridley  v.  Duncan,  8  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)  456. 

66.  XJ.  S. — McPherson  v.  Foster,  4 
Wash.  C.  C.  45,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,921. 
Ala. — Anniston  Pipe-Works  v.  Williams, 
106  Ala.  324,  18  So.  Ill,  54  Am.  St. 
Eep.  51.  111. — ^Day  v.  Graham,  6  111. 
435;  Meacham  •».  Sunderland,  10  111. 
App.  123. 

[a]  Where  the  purchaser  has  gone 
into  possession  and  paid  off  taxes  and 
other  liens,  which  should  rightfully  be 
refunded  to  him,  a  motion  cannot  be 
granted,  since  the  court  of  law  is  not 
competent  to  give  the  relief  justice  ^e- 
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Authority  of  Clerk. —  The  duties  of  a  clerk  are  ministerial  and  not 
judicial,  and  he  has  no  authority  to  set  aside  a  levy  or  sale.^' 

(II.)  Motion  or  Other  Application.  —  (A.)  Paeties.  —  Generally,  it 
seems,  any  person  who  is  a  party  to  the  suit,  or  connected  with  the 
title  to  the  property,  whether  his  interest  be  legal  or  equitable,  may 
move  to  set  'aside  a  sale  which  has  been  injurious  to  his  rights,^^  but 
a  sale  of  lands  under  execution  will  not  be  set  aside,  on  motion,  at 
the  instance  of  a  person  whose  rights  cannot  be  injuriously  affected 
by  the  irregularity."''  There  is  no  settled  rule,  as  to  who  are  the 
necessary  parties  defendant  to  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  sale  of  lands 
under  execution.  Generally,  those  persons  only  who  have  an  interest 
in  the  sale,  or  who  will  be  prejudiced  by  setting  it  aside,-  need  be 
made  defendants  of  the  motion,'"  thus  the  defendant  is  held  a  neces- 
sary party  to  the  proceeding.'^ 


mands  in  setting  aside  the  sale,  by  an- 
nulling the  deed  and  refunding  to  the 
purchaser  his  lightf ul  expenditures,  and 
the  movant  can  only  obtain  relief  in  a 
court  of  equity.  Anniston  Pipe-Works 
V.  Williams,  106  Ala.  224,  18  So;  111, 
54  Am.  St.  Eep.  51. 

fb]  Where  Third  Persons  Purchase. 
Where  there  is  no  irregularity  or  defect 
in  the  judgment  or  in  the  execution  is- 
sued thereon,  and  persons  not  parties 
to  the  action  purchase  at  the  sale,  the 
sale  will  not  be  set  aside  on  motion, 
but  the  remedy  is  by  an  action  in  the 
proper  court;  but  where  the  plaintiff  in 
t!ie  action  is  one  of  the  purchasers  at 
the  sale,  it  may  be  set  aside,  as  to  him, 
on  motion.  McCarthy  v.  Speed,  16  S. 
D.  584,  94  N.  W.  411. 

67.  Hughes  v.  Streeter,  24  111.  648; 
St.  liouis  v..  Brooks,  107  Mo.  380,  18  S. 
W.  22.  But  see  Williams  v.  Dunn,  158 
N.  0.  399,  74  S.  E.  99. 

68.  Ala. — Henderson  v.  Subett,  21 
Ala.  626.  Kan.— White-Orow  v.  White- 
Wing,  3  Kan.  276.  Okla.— Sparks  ii. 
Citv  Nat.  Bank  of  Lawton,  21  Okla. 
827',  97  Pac.  575.  Tex.— Taylor  v.  Snow, 
47   Tex.  462. 

[a]  Whether  Party  to  Suit  or  Not. 
White-Crow  v.  White- Wing,  3  Kan.  276; 
Sparks  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  21  Okla.  827, 
97  Pac.  575. 

[b]  A  plaintiff  at  whose  instance  an 
execution  issues,  or  any  other  party  in- 
terested, may  move  to  set  aside  the ' 
sale  on  the  ground  of  inadequacy  of 
price.  Beckwith  v.  Mining  Co.,  87  N. 
C.  155.  I 

[c]  Subsequent  mortgagee   (1)   who 
has  tendered  t;he  amount  of  the  judg- 1 
nient  may  have  an  execution  sale  set] 
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aside,  in  equity,  where  such  sale  was 
for  less  than  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty. James  v.  Markham,  128  N,  C. 
380,  38  S.  E.  917.  (2)'  But  in  Ray- 
mond V.  Pauli,  21  Wis,  531,  it  was  held 
to  be  doubtful  whether  a  subsequent 
mortgagee  could  have  the  sale  set  aside 
on  the  grounds  of  an  erroneous  sale  en 
masse. 

[d]  Judgment  and  execution  credi- 
tors of  a  defendant  in  execution  may 
proceed  to  set  aside  the  sale.  Merwin 
V.  Smith,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  182. 

69.  McLaughlin  v.  Bradford,  82  Ala. 
431,  2  So.  515. 

[a]_  Only  defendant  in  execution  can 
question  mere  irregularities  in  sale. 
Shirk  V.  Metropolis,  etc.  Gravel  Road 
Co.,  110  HI.  661;  Sherrard's  Exrs.  v. 
Johnson,  193  Pa.  166,  44  Atl.  252,  74 
Am.  St.  Eep.  680. 

70.  Beach  v.  Dennis,  47  Ala.  262. 

[a]  Plaintiff  in  execution  proper 
party.  Wilson  v.  Peroival,  1  Dana 
(Ky.)  419;  Knight  v.  Applegate's 
Heirs,  3  T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)   335. 

[b]  Omission  to  make  a  subsequent 
mortgagee  in  good  faith,  of  the  prop- 
erty sold,  a  party  to  the  motion  to 
set  aside  of  itself  prevents  granting 
the  relief  asked  for.  Ceburre  v.  Pear- 
son, 27  App.  Div.  621,  50  N.  Y.  Supp. 
112. 

fo]  A  surety  on  the  replevy  bond 
on  which  the  execution  issued  is  not  a 
necessary  party  to  a  motion  by  the 
principal  to  set  aside  the  sale.  Bron- 
ston  V.  Robinson,  4  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  142. 

To  whom  notice  must  be  given,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  7,  k,  (II),  (D). 

71.  Chambers'  Admr.  V,  Hays,  6  B. 
Mon.  (Ky.)  115. 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DEGREES,  ENFOBGEMENT  OP     207 


(B.)  _  Time  foe  Motion.  —  The  motion  should  be  made  within  a  reason- 
able time,^^  though  there  is  no  inflexible  rule  as  to  the  time  within 
which  it  must  be  made,  the  seasonableness  of  such  a  motion  being  de- 
terminable by  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  each  particular  case.'^ 


[a]  Contra,  when  proceeding  is  on 
ground  that  the  real  estate  sold  was 
the  property  of  a  third  party.  Bald- 
win V.  Thompson,  15  Iowa  504. 

[b]  Proper  but  not  necessary  party. 
Farmers'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sperling,  113 
111.  273. 

[e]  Where  the  original  defendant 
and  his  assignee  are  joined  in  the  mo- 
tion, such  joinder  will  not  work  a  de- 
nial of  the  application  as  to  the  assig- 
nee.   State  V.  Yancy,  61  Mo.  397. 

72.  Ala. — ^Francis  v.  Sheats,  153  Ala. 
468,  45  So.  241,  127  Am.  St.  Eep.  61; 
Boiling  V.  Garrett,  93  Ala.  89,  9  So. 
604;  Cowan  &  Co.  v.  Sapp,  74  Ala.  44; 
Holly  V.  Bass'  Admr.,  68  Ala.  206.  Cal. 
Bevnolds  v.  Harris,  14  Cal.  667,  76  Am. 
Dec.  459.  111.— Clark  v.  Glos,  180  111. 
556,  54  N.  E.  631;  Dobbins  v.  Wilson, 
107  HI.  17;  Gardner  v.  Eberhart,  82  111. 
316;  Eigney  v.  Small,  60  111.  416;  Pra- 
ther  V.  Hill,  36  111.  402.  Ind.—Nelson 
V.  Bronnenburg,  81  Ind.  193.  la. — Han- 
sen's Empire  Pur  Fact.  v.  Teabout,  104 
Iowa  360,  73  N.  W.  875;  Stewart  v. 
Marshall,  4  G.  Gr.  75.  Kan. — Capital 
Bank  v.  Huntoon,  35  Kan.  577,  11  Pae. 
369.  Ky. — ^Bent  v.  Maupin,  86  Ky.  271, 
5  S.  W.  425;  Bristow  v.  Payton's 
Admx.,  2  Mon.  91,  15  Am.  Dec.  134. 
La. — ^Brosnaham  v.  Turner,  16  La.  433. 
N.  Y. — ^Bowman  v.  Tallman,  19  Abb.  Pr. 
84;  Wood  V.  Moorhouse,  1  Lans.  405 
(affirmed,  45  N.  Y.  368) ;  Dixon  v.  Dix- 
•ou,  38  Misc.  652,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  255. 
N.  C— Wilson  v.  Twitty,  10  N.  C.  44, 
14  Am.  Dec.  569.  Pa. — McQuillan  v. 
Hunter,  1  Phila.  49;  Young  v.  Wall,  1 
Phila.  69,  7  Leg.  Int.  98.  E.  I.— How- 
land  V.  Pettey,  15  E.  I.  603,  10  Atl. 
650.  Vt.— Hapgood  v.  Goddard,  26  Vt. 
401.  Wis.— Bunker  v.  Band,  19  Wis. 
253,  88  Am.  Dec.  684. 

[a]  Before  proceedings  commenced 
by  purchaser  to  enforce  lien  acquired 
by  sale  is  sufficient.  Cotton's  Exx.  v. 
Cotton,  136  Ky.  54,  123  S.  W.  331. 

[b]  Before  the  end  of  the  term  at 
which  the  sale  occurs.  Force  v.  Van 
Patton,  149  Mo.  446,  50  S.  W.  906; 
Aurora  v.  Lindsey,  146  Mo.  509,  48  S. 
W.  642. 

[c]  After  possession  has  Tieen  given 


to  the  purchaser  of  personal  property 
the  sale  cannot  be  set  aside.  Law- 
rence V.  Gallagher,  2  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.) 
261. 

[d]  Examples  of  fatal  delay,  see 
the  following:  Ala. — Steele  v.  Tutwiler, 
68  Ala.  107  (eight  years);  McCaskell 
V.  Lee,  39  Ala.  131  (four  years);  Dan- 
iel V.  Modawell,  22  Ala.  365,  four  years. 
Del.— Penn  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  i;.  Wal- 
ton, 1  Marv.  328,  40  Atl.  1124,  three 
weeks  where  ground  inadequacy  of 
price.  HI.— Clark  v.  Glos,  180  111.  556, 
54  N.  E.  631,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  223 
(twenty  years);  Eoberts  v.  Fleming, 
53  HI.  196,  seven  years.  Kan.— Hill  t. 
Gatliff,  69  Kan.  179,  76  Pac.  428,  two 
years.  La. — Eiddell  v.  Ebinger,  6  La. 
Ann.  407,  five  years.  IMich.^ — Spafford 
V.  Beach,  2  Doug.  150,  five  years.  Mo. 
Block  V.  Morrison,  112  Mo.  343,  20  S. 
W.  340,  fifty  years.  N.  Y.— Dixon  v. 
Dixon,  38  Misc.  652,  78  N.  Y.  Supp. 
255.  S.  C— Ingram  v.  Belk,  2  Strobh. 
207,  47  Am.  Dec.  591.  Wis.— Foster  v. 
Hall,  44  Wis.  568,  twenty  months. 

[e]  Delays  not  fatal,  see  the  follow- 
ing: Ala. — lAnniston  Pipe  Works  v, 
Houser,  106  Ala.  324,  18  So.  Ill  (with- 
in two  years  where  property  remains 
unchanged).  See  also  Hurt  v.  Nave's 
Admr.,  49  Ala.  ,45i9.  lU. — ^Berry  t?. 
Lovi,  107  111.  612,  five  years  under  pe- 
culiar facts  and  fraud  of  purchaser. 
Minn. — Plummer  v.  Whitney,  33  Minn. 
427,  23  N.  W.  841,  ten  months,  defend- 
ant not  being  prejudiced. 

73.  Anniston  Pipe  Works  v.  Houser, 
106  Ala.  324,  18  So.  Ill;  Holly  v.  Bass' 
Admr.,  68  Ala.  206. 

[a]  Fraud  will  excuse  delay.  Sioux 
City  &  I.  F.  Town  Lot  &  Land  Co.  v. 
Walker,  78  Iowa  476,  43  N.  W.  294. 

[b]  Where  execution  defendant  was 
a  non-resident  of  the  state,  was  cited 
by  publication  and  had  no  legal  notice 
of  the  sale  under  execution,  delay  ex- 
cused. Moore  v.  Miller  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  155  S.  W.  573. 

fc]  If  the  sale  he  void  thpre  is  no 
limit  to  the  time  in  which  an  applica- 
tion to  vacate  may  be  made.  Brooks 
V.  Lewis,  22  Wash.  192,  60  Pac.  121. 
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Ordinarily  a  sale  will  not  be  set  aside  unless  proceedings  to  that 
end  are  commenced  within  the  period  allowed  by  law  for  redemption,^^ 
or  in  some  states  before  the  sale  is  confirmed/'  In  some  states  alter 
delivery  of  the  deed  the  sale  may  be  opened,^'  though  in  other  juri?- 
dietions  after  delivery,'^  or  acknowledgment  and  delivery,^®  or  after 
the  term  at  which  deed  was  acknowledged,'*  the  sale  cannot  be  set 
aside. 

(G.)  Form  and  Contents.  ^  ^  The  motion  or  other  application  should 
state  the  grounds  and  essential  facts  on,  which  it  is  sought  to  have 
the  sale  set  aside.^*    The  motion  may  be  supported  by  afSdavit,^^  but 


74.  lU.— Clark  v.  Glos,  180  111.  556, 
54  N.  E.  631;  International  Packing  Co. 
v.  Ciehowicz,  114  111.  App.  121.  Ind. 
Fletcher  v.  McGill,  110  Ind.  395,  10  N. 
E.  651,  11  N.  E.  779;  Nelson  v.  Bron- 
r.enburg,  81  Ind.  193.  Mich.^ — Campau 
V.  Godfrey,  18  Mich.  27,  100  Am.  Dee. 
133.  N.  D. — Power  v.  Larabee,  3  N.  T>. 
502,  57  N.  W.  789.  Ore.— Griswold  v. 
Sioughton,  2  Ore.  61,  84  Am.  Dec.  409. 
Wis. — Eaymond  v.  Holborn,  23  Wis.  57, 
99  Am.  Dec.  105;  Baymond  V.  Pauli,  21 
"Wis.  531. 

75.  Dickens  v.  Crane,  33  Kan.  344, 
6  Pac.  630;  State  Bank  v.  Noland,  13 
Ark.  299.  But  see  Jenkins  v.  Green, 
24  Kan.  493,  that  sale  may  under  cer- 
tain circumstances  be  set  aside  after 
confirmation,  the  party  making  the  mo- 
tion being  required  to  pay  coats  ac- 
cruing after  issuance  of  the  execution. 

Effect  of  confirmation,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  7,  i. 

76.  Mobile  Cotton,  etc.  Co.  v.  Moore, 
9  Port.  (Ala.)  679;  Campbell  v.  Gard- 
ner, 11  N.  J.  Eq.  423,  69  Am.  Dec.  598. 

[a,]  May  be  set  aside  on  the  return 
day  of  the  execution  even  though  the 
sheriff  may  have  executed  the  deed  to 
the  purchaser.  Bay  v.  Stobbs,  28  Mo. 
35. 

[b]  Though  deed  has  been  acknowl- 
edged and  money  paid  application  may 
still  be  made  to  set  aside  if  deed  has 
not  been  recorded  and  there  has  been 
no  laches.  Shakespear  v.  Fisher,  11 
Phila.    (Pa.)    251. 

77.  State  Bank  v.  Noland,  13  Ark, 
299. 

78.  Chadwick  v.  Patterson,  2  Phila. 
(Pa.)  275;  Carr  v.  O'Neill,  1  W.  N.  C. 
(Pa.)  41;  Fahinger  v.  Fahinger,  14 
Phila.   (Pa.)   622. 

79.  In  re  McCuUoch,  1  Teates  (Pa.) 
40. 

[a]    After  acknowledgment  of  deed 
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if  at  same  term  may  apply.     Connellj 
V.  Philadelphia,  86  Pa.  110. 

80.  Ind. — Lynch  v.  Eeese,  97  Ind. 
360.  Kan. — ^Livingston  v.  Lamb,  1  Kan 
221.  Neb. — State  Bank  v.  Green,  IJ 
Neb.  303,  9  N.  "W.  36.  Wis.— Lane  v 
White,  14  Wis.  585. 

[a]  The  facts  sbould  be  set  out  a? 
in  a  bill  in  equity.  American  Wine  Co. 
V.  Seholer,  13  Mo.  App.  345,  affirmed 
85  Mo.  496. 

[b]  Sale  En  Masse. — ^It  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  allege  merely  that  several 
separate  tracts  were  sold  in  the  lump 
by  the  sheriff.  Such  sales  are  voidable, 
not  void;  and  one  who  seeks  to  have  a 
sale  en  masse  set  aside  should  show 
that  none  of  the  conditions  which  would 
authorize  the  sale  of  all  the  parcels  tc 
gether  existed  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 
Eudepohl  v.  Liberty  Hill  Water  &  Min, 
"Co.,  94  Cal.  588,  29  Pac.  1025. 

fc]  Fraud  need  not  be  alleged  where 
motion  is  based  on  want  of  title.  Bit- 
ter V.  Henshaw,  7  Iowa  97. 

[d]  If  the  facts  showing  the  ir- 
regularity and  the  fraud  attending  the 
sale  are  substantially  alleged  this  will 
be  sufficient,  at  least  on  general  demur- 
rer. Garvin  v.  Hall,  83  Tex.  295,  18 
S.  W.  731. 

[el  Where  sheriff  has  levied  on  real 
property  when  there  is  sufficient  per- 
sonalty to  satisfy  the  execution,  the  ap- 
plication to  set  aside  should  state  the 
character  of  the  property,  whether  tan- 
gible or  intangible,  whether  it  was  so 
situated  as  to  be  found  by  the  officer, 
whether  the  officer  or  plaintiff  knew 
or  ought  to  have  known  of  its  exist- 
ence, and  any  facts  tending  to  show 
that  levy  and  sale  were  not  in  good  ^ 
faith.  Cunningham  v.  Water-Power 
Sandstone,  74  Minn.  282,  77  N.  W.  137. 

81.  Blair  v.  Compton,  33  Mich.  414, 
the  facts,  if  not  Kppearing  on  the  face 
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an  affidavit  alone  without  motion  or  other  application  is  not  suffieient.^^ 
(D.)  Notice  of  Motion.  —  Notice  of  the  proceeding  should  be  given 
to  the  purchaser,®'  and,  it  is  held,  to  the  execution  debtor,**  and  the 
execution  creditor.'^  When  the  officer  who  made  the  sale  has  no  direct 
interest  in  its  maintenance,  it  would  seem  notice  to  him  is  not  neces- 
sary.*^ Notice  may  be  waived  by  appearance.*"  The  notice  should 
state  the  grounds  upon  which  the  motion  is  to  be  made.** 


of  the  papers  may  properly  be  shown 
by  affidavit. 

[a]  Inadequacy  of  Price. — Affidavits 
■which  state  simply  that  the  lands  ' '  sold 
for  greatly  less  than  their  value,"  not 
stating  the  value  and  price,  or  other 
facts  from  which  these  can  be  ascer- 
tained, being  merely  the  statement  of 
opinions  are  not  sufficient  to  set  aside 
the  sale.  Holly  v.  Bass'  Admr.,  68  Ala. 
206. 

82.  Penn  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wal- 
ton, 1  Marv.  (Del.)  328,  40  Atl.  1124, 
2  Hardesty  (Del.)  69. 

83.  Ark. — ^Bently  v.  Cummins,  8  Ark. 
490.  Cal. — Eckstein  v.  Calderwood,  34 
Cal.  658.  Ga.— Harrell  v.  Word,  54  Ga. 
649.  Idaho. — "Wooddy  v.  Jameson,  5 
Idaho  466,  50  Pac.  1008.  lU.— Interna- 
tional Packing  Co.  v.  Cichowicz,  114 
111.  App.  121.  la.— Osborn  v.  Cloud,  21 
Iowa  238.  Ky. — Williams  v.  Cummins, 
4  J.  J.  Marsh.  637.  BCch.— "Wilkie  v. 
Ingham  Circuit  Judge,  52  Mich.  641, 
IS  N.  W.  397.  Mo. — McKee  v.  Logan, 
82  Mo.  524;  Clamorgan  v.  O 'Fallon,  10 
Mo.  112. 

[a]  Absence  of  purchaser  from  state 
does  not  excuse  failure  to  serve  him 
■with  notice.  Eckstein  v.  Calderwood, 
34  Cal.  658. 

[b]  Assignee  of  certificate  of  pur- 
chase need  not  be  given  notice  when 
notice  has  been  given  to  purchaser. 
Hays  V.  Cassell,  70  HI.  669.  But  see 
Clamorgan  v.  O 'Fallon,  10  Mo.- 112 
(that  notice  must  be  given  to  purchaser 
unci  those  claiming  under  him);  MoUoy 
i:  Batehelder,  69  Mo.  503,  that  notice 
to  vendee  of  purchaser  is  necessary. 

[c]  Process  need  not  be  served  on 
purchaser,  as  notice  of  the  proceeding, 
is  the  proper  practice  ■without  issu- 
ance and  service  of  process.  American 
Wine  Co.  v.  Scholer,  13  Mo.  App.  345, 
afirmed,  85  Mo.  496. 

[d]  Where  purchaser  has  assigned 
all  his  interest  to  one  who  appears 
and  contests  the  application  to  vacate, 
notice  of  motion  need  not  be  served  on 


the    purchaser.     Bank   v.   Doherty,    37 
Wash.  32,  79  Pac.  486. 

84.  Wooddy  v.  Jameson,  5  Idaho  466, 
50  Pac.  1008;  McCormick  v.  Wheeler, 
30  111.  114,  85  Am.  Dec.  388;  Sears  v. 
Low,  7  111.  281;  International  Packing 
Co.  V.  Cichowicz,  114  111.  App.  121. 

fa]  Where  the  defendant  cannot  ba 
notified  without  great  inconvenience 
and  delay,  the  sale  may  be  set  aside 
without  notice  to  him.  Overton  v.  Gor- 
hara,  2  McLean  509,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
10,626. 

[bl  Where  the  execution  creditor  ia 
the  purchaser  and  himself  moves  to  set 
aside  the  sale  because  the  execution 
is  void  for  want  of  the  clerk's  signa- 
ture, no  notice  to  the  defendant  in  exe- 
cution is  necessary,  the  whole  proceed- 
ing being  a  nullity.  If  a  stranger  pur- 
chases, the  rule  may  be  different  as  to 
notice  to  him.  Hernandez  v.  Drake,  81 
111.  34. 

85.  Idaho. — Wooddy  v.  Jameson,  5 
Idaho  466,  50  Pac.  1008.  111.— Turney 
V.  Saunders,  8  111.  239;  International 
Packing  Co.  v.  Cichowicz,  114  111.  App. 
121.  la. — ^Lyster  v.  Brewer,  13  Iowa 
461. 

[a]  Unless  error  is  apparent  on  face 
of  the  execution,  notice  to  plaintiff  in 
execution  is  necessary,  unless  waived. 
Iron's  Exx.  v.  Callard,  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  423. 

[b]  Notice  to  One  Insufficient. — ^If 
judgment  under  which  sale  is  had  was 
in  favor  of  two  persons,  notice  to  one 
of  them  will  not  suffice.  Turney  v.  Saun- 
ders, 8  111.  239. 

[o]  Where  the  purchasers  at  the  exe- 
cu^tion  sale  are  present  and  resist  the 
motion,  to  set  the  same  aside,  they  can- 
not be  heard  to  complain  of  want  of 
notice  to  the  sheriff  and  the  plaintiff 
in  the  execution.  McKee  v.  Logan,  82 
Mo.  524. 

86.  McKee  v.  Logan,  82  Mo.  524. 

87.  Iron's  Exx.  v.  Callard,  1  A.  K. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  423. 

88.  Payne  v.  Payne's  Exr.,  8  B. 
Mon.  (Ky.)  391. 
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(in.)  Actions  To  Set  Aside.  —  (A.)  Conditions  Precedent.  —  A  tender  of 
the  purchase  price  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  commencement 
of  a  suit  to  set  aside  the  sale,^'  though  in  some  jurisdictions  restoration 
of  the  purchase  price  with  interest  by  the  debtor  is  necessary  before 
he  can  so  proceed.^" 

(B.)  Pabties.  —  The  plaintiff  in  execution  should  be  a  party  to  the 
proceeding,^^  as  should  the  purchaser,^^  though  a  mortgagee  of  the 
property  need  not  be.®^ 

(0.)  Pleadings.  —  The  petition  or  complaint  to  set  aside  an  execu- 
tion sale  should  state  the  facts  upon  which  relief  is  sought.** 


89.  Seller  v.  Lingerman,  24  Ind.  264; 
Banks  v.  Bales,  16  Ind.  423.  See  Fitz- 
gerald V.  Kelso,  71  Iowa  731,  29  N.  W. 
943. 

Refunding  purchase  money,  taxes, 
etc.,  on  setting  aside  sale,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  7,  k,  (V),  (D). 

[a]  Where  the  sale  was  procured  hy 
purchaser's  fraud,  tender  is  unneces- 
sary. Marshall  v.  Marshall  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  350  S.  W.  755. 

[b]  Where  plaintiff  has  received  no 
proceeds  or  benefit  from  the  sale.  Mc- 
Lean V.  Stith,  50  Tex.  Civ.  App.  323, 
112   S.   W.   355. 

90.  Webb  v.  Coons,  11  La.  Ann.  252. 
81.    Marshall  v.  Marshall  (Tex.  Civ. 

App.),  150  S.  W.  755. 

[a]  "Failure  to  make  the  plaintiff 
in  execution  a  party  to  the  suit  is 
ground  for  special  exception  to  the 
petition."  Marshall  v.  Marshall  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.;,  150  S.  W.  755. 

.  [b]  The  tendter  of  the  purchase 
money  obviates  the  necessity  of  the 
presence  of  the  execution  plaintiff  as  a 
party  to  the  action  to  set  aside.  Weaver 
V.  Nugent,  72  Tex.  272,  10  S.  W.  458. 

92.  Kan. — Cowdin  v.  Cowdin,  31 
Kan.  528,  3  Pac.  869.  Ky. — Jewitt  v. 
Marshall,  3  A.  K.  Marsh.  153.  Tex. 
Marshall  v.  Marshall  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
150  S.  W.  755. 

fa]  After  assignment  (1)  by  the 
purchaser  the  assignee  is  a  necessary 
party  (Pardee  v.  Leiteh,  6  Lans.  (N. 
Y.)  303),  (2)  and  the  original  pur- 
chaser is  not  a  proper  party.  Bank  v. 
Doherty,  37  Wash.  32,  79  Pac.  486. 

93.  Frink  v.  Morrison,  13  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  T.)    80. 

94.  Shelton  v.  Franklin,  68  HI.  333. 

[a]  IMistake  Preventing  Redemp- 
tion.— A  debtor  cannot  set  aside  a  deed 
on  execution  sale  because  of  mistake 
preventing  redemption,  where  there 
was  another  execution  sale  of  the  prop- 
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erty  on  a  later  date,  and  no  averment 
in  his  petition  that  he  was  misled  as 
to  the  time  for  redemption  from  such 
late  sale,  or  that  he  offered  to  redeem 
therefrom  prior  to  issuance  of  a  deed, 
Tharp  v.  Kerr,  141  Iowa  26,  119  N.  W. 
267. 

[b]  Where  prevention  of  bidding  ia 
the  ground  claimed  the  complaint  must 
show  that  the  land  was  sold  for  leas 
than  its  value,  or  that  more  land  was 
sold  than  was  necessary.  Lynch  v. 
Reese,   97   Ind.    360. 

[e]  Failure  To  Exhaust  Personalty. 
A  complaint  to  set  aside  a  sheriff 'a 
sale  against  a  vendee  of  the  purchaser, 
on  this  ground  and  that  the  real  es- 
tate sold  should  have  been  subdivided 
and  a  part  only  sold,  is  bad  on  demur- 
rer, if  it  does  not  show  that  the  sheriff 
had  knowledge  of  the  personal  prop- 
erty or  by  reasonable  diligence  could 
have  discovered  it,  and  that  it  was 
within  reach  of  the  execution,  and  was 
so  unencumbered  that  its  sale  would 
have  yielded  something,  and  that  the 
vendee  had  notice  of  the  irregularities. 
Nelson  v.  Bronnenburg,  81  Ind.  193. 

[d]  Partnership  Property. — Where  a 
bill,  filed  by  a  firm  to  set  aside  a  sale 
of  land  under  an  execution  in  favor  of 
an  individual  creditor  of  the  surviving 
partner,  alleged  that  the  land  was  part- 
nership property,  that  the  firm  was 
heavily  indebted  to  complainant  when 
dissolved  by  the  death  of  one  partner, 
that  the  land  was  conveyed  to  com- 
plainant to  apply  on  its  partnership 
debt,  and  that  the  defendant  had  no- 
tice of  these  facts,  it  was  sufficient, 
and  a  general  demurrer  thereto  over- 
ruled. First  Nat.  Bank  v.  State  Sav. 
Bank,  123  Mich.  321,  82  N.  W.  125. 

[el  Fraud  and  conspiracy  held  suffi- 
ciently alleged.  Moore  v.  Miller  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  155  S.  W.  573. 

[f]  Deed   Made   Before  Expiratioa 
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(IV.)  Grounds. —  (A.)  Generally. —  The  general  rule  is  that  mere 
irregularities  not  affecting  the  title  of  the  purchaser  do  not  afford  a 
sufficient  reason  for  setting  aside  the  sale/°  though  they  may  if  it 
appear  that  the  rights  of  one  of  the  parties  have  been  injuriously 
affected  thereby.^''  Want  of  knowledge  by  the  defendant  that  the 
judgment  was  rendered  does  not  authorize  setting  the  sale  aside.^' 
If  the  sheriff  at  the  time  of  sale  had  money  in  his  hands  belonging 
to  the  debtor  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execution  the  sale  will  be  set 
aside."^ 

(B.)  Mistake. —  The  sale  may  be  set  aside  on  the  equitable  ground 
of  mistake  where  such  mistake  works  an  injury  to  the  party  com- 
plaining.*^ 


of  Redemption  Period. — Complaint  to 
set  aside  on  this  ground  does  not  state 
a  cause  of  action  when  it  nowhere  al- 
leges how  long  it  was  after  the  execu- 
tion sale  when  the  deed  was  made,  and 
there  is  no  sufficient  allegation  as  to 
any  offer  to  redeem  within  the  time 
provided  by  statute  after  the  confirma- 
tion of  sale.  Bryant  v.  Stetson  &  Post 
Mill  Co.,  13  Wash.  692,  43  Pac.  931. 

[g]  Complaint  by  a  wife  to  set  aside 
a  sheriff's  deed  of  community  property, 
must  contain  allegation  showing  that 
indebtedness  upon  which  judgment  had 
been  rendered  was  that  of  the  hus- 
band alone  and  enf  orcible  only  against 
his  separate  estate.  Bryant  v.  Stetson 
&  Post  Mill  Co.,  13  Wash.  692,  43  Pae. 
931. 

[h]  Inadequate  Price. — ^A  violation 
of  the  statute  requiring  the  sale  to  be 
for  not  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  ap- 
praised value  of  the  land  must  be  set 
forth  when  relied  upon.  Brown  v.  But- 
ters, 40  Iowa  544. 

95,  Ala. — Eay's  Admr.  v.  Womble, 
56  Ala.  32.  la. — ^Brown  v.  Butters,  40 
Iowa  544.  Ky. — ^Young  v.  Smith,  10  B. 
Men.  293;  Daviess  v.  Womack,  8  B. 
Mon.  383.  La. — Gusman  v.  Le  Blanc, 
27  La.  Ann.  280. 

■[a]  "Against  mere  irregularities,  it 
is  the  policy  of  the  law  to  sustain  exe- 
cution sales.'-'  Slagel  v.  Murdoek,  65 
Mo.  522.  But  see  Eogers  v.  Wilson,  220 
Mo.   213,   119   S.  W.  369. 

[b]  Errors  in  the  mandate  of  an  exe- 
cution are  mere  irregularities  incapable 
of  injury  to  the  defendant  in  execu- 
tion, and,  because  of  such  irregulari- 
ties, a  court  of  equity  will  not  inter- 
fere to  vacate  a  sale  made  by  a  sheriff 
under  such  executions.  Gardner  v. 
Mobile  &  N.  W.  K.  E.  Co.,  102  Ala. 
G35,  15  So.  271. 


[c]  Failure  to  deUver  surplus  of 
proceeds  to  judgment  debtors,  not 
ground  for  setting  aside.  Gusman  V. 
Le  Blanc,  27  La.  Ann.  280. 

[d]  Under  the  Kentucky  statute  an 
execution  sale  cannot  be  set  aside  upon 
motion  unless  it  was  made  by  fraud, 
covin,  or  collusion.  Bach  v.  Whittaker, 
109  Ky.  612,  60  S.  W.  410. 

[e]  Because  of  strict  and  unusual 
conditions  of  sale  it  will  not  be  set 
aside  where  they  are  such  as  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  particular  case  de- 
mand, and  are  not  made  with  a  view 
to  injure  the  defendants.  Coxe  v.  Hal- 
sted,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  311. 

96.  McKee  v.  Logan,  82  Mo.  524; 
Pell  V.  Vreeland,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  22. 

[a]  Where  the  judgment  creditor 
without  fault  on  his  part,  because  of 
the  weather  and  early  hour  of  sale,  was 
unable  to  be  present  and  the  property 
sold  at  a  sacrifice  to  his  injury,  the 
sale  was  set  aside.  Johnson  v.  Crawl, 
55  Tex.  571. 

97.  McGeorge  v.  Sease,  32  Kan.  387, 
4  Pac.  846. 

98.  Zylstra  u.  Keith,  2  Desaus.  (S. 
C.)    140. 

99.  U.  S.— Eocksell  v.  Allen,  3  Mc- 
Lean 357,  20  Eed.  Cas.  No.  11,983.  Ala, 
Mobile  Cotton  Press  &  Bldg.  Co.  v. 
Moore,  9  Port.  679.  la. — ^Bay  i).  Har- 
nett, 58  Iowa  344,  12  N.  W.  336;  La- 
throp  V.  Brown,  23  Iowa  40.  Ky. 
Bent  V.  Maupin,  86  Ky.  271,  5  S.  W. 
425.  Minn. — Lay  v.  Sh^ubhut,  6  Minn. 
273,  80  Am.  Dec.  446.  Neb.— Prasher 
V.  Ingham,  4  Neb.  531.  N.  Y. — Tinker 
V.  Irvin,  1  How.  Pr.  112;  Stahl  v. 
Charles,  5  Abb.  Pr.  348. 

[a]  A  failure  or  mistake  in  value 
of  the  property  purchased  is  not  ground 
for  setting  it  aside.  Clarke  v.  Cooper, 
148  Mo.  App.  230,  128  S.  W.  47. 
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(C.)    lEREGULARITIES  IN  THE  ISSUANCE  OR  FOEM  OP  THE  WeIT. Any  f  raud 

or  irregularity  in  the  issuance  or  form  of  the  writ  is  proper  ground 
for  setting  aside  the  sale.^  Thus  it  has  been  held  that  a  sale  will  be 
set  aside  where  the  execution  issued  for  a  sum  less  than  the  judg- 
ment,^ or' for  a  sum  materially  in  excess  of  the  judgment  and  a  sale 
is  had  to  satisfy  such  excess.^  So  too,  where  the  writ  has  been  levied 
on  property  brought  into  the  jurisdiction  by  means  of  fraud,*  where 
the  execution  issued  on  a  transcript  from  another  county,^  or  the 
transcript  from  the  justice  court  was  insufficient,^  or  the  execution 
issued  on  a  dormant  judgment,'  or  on  a  judgment  which  had  been 
satisfied,^  it  is  held,  the  sale  will  be  set  aside.  "Where  the  writ  fails 
to  conform  to  the  judgment;^  where  the  seal  was  omitted  from  the 
writ,^°  or  the  writ  is  not  endorsed  by  the  party  issuing  it,^^  the  sale 
may  be  set  aside.  A  description  of  the  land  which  is  so  defective  aa 
to  prevent  the  location  of  the  property  is  ground  for  setting  the 
sale  aside.^^  Mistake  in  the  name  of  a  party  is  not  ground  for  setting 
aside  the  sale,^^  nor  mere  defects  in  the  officer's  signature.^*    A  failure 


[b]  Mistake  as  to  the  inciunbran- 
ces  on  the  property  is  not  ground  for 
setting  aside  the  sale  though  the  sheriff 
made  a  mistake  in  stating  the  incum- 
brances, where  the  witnesses  who  were 
bidders  testified  that  they  understood 
the  condition.  Bullock's  Exrs.  v.  Wood- 
v/ard,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  279. 

1.  McKee  v.  Logan,  82  Mo.  524. 

I  a]  The  sale  will  be  set  aside  where 
the  writ  issued  on  a  judgment  of  a 
lower  court  pending  an  appeal  from  the 
same.  Shirk  v.  Metroplitan,  etc.  Gravel 
Eoad  Co.,  110  111.  661. 

[b]  A  mere  general  description  in 
the  writ,  however,  is  not  sufficient  to 
iustify  setting  the  sale  aside.  Swayze 
V.  McCrossin,  13  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 
317. 

Quasliing.tlie  Writ. — See  infra,  IV,  A. 

2.  Newman  v.  Willitts,  60  111.  519. 
But  see  Hunt  v.  Loucks,  38  Cal.  372,  99 
Am.  Dee.  404,  that  in  such  case  the 
court  would  allow  an  amendment  to 
conform  to  the  judgment. 

3.  Hastings  v.  Johnson,  1  Nev.  613. 

4.  Williams  v.  Steenrod,  11  Pa.  Dist. 
22. 

5.  Shattuck  v.  CoX,  97  Ind.  242. 

G.  Wedel  v.  Green,  70  Mich.  642,  38 
N.   W.   638. 

7.  Lytle  v.  Cincinnati  Mfg.  Co.,  4 
Phio  459. 

8.  Eussell  V.  Hugunin,  2  HI.  562. 

9.  Flint  V.  Phipps,  20  Ore.  340,  25 
Pac.  725. 

[a]  Where  the  judgment  was  against 
one  of  two  defendants  and  execution 
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has  issued  against  both.  Breidenthal 
V.  McKenna,  14  Pa.  160;  Kimmel  v. 
Kimmel,  5  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  294. 

10.  Weaver  v.  Peasley,  163  111.  251, 
45  N.  E.  119. 

[al  Sale  under  a  special  execution 
not  under  the  seal  of  court  or  signed 
by  clerk,  or  directed  to  the  proper  of- 
ficer, will  be  set  aside.  Sidwell  v, 
Schumacher,   99   111.   426. 

[b]  If  the  writ  by  mistake  issues 
without  the  seal  of  the  court  being  af- 
fixed the  writ  may  be  amended  by  af- 
fixing the  seal,  and  a  sale  under  the 
writ  before  such  amendment  will  not 
be  set  aside  because  of  such  defect. 
Corwith  V.  State  Bank,  18  Wis.  560, 
86  Am.  Dee.  793. 

11.  Allen  V.  Clark,  36  Wis.  101. 

12.  Hughes  V.  Streeter,  24  111.  647, 
76  Am.  Dec.  777;  Johnson,  v.  Eowe,  1 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  274. 

13.  Griffith  V.  Milwaukee  Harvester 
Co.,  92  Iowa  634,  61  N.  W.  243,  54 
Am.  St.  Eep.  573  (plaintiff);  Kuhn  v. 
Kilmer,  16  Neb.  699,  21  N.  W.  443, 
defendant. 

[a]  Where  it  appears  he  was  equally 
well  known  by  the  name  used  and  his 
real  name,  even  though  that  fact  not 
alleged  in  original  action,  misnomer  of 
the  defendant  is  not  sufficient  to  re- 
quire setting  aside  the  sale.  Isaacs  v. 
Mintz,  16  Daly  468,  12  N.  Y.  Supp. 
276. 

14.  Van  Gelder  v.  Van  Gelder,  26 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  356. 

[a]    Because    some    notices   of    the 
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to  specify  in  the  writ  where  and  when  the  judgment  was  docketed 
is  amendable,  and  is  not  ground  for  setting  the  sale  aside.^^ 

(D.)  iRKEGULAEiTiEs  IN  LEVY  OR  APPRAISEMENT. —  Sales  havo  been,  set 
aside  because  of  excessive  levies,'"  because  the  levy  was  made  on 
property  not  properly  subject,^^  or  where  there  was  no  sufftcient  de- 
scription of  the  property  levied  on.'*  To  justify  the  setting  aside 
of  a  sale  on  the  ground  that  the  property  was  appraised  too  low,  the 
actual  value  of  the  property  must  so  greatly  exceed  its  appraised 
value  as  of  itself  to  raise  a  presumption  of  fraud  in  the  making  of 
the  appraisement.^^  "Want  of  qualification  of  one  appraiser  is  not 
sufficient  to  warrant  setting  the  sale  aside.^° 

(E.)  Teeegulaeities  in  the  Verdict,  Judgment,  or  Decree — Irregularities 
in  the  judgment  or  decree,  on  -which  the  execution  was  issued,  can 
only  be  taken  advantage  of  by  the  appeal  from  the  decree  itself,  and 
cannot  be  made  the  ground  of  an  application  to  set  aside  the  sale,^' 
and  clerical  mistakes  in  entering  verdict  are  not  ground  for  setting 
aside.^^ 

(E.)  Failure  ok  Defects  in  Giving  Notice  of  Sale.  —  According  to 
some  authorities,  where  there  is  a  failure  to  give  the  statutory  notice 
the  sale  should  be  set  aside,^^  while  other  courts  recognize  a  contrary 


levy  were  signed  "sheriff,"  instead  of 
"late  sherife."  Van  Gelder  v.  Van 
Gelder,  26  Hun  (N.  Y.)  356. 

15.  Sabin  v.  Austin,  19  Wis.  421. 

16.  la. — Fortin  v.  Sedgwick,  133 
Iowa  233,  110  N.  W.  460;  Cook  v.  Jenk- 
ins &  Co.,  30  Iowa  452.  Me.— Coffin  «■. 
Freeman,  84  Me.  535,  24  Atl.  986.  Mich. 
Blair  v.  Compton,  33  Mich.  414.  Mo. 
Cantwell  v.  Johnson,  236  Mo.  575,  139 
?.  W.  365.  N.  H. — Avery  v.  Bowman. 
40  N.  H.  453. 

[a]  Remedy  by  Motion  and  Not  in 
Eciulty. — Campau  v.  Godfrey,  18  Mich. 
27,  100  Am.  Dec.  133. 

17.  Lathrop  v.  Brown,  23  Iowa  40. 

[a]  Levy  on  property  in  another 
county  when  defendant  has  property  in 
the  county  where  he  resides.  Hamil- 
ton V.  Quinby,  46  111.  90. 

[b]  A  sale  of  realty  (1)  will  not  be 
set  aside  merely  because  the  debtor 
has  available  personalty  if  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  plaintiff  or  the  sheriff 
knew,  or  ought  to  have  known,  of  the 
existence  of  such  personal  property. 
Cunningham  v.  Water-Power  Sandstone 
Co.,  74  Minn.  282,  77  N.  W.  137.  See 
Clark  V.  Fell,  139  Pa.  469,  22  Atl.  649. 
(2)  But  if  the  existence  of  such  per- 
sonalty is  known  to  the  creditor,  sale 
mav  be  set  aside.  Jakobsen  v.  Wigen, 
52  Minn.  6,  53  N.  W.  1016. 

18.  Johnson  v.  Eowe,  1  Kj.  L.  Eep. 
274. 


19.  Kearney  Land  &  Inv.  Co.  v.  As- 
pinwall,  45  Neb.  601,  63  N.  W.  827, 
citing  and  following  Vought  v.  Foxwor- 
thy,  38  Neb.  790,  57  N.  W.  538. 

20.  Hill  V.  Baker,  32  Iowa  302,  7 
Am.  Epp.  193.  See  also  Gapen  v.  Ste- 
phenson, 17  Kan.  613. 

21-.  Holly  V.  Bass'  Admr.,  68  Ala. 
2G6;.  Piatt  v.  Piatt,  9  Ohio  37. 

22.  UpdergrofE  v.  Judges,  3  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)  31. 

23.  TJ.  S. — McPherson  v.  Foster,  4 
Wash.  C.  C.  45,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,921. 
Del. — Eeed  v.  Tiddeman,  2  Houst.  408. 
Ind. — Keen  v.  Preston,  24  Ind.  395.  la. 
Jensen  v.  Woodbury,  16  Iowa  515. 
Kan. — ^Watkins  v.  Williams,  33  Kan. 
149,  5  I'ac.  771;  Wheatley  v.  Terry,  6 
Kan.  427.  Ky.— Cotton's  Bxrx.  v.  Cot- 
ton, 136  Ky.  54,  123  S.  W.  331;  Law- 
rence r.  Speed,  2  Bibb  401;  Scott  v. 
Powers,  Little  &  Co.,  .25  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1P40,  78  8.  W.  408.  But  see  Kilby  v. 
Haggin,  3  J.  J.  Marsh'.  208.  La.— See 
Freeman  v.  Stacy,  2  La.  Ann.  615.  Md. 
Moreland  v.  Bowling,  3  Gill  500.  See 
Nesbitt  V.  Dallam,  7  Gill  &  J.  494,  28 
Am.  Dee.  236.  Mo.-r-Evans  v.  Eobber- 
son,  92  Mo.  192,  4  S.  W.  941;  Hobein  r. 
Murphv,  20  Mo.  447,  64  Am.  Dec.  194. 
Neb.— Comp.  St.,  1911,  §7068.  N.  C. 
Skinner  v.  Warren,  81  N.  C.  373.  S.  C. 
Farr  v.  Sims,  Eich.  Bq.  Cas.  122  24 
Am.  Dec.  396.  Tenn. — Trott  v.  McGav- 
ock,  1  Yerg.  469. 
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rule.2*  Mere  defects  in  the  advertisement  of  the  sale,  and  in  notice 
to  the  defendant  in  execution  are  regarded  as  irre^larities  not  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  setting  aside  the  sale,='^  though  in  some  cases  sales 
have  been  set  aside  for  erroneous  description  of  the  property  in  the 
notice.^" 


[a]  Where  sale  adjourned  without 
instructions  from  week  to  week  and 
sold  without  further  advertisement,  the 
owner  being  unaware  of  the  sale,  it 
should  be  set  aside.  Chamberlain  v. 
Lamed,  32  N.  J.  Bq.  295. 

[b]  Wrong  Property  Advertised. 
Where  one  parcel  has  been  advertised 
but  another  sold,  the  sale  may  be  set 
aside.    Mason  v.  Thomas,  24  111.  285. 

[c]  Eeturn  Not  Showing  Length  of 
Notice. — Where  the  return  of  a  sheriff 
on  an  execution  or  order  of  sale  under 
wliich  he  has  sold  real  estate  does  not 
show  when  or  how  long  he  caused  the 
notice  of  sale  to  be  published,  the  sale 
is  voidable,  and  should  be  set  aside  on 
motion.  Hazen  v.  Webb,  68  Kan.  308, 
74  Pae.  1111. 

fd]  The  sheriff's  deed  Is  void  if  no 
notice  is  given.  Memphis  &  Little 
Eock  E.  Co.  V.  Organ,  67  Ark.  84,  55 
S.  W.  952.  But  see  Youngblood  v.  Cun- 
ningham. 38  Ark.  571;  Hobein  v.  Mur- 
phy, 20  Mo.  447. 

24.  Oal.— Prink  v.  Eoe,  70  Cal.  296, 
11  Pae.  820.  N.  J.— Boylan  v.  Kelly, 
36  N.  J.  Eq.  331.  N.  Y.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  1908,  §1386.  See  Groff  v.  Jones, 
6  Wend.  522,  22  Am.  Dec.  545;  Husted 
if.  Dakin,  17  Abb.  Pr.  137.  N.  C. 
Brodie  v.  Seagroves,  3  N.  0.  237.  Pa. 
Donaldson  v.  Bank  of  Danville,  20  Pa. 
245.  Tex. — Orabtree  v.  Whiteselle,  65 
Tex.  Ill;  Jones  v.  Martin,  26  Tex.  57, 
80  Am.  Dec.  641.  Wis.— St.,  1898, 
§2998. 

fa]  Notice  One  Day  Short. — ^Where 
lands  had  been  advertised  only  twenty 
days  instead  of  twenty-one  days  as  re- 
quired by  the  statute,  this  was  here 
merely  an  irregularity  which  did  not 
vitiate  the  sale.  Maddox  v.  Sullivan,  2 
Eich.  Eq.  (S.  C.)  4,  44  Am.  Dec.  234. 

[b]  Statute  Directory. — ^Directions 
of  statute  as  to  giving  notice  held  to 
be  merely  directory.  Koch  ■».  Bridges, 
45  Miss.  247. 

[c]  By  express  statuory  provision 
an  execution  sale  is  not  rendered  void 
by  the  failure  of  the  officer  to  give 
notice  as  provided.  'Bowden  v.  Hadley, 
138  Iowa  711,  116  N.  W.  689. 
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[d]  In  Montana,  if  the  officer  fails 
to  give  the  required  notice  he  forfeits 
$500  to  the  aggrieved  party  and  pays 
such  damages  as  may  be  actually  suf- 
fered; this  remedy  is  held  adequate  and 
exclusive,  and  a  failure  to  give  the  no- 
tice as  required  is  not  ground  for  set- 
ting the  sale  aside.  Burton  v.  Kipp, 
30  Mont.  275,  76  Pae.  563. 

25.  TI.  S. — Siigelow  v.  Chatterton,  51 
Fed.  614,  2  C.  C.  A.  402,  Minnesota  stat- 
ute. Ala. — Holly  V.  Bass'  Admr.,  '68 
Ala.  206;  Eay's  Admr.  v.  Womble,  56 
Ala.  32.  Ark. — Steward  v.  Pettigrgw, 
28Ark.  372.  Cal.— Harvey  v.  Pisk,  9 
Cal.  93.  lU.— Pollard  v.  King,  63  111. 
36;  Grundy  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Euli- 
son,  61  lil.  App.  388.  Ind. — Eoss  v. 
Banta,  140  Ind.  120,  34  N.  B.  865,  39 
N.  E.  732.  Mo. — Bradley  v.  HefEernan, 
156  Mo.  653,  57  S.  W.  763;  Clarke  v. 
Cooper,  148  Mo.  App.  230,  128  S.  W.  47. 
E.  I. — Barrows  v.  Nat.  Eubber  Co.,  12 
E.  I.  173.  Tex. — See  Morris  «.  Hastings, 
70  Tex.  26,  7  S.  W.  649,  8  Am.  St.  Eep. 
570. 

[a]  Use  of  pale  ink  in  writing  the 
notice  which  becomes  nearly  ineligible 
befuie  sale  not  sufficient  to  set  aside 
sale.  Holly  v.  Bass'  Admr.,  68  Ala. 
206. 

[b]  A  sale  at  public  auction,  other- 
wise fairly  made,  should  not  be  set 
aside  upon  the  ground  that  the  notice 
of  sale  did  not  describe  the  property 
with  great  particularity.  Stevens  v. 
Bond,  44  Md.  506.^ 

[cl  The  description  of  a  stone 
slaughter  house  as  a  frame  one  is  not 
such  a  material  misdescription  as  will 
warrant  setting  the  sale  aside.  Landis 
V.  Lewis,  3  Pa.  Dist,  241. 

26.  U.  S. — McPherson  v.  Foster/  4 
Wash.  0.  C.  45,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,921. 
Del. — Oldham  v.  Hossenger,  5  Houst. 
434.  la. — Parks  v.  Davis,  16  Iowa  20. 
Neb.- Helmer  v.  Eehm,  14  Neb.  219,  15 
N.  W.  344.  Pa. — Meaner  v.  Hamilton, 
27  Pa.  137;  Houghtaling  x.  Megahey, 
36  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  212;  Hoeflich  v.  Hoeflich, 
12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  370;  Kingston  v.  Hoff- 
man, 3  Kulp  331. 

[a]    Description  too  vague  and  un- 
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(G.)  rRAiTD.  —  Fraud  or  bad  faith  in  the  sale  will  justify  the  court 
in  setting  it  aside.^^ 

(H.)  Inadequacy  of  Price.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  inadequacy  of 
consideration  alone  is  not  sufScient  to  vacate  a  sheriff's  sale  under  an 
execution,^^  but  when  the  inadequacy  is  so  gross  as  to  shock  the  under- 


Eertain.  Maekall  v.  Eichards,  3  Mack. 
(D.  C;  271,  reversing  124  U.  S.  183,  8 
Bup.  Ct.  437,  31  L.  ed.  396. 

27.  D.  C. — ^Horsey  v.  Beveridge,  4 
Mackey  291.  Ga. — Gumming  v.  Fryer, 
Dud.  182.  la.— iMeWilliams  v.  Myers, 
10  Iowa  325.  IMiss. — Keynolds  v.  Nye, 
Freem.  Ch.  462.  Mo. — ^Durfee  v.  Moran, 
57  Mo.  374;  Stewart  v.  Nelson,  25  Mo. 
309;  Neal  v.  Stone,  20  Mo.  294.  Pa. 
Appeal  of  MillspaugV  1  Atl.  277.  S.  0. 
Farr  v.  Sims,  1  Eich.  Eq.  Gas.  122,  24 
Am.  Dee.  396. 

[a]  Preventing  Bidding. — ^Where  a 
purchaser  induces  others  not  to  bid. 
Lynch  v.  Eeese,  97  Ind.  360.  See  also 
Stewart  v.  Severance,  43  Mo.  322;  Gur- 
rie  V.  Clark,  90  N.  C.  355. 

[b]  Where  a  commissioner  of  court 
has  become  the  purchaser  at  a  sale  un- 
der an  execution  in  his  favor  aa  com- 
Eiissioner.  Price's  Admr.  v.  Thompson, 
84  Ky.  219. 

[c]  Praud  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff 
is  not  ground  for  setting  the  sale  aside, 
the  remedy  being  against  the  sheriff. 
Nixon  V.  Harrell,  50  N.  C.  76. 

[d]  But  the  fraud  must  result  in  the 
land  selling  for  less  than  its  value,  or 
in  more  land  being  sold  than  necessary 
to  pay  the  judgment.  Lynch  v.  Eeese, 
97  Ind.  360. 

28.  U.  S.— Mason  v.  Bennett,  52  Fed. 
343;  Cooper  v.  Galbraith,  3  Wash.  C.  C. 
546,  6  Fed.  Gas.  No.  3,193.  Ark.— Car- 
den  V.  Lane,  48  Ark.  216,  2  S.  W.  709, 
3  Am.  St.  Eep.  228;  Miller  v.  Fraley, 
21  Ark.  22;  Brittin  v.  Handy,  20  Ark. 
381,  73  Am.  Dec.  497;  Hardy  v.  Heard, 
15  Ark.  184.  Cal.— Odell  v.  Cox,  151  Cal. 
70,  90  Pac.  194;  Lacy  v.  Gunn,  144  Cal. 
511,  78  Pac.  30;  Anglo-Calif  ornian 
Bank  v.  Cerf,  142  Cal.  303,  75  Pae.  902; 
Connick  v.  Hill,  127  Cal.  162,  59  Pac. 
832;  Smith  V.  Eandall,  6  Cal.  47,  65 
Am.  Dec.  475.  Colo. — ^Herr  v.  Broad- 
well,  5  Colo.  App.  467,  39  Pae.  70.  Del. 
Booth's  Exrs.  v.  Webster,  5  Har.  129. 
Fla.— Coker  v.  Dawkins,  20  Fla.  141. 
Ga. — Gunn  v.  Slaughter,  83  Ga.  124,  9 
S.  E.  772.  lU.— Skakel  v.  Cycle  Trade 
Pub.  Co.,  237  HI.  482,  86  N.  E.  1058; 
Clark  V.   Glos,   180   HI.   556,  54  N.  Ti 


631;  Berry  v.  Lovi,  107  111.  612;  Dob- 
bins V.  Wilson,  107  111.  17.  Ind.— Daw- 
son V.  Jackson,  62  Ind.  171.  la. — Cop- 
per V.  Iowa  Trust  &  Sav.  Bk.,  149  Iowa 
336,  128  N.  W.  373;  Tharp  v.  Kerr,  141 
Iowa  26,  119  N.  W.  267;  Bowdeu  v. 
Hadley,  138  Iowa  711,  116  N.  W.  689; 
Portin  V.  Sedgwick,  133  Iowa  233,  110 
N.  W.  460;  Lehner  v.  Loomis,  83  Iowa 
416,  49  N.  W.  1018;  Sioux  City  &  I.  F. 
Town  Lot  &  Land  Co.  v.  Walker,  78 
Iowa  476,  43  N.  W.  294.  Kan.— Capi- 
tal Bank  v.  Huntoon,  35  Kan.  577,  11 
Pac.  369.  Ky.— Scott's  Exrs.  v.  Scott, 
85  Ky.  385,  3  S.  W.  598,  5  S.  W.  423; 
Craig  V.  Garnett's  Admr.,  9  Bush  97; 
Stockton  V.  Owings,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  256, 
12  Am.  Dec.  302.  Minn. — Goolbaugh  v. 
Eoemer,  32  Minn.  445,  21  N.  W.  472. 
Miss. — ^Delafield  v.  Anderson,  7  Smed. 
&  M.  630.  Mo.— Dougherty  v.  GangloflE, 
239  Mo.  649,  144  S.  W.  434  (value  $900, 
sale  for  $100) ;  Davis  v.  McCann,  143 
Mo.  172,  44  S.  W.  795;  Knoop  v.  Kel- 
sey,  121  Mo.  642,  26  S.  W.  683;  Whit- 
man V.  Tavlor,  60  Mo.  127;  Meir  •(/. 
Zelle,  31  Mo.  331.  Nev.— Dazet  v.  Lan- 
dry, 21  Nev.  291,  30  Pac.  1064.  N.  J. 
Meyer  v.  Bishop,  27  N.  J.  Eq,  141; 
Weber  v.  Weitling,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  441 
(value  $1500,  sale  price  $100,  being 
liens  to  amount  of  $800);  Smith  v.  Dun- 
can, 16  N.  J.  Eq.  240;  Outealt  v.  Dis- 
borougii,  3  N.  J.  Eq.  214;  Mereereau  i>. 
Prest,  3  N.  J.  Eq.  460;  Newbrunswick 
Bank  v.  Hassert,  1  N.  J,  Eq.  1.  N.  Y. 
Livingston  v.  Byrne,  11  Johns.  555. 
N.  0. — ^Beckwith  v.  King's  Mountain 
Min.  Co.,  87  N.  C.  155.  N.  D.— War- 
ren V.  Stinson,  6  N.  D.  293,  70  N.  W. 
279;  Power  v.  Larabee,  3  N.  D.  502. 
Ore. — ^Nodine  v.  Eiehmond,  4  Ore.  527, 
87  Pae.  775.  Pa.— Felton  v.  Felton,  175 
Pa.  44,  34  Atl.  312;  Hollister  v.  Vander- 
lin,  165  Pa.  248,  30  Atl.  1002,  44  Am, 
St.  Eep.  657;  Cake  v.  Cake,  156  Pa.  47, 
26  Atl.  781;  Cooper  v.  Wilson,  96  Pa. 
409;  In  re  Carson's  Sale,  6  Watts  140. 
S.  C. — Stockdale  v.  Yongue,  Eice  Bq.  3; 
Coleman  v.  Bank  of  Hamburg,  2  Strob. 
Eq.  285,  49  Am.  Dec.  671.  S.  D.— First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Black  Hills  Fair  Assn., 
S  S.  D.  145,  48  N.  W.  852.    Tex.— Pear- 
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standing  and  conscience  of  an  honest  and  just  man,  it  will,  of  itself, 
authorize  the  court  to  set  aside  the  sale,^^  or,  where  such  inadequacy 
is  connected  with  or  shown  to  result  from  any  mistake,  accident,  sur- 
prise, misconduct,  fraud  or  irregularity,  the  sale  will  generally  be  set 
aside.^"    And  great  inadequacy  requires  only  slight  circumstances  of 


son  1).  Flanagan,  52  Tex.  266,  280; 
Clark  V.  Bell,  40  Tex.  Civ.  App.  39,  89 
S.  W.  38.  Wash.^Johnson  v.  Jolinson, 
66  Wash.  113,  119  Pac.  22. 

[a]  Purchase  by  the  creditor  for  less 
than  estimated  value  not  evidence  of  a 
censpiracy  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of 
her  rights  therein.  Phillips  v.  Ehodes, 
2  Colo.  App.  70,  29  Pao.  1011. 

[b]  Inadequacy  is  to  be  determined 
by  the  value  of  all  the  property  sold 
and  not  that  only  of  the  property  the 
sale  of  which  is  sought  to  be  set  aside. 
Moore  v.  Miller  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  155 
S.  "W.  573. 

[c]  When  Coupled  With  Offer  of 
Payment  by  Debtor. — In  Moore  v.  Mil- 
ler (Tex.  Civ.  App,),  155  S.  W.  573, 
the  court  said:  "^It  has  been  held  that 
■where  inadequacy  of  price  stands 
alone,  and  the  defendant  makes  a 
prompt  offer  to  pay  off  the  indebted- 
ness, equity  will  set  aside  the  sale. 
Martin  v.  Anderson,  4  Tex,  Civ.  App. 
in,  23  S.  W.  290;  Steffens  v.  Jackson, 
16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  280,  41  S.  W.  520." 

29.  Ala. — Eay's  Admr.  v.  Womble, 
56  Ala.  32;  Henderson  v.  Sublett,  21 
Ala.  626.  111. — Henderson  v.  Harness, 
184  HI.  520.  56  N.  B.  786.  Ind.— Fletch- 
er V.  McGill,  110  Ind.  395,  10  N.  E.  651, 
11  N.  E.  779;  Swope  v.  Ardery,  5  Ind. 
213.  Mo. — Dougherty  v.  Gangloff,  239 
Mo.  649,  144  S.  W.  434;  Davis  v.  Me- 
Cann,  143  Mo.  172,  44  S.  W.  795;  Knoop 
V.  Kelsey,  121  Mo.  642,  26  S.  W.  682; 
Brown  v.  Hannibal,  etc.  E.  Co.,  43  Mo. 
294.  Ore. — Nodine  v.  Eichmond,  48 
Ore.  527,  87  Pac.  775. 

fa]  Mere  inadecLuacy  of  price  alone 
is  not  sufficient  to  justify  setting  aside 
a  sale  of  land,  unless  the  difference 
between  the  value  of  the  land  and  the 
price  paid  is  so  great  as  to  shock  the 
sense  of  justice  and  right.  Simmons 
V.  Sharpe,  *38  Ala.  451,  35  So.  415; 
Branch  v.  Foust,  130  Ind.  538,  30  N.  E. 
631. 

fb]  Must  Amount  to  Fraud. — Miller 
V.  McAIister,  197  111.  72,  64  N.  E.  254 
(property  worth  $3200  sold  for  $145, 
grossly  inadequate) ;  Berry  v.  Levi,  107 
HI.  612. 
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[c]  Examples  of  Gross  Inadequacy. 
Ala. — Lankford  v.  Jackson,  21  Ala. 
650,  land  worth  $1000  sold  for  $6.  Fla. 
Lawyer's  Co-operative  Pub.  Co.  v.  Ben- 
nett, 34  Fla.  302,  16  So.  185,  value  $350, 
sale  for  $15.  111. — Berry  v.  Levi,  107 
111.  612,  value  $8000,  sold  for  $65.38. 
Mo. — Mitchell  v.  Jones,  50  Mo.  438, 
value  $1600,  sale  for  $50. 

30.  U.  S. — Schroeder  v.  Young,  161 
U.  S.  334,  16  Sup.  Ct.  512,  40  L.  ed. 
721;  Surget  v.  Byers,  1  Hempst.  715,  23 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,629,  affirmed,  Byers  v. 
Surget,  19  How^  303,  15  L.  ed.  670. 
Ala. — ^Eay's  Admr.  v.  Womble,  56  Ala. 
32;  Daniel  v.  Modawell,  22  Ala.  365, 
58  Am.  Deo.  260.  Colo. — Herr  v.  Broad- 
well,  5  Colo.'  App.  467,  39  Pac.  70. 
Del.-^Cowen  v.  Stevens  &  Co.,  3  Har. 
.494;  Oldham  v.  Hossenger,  5  Houst. 
434.  Fla. — ^Lawyer's  Co-op.  Pub.  Co.  v. 
Bennett,  34  Fla.  302,  16  So.  185.  Ga. 
Parker  v.  Glenn,  72  Ga.  637.  111. 
Skakel  v.  Cycle  Trade  Pub.  Co.,  237 
111,  482,  86  N.  B.  1058;  Miller  v.  McAI- 
ister, 197  111.  72,  64  N.  B.  254;  Lurton 
V.  Eodgers,  139  HI.  554,  29  N.  E.  866; 
Parker  v.  Shannon,  137  HI.  376,  27  N. 
E.  525.  Ind. — Stuart  v.  Brown,  135 
Ind.  232,  34  N.  E.  976;  Branch  v.  Foust, 
130  Ind.  538,  30  N.  B.  631;  Wright  v. 
Dick,  116  Ind.  538,  19  N.  B.  306.  la. 
Copper  V.  Iowa  Trust  &  Sav.  Bk.,  149 
Icwa  336,  128  N.  W.  373;  Lehner  v. 
Loomis,  83  Iowa  416,  49  N.  W.  1018; 
Sioux  City,  etc.  Land  Co.  v.  Walker, 
78  Iowa  476,  43  N.  W.  294.  Kan.— Cap- 
ital Bank  v.  Huntoon,  35  Kan.  577,  11 
Pac.  369.  Ky.— Howell's  Heirs  v.  Me- 
Creery's  Heirs,  7  Dana  388;  Gist  v. 
Frazier,  2  Litt.  118;  Mills  v.  Eogers,  2 
Litt.  217,  13  Am.  Dec.  263.  Md.— Nes- 
bitt  V.  Dallam,  7  Gill  &  J.  494,  28  Am. 
Dec.  236.  Mich.— Aldrich  v.  Maitland, 
4  Mich.  205.  Miss. — ^Busick  v.  Watson, 
72  Miss.  244,  16  So.  420.  Mo.— Guinan 
V.  Donnell,  201  Mo.  173,  98  S.  W.  478; 
Eogers  &  Baldwin's  Hdw.  Co.  v.  Cleve- 
land Bldg.  Co.,  132  Mo.  442,  34  S.  W. 
57;  Gordon  v.  O'Neill,  96  Mo.  350,  9  S. 
W.  920;  Massey  v.  Young,  73  Mo.  260, 
270;  Nelson  v.  Brown,  23  Mo.  13;  State 
V.  Innes,  137  Mo.  App.  420,  118  8.  W. 
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unfairness  in  the  conduct  of  the  party  benefited  by  the  sale  to  raise 
the  presumption  of  fraud.'^ 

(I.)  Want  of  Title  or  Liek.  —  The  sale  should  be  set  aside  if  it  ap- 
pear that  the  defendant  had  no  title  to  the  land  which  it  was  attempted 
to  sell,  or  different  property  was  sold  than  that  described  or  the  judg- 
ment was  not  a  lien  thereon.^" 

(J.)  Failure  To  Execute  a  Proper  Deed.  —  Tliat  a  sheriff's  deed  was 
executed  by  a  deputy  does  not  constitute  sufftcient  ground  for  setting 
it  aside,  at  the  instance  of  the  execution  defendant.^^ 

(K.)  Withholding  Return  From  Eecords.  —  Where  the  execution  and 
return  are  retained  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  attorneys  until  after  the 
time  for  redemption  has  expired,  allowing  the  party  having  the  right 
of  redemption  no  opportunity  to  ascertain  the  amount  necessary  to 


1168.  N.  J.— Flaherty  v.  Cramer,  41 
Atl.  482;  Lennon  v.  Heindel,  56  N.  J. 
Eq.  8,  37  Atl.  147;  Pell  v.  Vreeland,  35 
N.  J.  Eq.  22;  Kloepping  v.  Stellmaoher, 
21  N.  J.  Eq.  328.  N.  C— Currie  v. 
Clark,  90  N.  C.  355;  Beckwith  v.  Min. 
Co.,  87  N.  C.  155.  N.  D.— Warren  v. 
Stinson,  6  N.  D.  293,  70  N.  W.  279.  Pa. 
Haspel  V.  Lyona,  41  Pa.  Super.  285; 
Campbell  v.  Williams,  3  Kulp  92.  B.  I. 
Aldrioh  v.  Wilcox,  10  R.  I.  405.  S.  D. 
First  Nat.  Bk.  of  Deadwood  v.  Black 
Hills  Fair  Assn.,  2.  S.  D.  145,  48  N.  W. 
852.  Tex. — House  v.  Robertson,  89 
Tex.  681,  36  S.  W.  251 ;  Pearson  v.  Flan- 
agan, 52  Tex.  266,  280;  Taul  v.  Wright, 
45  Tex.  388;  Moore  V.  Miller  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  155  S.  W.  57 J;  Clark  v. 
Bell,  40  Tex.  Civ.  App.  39,  89  S.  W. 
38;  Carpenter  v.  Anderson,  33  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  484,  77  S.  W.  291;  Day  v.  John- 
son, 32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  107,  72  S.  W. 
,  426.  XJtab. — ^Toung  v.  Schroeder,  10 
Utah  155,  37  Pac.  252.  Wash.— Bank 
V.  Doherty,  37  Wash.  32,  79  Pac.  486. 
Wis.— Allen  v.  Clark,  36  Wis.  101. 

[a]  Where  hystanclers'  were  deterred 
from  bidding  by  irregularities  com- 
mitted by  sheriS  in  conducting  it,  and 
the  lands  were  knocked  off  at  a  gross- 
ly inadequate  price.  Hurt  v.  Nave's 
Admr.,  49  Ala.  459. 

fb]  If  undue  advantage  has  been 
taken  to  the  prejudice  of  the  owner  of 
property,  or  he  has  been  lulled  into  a 
false  security;  or  if  the  sale  has  been 
eollusively  or  in  any  other  manner  con- 
ducted for  the  benefit  of  the  purchaser. 
Odell  V.  Cox,  151  Cal.  7p,  90  Pac.  194. 

[c]  Improper  sal©  en  masse,  coupled 
with  gross  inadequacy.  Henderson  v. 
Harness,   184   HI.   520,   56   N.   E.   786; 


Lurton  v.  Rodgers,  139  111.  554,  29  N. 
E.   866. 

[d]  Sale  Without  Right  of  Kedemp- 
tion.-^Fitzgerald  v.  Kelso,  71  Iowa  731, 
29  N.  W.  943. 

31.  U.  S.— Graffam  11.  Burgess,  117 
V.  S.  180,  6  Sup.  Ct.  686,  29  L.  ed.  839. 
lU.— Roseman  v.  Miller,  84  111.  297. 
Ind.— Fletcher  v.  McGill,  110  Ind.  395, 
10  N.  E.  651,  11  N.  E.  779.  Kan. 
Savings  Bank  v.  Blair,  56  Kan.  430,  43 
Pac.  686.  Mo.— Beedle  v.  Mead,  81  Mo. 
297.  Tex. — Kauffman  v.  Morriss,  60 
Tex.  119;  Marshall  v.  Marshall  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  150  S.  W.  755. 

[a]  "What  those  additional  circum- 
stances  are,  depends  upon  the  facts  of 
the  particular  case;  but  we  think  it 
safe  to  say  that  they  should  be  such  as 
are  not  attributable  to  the  direct  agen- 
cy of  the  defendant  in  execution." 
Pearson  v.  Flanagan,  52  Tex.  266,  281. 

32.  la. — Parks  v.  Davis,  16  Iowa  20. 
Ky.— Bent  v.  Maupin,  86  Ky.  271,  5  S. 
W.  425.  See  also  Conner  v.  Mason,  2 
Litt.  254.  N.  Y.— Dwight's  Case,  15 
Abb.  Pr.  259. 

[a]  Partial  failure  of  title  not  sufiS- 
cient  to  set  aside.  Weaver  v.  Guyer, 
59  Ind.  195. 

[b]  Cloud  on  title  by  certain  con- 
veyances not  sufSicient  to  set  sale  aside, 
such  conveyances  being  subsequently 
set  aside,  unless  it  can  be  shown  that 
the  defendant  procured  such  convey- 
ance to  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
frauding the  judgment  debtor.  Dough- 
erty V.  Gangloff,  239  Mo.  649,  144  S. 
W.  434. 

33.  Carr  v.  Hunt,  14  Iowa  206. 
Proceedings  to  compel  execution  of 

deed,  see  supra,  II,  B,  7,  h. 
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redeem,  the  sale  should  be  set  aside  because  of  this  irregularity.^* 

(L.)'  Advances  on  Bid.  —  Sales  have  been  set  aside  because  of  higher 
bids  sufcgequent  to  the  sale,''^'  but  it  has  been  held  that  this  is  not 
ground  for  setting  aside  the  sale.^" 

(V.)  Hearing  and  Detenniiiatio!a.—  ( A.)  Generally. — The  setting  aside 
of  an  execution  sale  is  held  to  lie  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
court,^''  though  a  sale  cannot  be  set  aside  in  part  and  afftrmed  in 
part.^^  On  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  court  may  allow  or  refuse  to 
allow  evidence  to  be  introduced.^^ 

(B.)  Presumptions  and  Bukden  op  Proof. —  The  burden  of  proof  is  on 
the  party  seeking  to  set  the  sale  aside.*"  The  connection  between  inade- 
quacy of  price  and  fraudulent  or  other  improper  conduct  at  the  sale 
may  be  presumed.*^ 

(C.)  Questions  op  Law  and  Fact.  —  A  question  of  inadequacy  of  price 
may  be  so  gross  that  it  may  be  so  determined  as  a  matter  of  law.*^ 

(D.)  Eefunding  Purchase  Monet,  Taxes,  etc. —  "When  a  sale  of  lands 
under  execution  is  set  aside  in  equity,  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant, 
the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  be  refunded  his  money,  with  interest,  and 
if  the  bill  does  not  offer  to  refund  it,  the  court  may  decree  a  resale  for 
his  protection,*^  and  generally  the  complainant  will  be  required  to  do 
equity  and  reimburse  those  suffering  from  his  conduct  for  moneys  they 
may  have  expended.** 


34.  Hammersham  v.  Pairall,  44  Iowa 
462. 

35.  Broomall  v.  Eeybold,  5  Houst. 
(Del.)    435. 

[a]  A  sale  for  $17,500  set  aside  on 
proof  that  it  was  worth  from  $25,000 
to  $30,000,  and  that  a  gentleman  of 
means  was  at  the  sale  prepared  to 
bid  $25,000  for  it,  but  owing  to  his 
deafness  and  inability  to  hear  the  bid- 
ding and  the  failure  of  his  agent  to 
pursue  his  instructions  on  the  occasion, 
it  was  struck  off  for  the  sum  stated. 
Broomall  v.  Eeybold,  5  Houst.  (Del.) 
435. 

[b]  In  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
State  Bank  v.  Green,  11  Neb.  303,  9  N. 
W.  36. 

36.  Hollister  v.  Vanderlin,  165  Pa. 
248,  30  Atl.  1002,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  657, 
36  W.  N.  C.  41. 

37.  D.  C. — Hart  v.  Hines,  10  App. 
Cas.  366.  Ind. — Case  v.  Colter,  66  Ind. 
336.  Kan.-^Harrison  v.  Andrews,  18 
Kan.  535. 

38.  Puterbaugh  v.  Moss  (HI.),  11  N. 
E.   197. 

39.  Aultman  &  Co.  v.  Humphrey,  8 
Kan.  App.  2,  53  Pac.  789. 

[a]  Applicant  not  confined  to  mat- 
ters set  out  in  his  affidavit.  Chadwick 
V.  Patterson,  2  Phila.  (Pa.)  275. 
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40.  Axk. — Newton's  Heirs  v.  State 
Bank,  22  Ark.  19.  Ind. — Jones  v.  Ko- 
komo  Bldg.  Assn.,  77  Ind.  340;  Talbott 
V.  Hale,  72  Ind.  1.  la. — Barber  v.  Try- 
on,  41  Iowa  349.    Ky.— Black  v.  Stefle, 

9  Ky.  D.  Eep.  610,  6  S.  W.  23.  Mo. 
Stewart  j).  Severance,  43  Mo.  322.  See 
Carpenter  v.  King,  42  Mo.  219.  N.  J. 
Coxe  V.  Halsted,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  311. 

41.  Weaver  v.  Nugent,  72  Tex.  272, 

10  S.  "W.  458;  McLean  v.  Stith,  50  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  323,  339,  112  S.  W.  355. 

42.  Moore  v.  Miller  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
155  S.  W.  573. 

43.  Bay's  Admr.  v.  "Womble,  56  Ala. 
32. 

44.  Flaherty  v.  Cramer  (N.  J.  Eq.), 
41  Atl.  482;  Northcraft  v.  Oliver,  74 
Tex.  162,  11  S.  W.  1121;  Burns  v.  Led- 
better,  56  Tex.  282;  Shannon  v.  Hay 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  153  S.  W.  360. 

[a]  Amount  bid,  together  with  in- 
terest, costs  and  expenses  on  sale  to 
be  refunded  as  a  condition  to  granting 
the  order  setting  the  sale  aside.  Allen 
V.  Clark,  36  Wis.  101. 

[b]  Where  by  reason  of  long  de- 
lay in  setting  aside  the  sale,  the  debt 
could  not  be  collected  on  execution, 
the  defendant  may  be  required  to  pay 
the  debt  before  he  can  have  the  sale 
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(VI.)  Appeal  and  Review.  —  It  has  been  held  that  an  order  setting 
aside  a  sale  is  not  appealable.*^ 

1.  Collateral  Attack.  —  Irregularities  in  the  sale  of  property  should 
be  corrected  by  the  court  from  which  process  issues,  and  where  such 
court  is  not  called  upon  to  set  the  proceedings  aside,  it  cannot  be  dis- 
turbed in  a  collateral  proceeding,*"  but  where  the  sale  is  entirely  void 
it  may  be  collaterally  assailed.**^ 

m.  Proceedings  To  Protect  Rights  of  Purchaser. —  (I.)  To  Eecovei 
Possession. —  (A.)  Form  of  Action. —  The  purchaser's  remedy  to  secure 
possession  of  real  estate,  if  he  have  the  legal  title,  is  ejectment,**  or,  in 
some  jurisdictions,  forcible  entry  and  detainer.*^    In  a  few  states  a 


set  aside.     Black  v.  Steele,   &  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  610,  6  S.  W.  23. 

[c]  Taxes. — Capital  Bank  v.  Hun- 
toon,  35  Kan.  577,  11  Pae.  369. 

45.  Post  V.  Foote,  18  Utah  235,  54 
Pae.  975.  See  Harrison  «.  Andrews, 
18  Kan.  535;  Aultman  &  Co.  v.  Hum- 
phrey, 8  Kan.  App.  2,  53  Pae.  789. 

46.  Ala.-^Francis  v.  Sheats,  153  Ala. 
468,  45  So.  241;  Worthington  v.  Miller, 
134  Ala.  420,  32  So.  748;  Howard  v. 
Corey,  126  Ala.  283,  28  So.  682;  De 
Loach  V.  Eobbins,  102  Ala.  288,  14  So. 
777;  Waldrop  v.  Freedman,  90  Ala.  157, 
7  So.  510;  Brown,  Toler  &  Phillips  v. 
Hurt  &  Bro.,  31  Ala.  146.  Cal.— Greg- 
ory V.  Bovier,  77  Cal.  121,  19  Pae.  232; 
Boles  V.  Johnston,  23  Cal.  226.  111. 
Clark  V.  Glos,  180  HI.  556,  54  N.  B. 
631;  Railsbaek  v.  Lovejoy,  116  111.  442, 
6  N.  E.  504;  Oakes  v.  Williams,  107  111. 
154;  Schuck  v.  Gerlach,  101  III.  338; 
Si  dwell  V.  Schumacher,  99  HI.  426;  Dur- 
ham V.  Heaton,  28  111.  264;  Swiggart 
V.  Harber,  5  111.  364;  Shimp  v.  Hay,  8 
111.  App.  66.  Ind.— Wells  v.  Bower, 
126  Ind.  115,  25  N.  E.  603;  HoUeraft  v. 
Douglass,  115  Ind.  139,  17  N.  E.  275; 
Jones  V.  Carnahan,  63  Ind.  229;  Weaver 
t\  Guyer,  59  Ind.  195.  la. — Kilmer  v. 
Gallaher,  120  Iowa  575,  95  N.  W.  180; 
Harpham  v.  Worthington,  100  Iowa  313, 
69  N.  W.  535;  Foley  v.  Kane,  53  Iowa 
64,  4  N.  W.  821.  Kan.— Stetson  v. 
Freeman,  35  Kan.  523,  11  Pae.  431; 
Praeht  v.  Pister,  30  Kan.  568,  1  Pae. 
638.  Ky.— Eingo  v.  Ward,  2  B.  Mou. 
127.  Me. — Caldwell  v.  Blake,  69  Me. 
458.  Md.— Elliott  &  Wife's  Lessee  v. 
Knott,  14  Md.  121;  Miles  v.  Knott's 
Lessee,  12  Gill  &  J.  443.  Mich.— Hoff- 
man V.  Busehman,  95  Mich.  538,  55  N. 
W.  458.  Miss. — ^Doe  ex  dem.  Shelton  v. 
Hamilton,  23  Miss.  496;  Smith  v.  Win- 
ston, 2  How.  601.  Mo. — Norman  v.  East- 
burn,    230    Mo.    168,    130    S.    W.    276; 


Sachse  v.  Clingingsmith,  97  Mo.  406,  11 
S.  W.  69;  Lewis  i}.  Coombs,  60  Mo.  44; 
Cabell  V.  Grubbs,  48  Mo.  353;  Norton 
V.  Quimby,  45  Mo.  388.  N.  H.— Butlei 
V.  Haynes,  3  N.  H.  21.  N.  J. — Comp. 
St.,  1910,  p.  4679.  N.  C— Bernhardt  v, 
Brown,  122  N.  C.  587,  29  S.  E.  884; 
Oxley  V.  Mizle,  7  N.  C.  250.  Okla, 
Christy  v.  Springs,  11  Okla.  710,  69 
Pae.  864.  Pa. — Levan  v.  MillhoUand, 
114  Pa.  49,  7  Atl.  194;  Wilkinson's  Ap- 
peal, 65  Pa.  189.  Tenn. — Wells  v.  Grif- 
fin, 2  Head  568.  Tex. — Taylor  v.  Snow, 
47  Tex.  462;  Taylor  v.  Doom,  43  Tex, 
Civ.  App.  59,  95  S.  W.  4.  Va.— Fulker- 
son's  Admr.  v.  Taylor,  102  Ta.  314,  4fi 
S.  E.  309.  Wash.— Diamond  v.  Turner, 
11  Wash.  189,  39  Pae.  379. 

See  generally  the  title  "Judgments." 
[a]  Objections  to  methods  of  ap- 
praisement and  other  steps  preliminary 
to  a  judicial  sale  may  not  be  made  in 
a  collateral  proceeding.  Trowbridge  v. 
Cunningham,  63  Kan.  847,  66  Pae.  1015, 

47.  Ala. — ^Francis  v.  Sheats,  153  Ala, 
468,  45  So.  241.  Ky.— Spears  v.  Wed- 
dington,  146  Ky.  434,  142  S.  W.  679, 
Mass. — Washington  Nat.  Bank  v.  Will- 
iams, 188  Mass.  103,  74  N.  E.  470. 

48.  Ala. — Gunn  v.  Hardy,  130  Ala. 
642,  31  So.  443;  Heydenfeldt  v.  Mitch- 
ell, 6  Ala.  70.  Conn. — Downing  v.  Sul- 
livan, 64  Conn.  1,  29  Atl.  130.  Del. 
Doe  V.  Eoe,  1  Har.  464.  Fla. — Donald 
V.  McKinnon,  17  Fla.  746;  Hartley  v. 
Ferrell,  9  Fla.  374.  Ga. — Skinner  v.  Wil- 
lis, 54  Ga.  192.  Ky. — Snowdem  v.  Mc- 
Kinney,  7  B.  Mon.  258;  Martin  v.  Shel- 
don, 2  B.  Mon.  63;  Morton  v.  Sanders, 
2  J.  J.  Marsh.  192.  Mo. — Matney  v. 
Graham,  59  Mo.  190.  N.  C. — Davis  v. 
Evans,  27  N.  C.  525.  Tenn.— O'Don- 
nell  V.  MoMurdie,  6  Humph.  134.  •  Vt. 
Mattocks  V.  Stearns,  9  Vt.  326. 

49.  Colo. — ^Liss  V.  Wilcoxen,  2  Colo. 
7.     HI.— Carter   v.    Eeynolds,    106   HI. 
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special  statutory  remedy,  by  which  the  purchaser  can  obtain  possession 
summarily,  is,  provided,^"  and  in  others  a  writ  of  possession  may  be 
obtained  by  the  purchaser  to  place  him  in  possession.^^  Where  the 
property  is  personalty  replevin  is  the  remedy.^^  If  the  purchaser  have 
but  an  equitable  title  his  remedj''  is  a  bill  in  equity,'^  and  equity  may 
appoint  a  receiver  to  take  care  of  the  property  until  the  purchaser  can 
obtain  possession  through  legal  proceedings.^* 

Writ  of  Assistance.  —  In  the  absence  of  statute  a  writ  of  assistance 
will  not  issue  to  p\it  a  purchaser  of  real  estate  at  an  ordinary  execu- 
tion sale  into  possession.'"' 

(B.)  Demand  and  Notice  To  Quit. —  Generally  demand  for  possession 
need  not  be  made  on  the  execution  defendant,^"  nor  need  notice  to  quit 
be  served  on  him,^^  or  his  vendee  subsequent  to  the  judgment,^*  before 
commencing  suit  for  possession.  Before  action  of  forcible  entry  and 
detainer  can  be  brought,  however,  demand  for  possession  must  be 
made.^"  And  in  some  statutory  proceedings  for  the  recovery  of  pos- 
session of  lands  purchased  at  execution  sales,  notice  of  the  proceeding 
must  be  given  the  defendant  in  execution:""  or  to  the  one  in  posses- 
sion where  he  claims  under  a  third  party."^  Where  a  demand  on  a 
debtor  for  the  possession  of  real  estate  sold  under  execution  is  required, 
it  may  be  made  by  the  purchaser,  or  his  agent."^ 


App.  444;  Barrett  v.  Trainor,  50  111. 
App.  420;  Braokensieck  v.  Vahle,  48 
III.  App.  312;  Sturtzman  v.  Sennott, 
41  111.  App.  496.  Mich. — Royce  v.  Brad- 
barn,  2  Doug.  377,  but  not  if  one  in 
possession  claims  adversely  to  judg- 
ment  debtor. 

[a]  In  Illinois  remedies  of  forcible 
entry  and  detainer  and  writ  of  assist- 
ance are  concurrent.  Brackensieck  v. 
Vahle,  48  111.  App.  312. 

50.  Ark. — Ferguson  v.  Blakeney,  6 
Ark.  296.  N.  Y. — Mawson  v.  Wermuth, 
182  N.  Y.  ,234,  74  N.  E.  829;  Spraker 
V.  Cook,  16  N.  Y.  567.  Pa. — Appeal  of 
Walbridge,  95  Pa.  466;  Oakland  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Keenan,  56  Pa.  198. 

51.  Ark. — See  Ferguson  v.  Blak- 
eney, 6  Ark.  296.  Del.— Wright  v.  Rod- 
ney, 5  Houst.  5731.  Vt. — Tenney  v. 
Smith,  63  Vt.  520,  22  Atl.  669. 

52.  Harlan  v.  Harlan,  15  Pa.  507, 
53  Am.  Dec.  612. 

53.  Md.— Hopkins  v.  Stump,  2  Har, 
&  J.  301.  Miss.— Wolfe  v.  Dowell,  13 
Smed.  <fe  M.  103.  N.  C. — See  Crews  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  77  N.  C.  110. 

[a]  Writ  of  possession  proper  where 
purchaser  has  acquired  equitable  title. 
Deakins  v.  Rex,  60  Md.  593. 

54.  McFadden  v.  Nolan,  15  Phila. 
(Pa.)    187. 

55.  Ind. — Emeriek  v.  Miller,  62  N. 
E.  284.     Kan. — Lundstrum  v.  Biansou, 
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92  Kan.  78,  139  Pac.  1172,  52  L.  E.  A. 
CN.  S.)  697.  Wis.— Stanley  v.  Sullivan, 
71  Wis.  585,  37  N.  W.  801,  5  Am.  St. 
Rep.  245,  since  statute  of  1878  may  is- 
sue. See  also  Schultz  v.  Schultz,  133 
Wis.  125,  113  N.  W.  445,  126  Am.  St. 
Eep.  934.' 

As  to  such  writs  generally,  see  the 
title  "Assistance,  Writs  of." 

56.  Hays  v.  Wilstach,  82  Ind.  13; 
Elston  V.  Piggott,  94  Ind.  14. 

[a]  Demand  is  required  in  Alabama, 
see  Farley  v.  Nagle,  119  Ala.  622,  24 
So.  567;  De  Vendell  v.  Hamilton,  27 
Ala.  156. 

57.  Smith  v.  AUen,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
22. 

58.  Smith  v.  Allen,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
22.  ^ 

59.  Dickason  v.  Dawson,  85  111.  53. 
See  generally  8  Standard  Peoc.  1093, 
et  seq. 

60.  Phelps  V.  Jones,  91  Kv.  244,  15 
S.  W.  668;  MeGhee  v.  Sutherland,  84 
Ky.  198,  1  S.  W.  5;  Curran  v.  Culf,  13 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  84,  15  S.  W.  657. 

61.  Bauer  v.  Angeny,  100  Pa.  429; 
Com.  V.  McClintock,  36  Leg.  Int.  412,. 
13  Phila.  (Pa.)  26. 

[a]  Failure  to  give  such  notice  viti- 
ates proceeding.  Bauer  v.  Angeny,  100 
Pa. '429. 

62.  Farley  v.  Nsigle,  119  Ala.  622, 
24  So.  567. 
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(C.)  Defenses.  —  Generally  in  an  action  by  the  purchaser  for  pos- 
session against  the  execution  defendant  in  possession  the  latter  cannot 
set  up  title  in  a  third  person."'  Nor  can  the  execution  defendant,"* 
or  his  grantor,"'  defend  an  action  for  possession  beeaiise  of  irregulari- 
ties in  the  sale.  But  the  judgment  debtor  may  defend  on  the  ground 
that  the  property  or  his  interest  therein  was  not  subject  to  levy  and 
sale  under  execution.""  A  stranger  in  possession,  not  claiming  under 
the  execution  debtor,  cannot  defend  ejectment  by  the  purchaser  by 
seeking  to  impeach  the  judgment  and  execution  under  which  the  latter 
claims."'' 

(D.)  Parties. —  The  purchaser  or  his  successor  miay  take  advantage 
of  the  statutory  proceeding,"*  and  it  may  be  against  those  claiming  un- 
der the  defendant  in  execution,"^  but  not  one  claiming  adversely.'"' 
Such  proceeding  may  be  had  against  a  tenant  in  common  before  parti- 
tion.''^ "Where  the  interest  of  a  joint  tenant  has  been  sold  the  other 
tenants  cannot  defend  an  action  by  the  purchaser  against  the  execu- 
tion defendant  to  recover  possession.^^ 


63.  Ala. — Avent  v.  Eead,  2  Port. 
480,  27  Am.  Dec.  663.  Cal. — McDonald 
V.  Badger,  23  Cal.  393,  83  Am.  Dec. 
123.  ni.— Keith  v.  Keith,  104  111.  397; 
Hayes  v.  Bernard,  38  111.  297;  Fergu- 
son V.  Miles,  8  111.  358,  44  Am.  Dec. 
702.  Ind. — Joyce  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
62  Ind.  188.  Ky.^ — Moore  v.  Simpson,  3 
Mete.  349;  Major  v.  Deer,  4  J.  J, 
Marsh.  585.  N.  J. — See  Den  v.  Winans, 
14  N.  J.  L.  1.  N.  C— Lyerly  v.  Wheel- 
er, 33  N.  C.  288,  53  Am.  Dec.  414; 
Wade  V.  Sanders,  70  N.  C.  277.  Pa. 
Dunlap  V.  Cook,  18  Pa.  454;  Wetherill 
V.  Curry,  2  Phila.  98.  S.  C— O'lSTeal  v. 
Duncan,  4  McCord  246;  Stuckey  v. 
Cl'osswell,  12  Rich.  L.  273;  Sumner  v. 
Palmer,  10  Eieh.  L.  38.  Wis.— Bunker 
I'.  Rand,  19  Wis.  253,  88  Am.  Dec.  684. 

But  see  Porter  v.  Seeley,  13  Conn. 
564;  Den  ex  dem.  Falkenburgh  v.  Qamp, 
3  N.  J.  L.  365,  may  show  he  had  no 
title  at  time  of  sale. 

[a]  Subsequently  acquired  title  may 
be  set  up  by  execution"  debtor,  i.  e., 
title  acquired  subsequent  to  the  levy, 
■where  the  sale  was  of  all  his  interest 
at  the  time  of  levy.  Emerson  v.  8an- 
soine,  41  Cal.  552. 

[b]  Unless  after  abandoning  prem- 
ises he  assert  an  outstanding  title. 
Gould  V.  Hendrickson,  96  111.  599.  Contra, 
see  Gritchell  v.  Kreidler,  12  Mo.  App. 
497,  alp.rmed,  84  Mo.  472. 

64.  Hubbert  v.  McCollum,  6  Ala. 
221;  Bcwen  v.  Bowen,  6  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)  504;  Dean  v,  Connelly,  6  Pa.  239, 


[a]  If  the  sale  was  void  (1)  exe- 
cution defendant  may  defend  or  tha^ 
ground.  Lovely  v.  Speisshoffer,  8£  Inc 
454:  Howe  f.  Blanden,  21  Vt.  315.  (2) 
If  execution  under  which  plaintiff  pur- 
chased conferred  no  power  on  the  offi- 
cer to  sell,  the  defendant  is  not  estop- 
ped to  dispute  title.  Peebles  v.  Pate, 
90  N.  C.  348. 

65.  Dodge  v.  Walley,  22  Cal.  224,  83 
Am.  Dee.  61. 

66.  Ky. — Major  v.  Deer,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  585.  N.  Y. — ^Bigelow  v.  Finch, 
11  Barb.  498;  Dickinson  v.  Smith,  25 
Barb.  102.  Pa. — Suavely  v.  Wagner,  3 
Pa.  275,  45  Am.  Dec.  640. 

What  property  subject  to  execution, 
see  supra,  II,  B,  3. 

What  property  exempt,  see  supra,  11, 
B,  5. 

67.  Phelps  V. , Parks,  4  Vt.  488. 
Collateral   attack    on    execution    sale 

see  supra,  II,  B,  7,  1. 

68.  Brown  v.  Betts,  13  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)    29. 

69.  Ferguson  v.  Blakeney,  6  Ark. 
296;  People  ex  rel.  Higgins  v.  McAdam, 
CO  How.  Pr.   (N.  Y.;   444. 

70.  Ferguson  v.  Blakeney,  6  Ark. 
296. 

71.  Brown  v.  Betts,  13  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)    29. 

72.  Davant  v.  Cubbage,  2  Hill  (S. 
C.)   311. 

fa]  Reason. — Davant  v.  Cubbage,  2 
Hill  L.  (S.  C.)  311. 
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(E.)  Pleadings.73  — A  petition  in  a  summary  proceeding  for  pos- 
session need  not  follow  the  form  of  a  complaint  in  ejectment,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  state  the  complete  proceedings  on  which  plaintiff's  title  is 
based,  together  with  a  description  of  the  property.'*  Under  some  stat- 
utes, written  pleadings  are  not  necessary.'^ 

(F.)  Questions  op  Law  and  Pact.  —  In  some  statutory  proceedings  to 
determine  the  right  to  possession  of  the  property  the  questions  are  of 
law  for  the  court,"  though  in  a  suit  for  possession,  the  identity  of  the 
property  sought  to  be  shown  by  parol  is  a  question  for  the  jury,''  as 
is  the  question  of  collusion  and  fraud  in  making  the  sale.'* 

(II.)  On  Failure  of  Title. —  Where  there  is  a  complete  failure  of  title 
the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  relief.  In  somje  states  the  judgment  will 
be  revived  in  his  favor  so  that  he  is  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the 
creditor,'^  or  in  other  jurisdictions  he  may  recover  his  debt  from  the 
judgment  creditor,^"  or  from  the  defendant.*^  If  the  failure  of  title 
be  due  to  irregularities  in  the  proceedings,  in  several  states,  the  pur- 
chaser may  recover  the  purchase  price  from  the  officer  in  a  suit  for  that 
purpose;*^  in  other  jurisdictions  the  purchase  price  may  be  recovered 
if  it  still  be  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff.*^ 


73.  See  generally  the  titles  "Eject- 
ment;" "Forcible  Entry  and  Detain- 
er;" "Replevin;"  and  numerous  titles 
dealing  with  particular  phases  of  plead- 
ing. 

74.  Mooar  v.  Covington  City  Nat. 
Bank,  80  Ky.  305;  Sharpe  v.  Eoe,  13 
Bush  (Ky.)   461. 

[a]  In  Pennsylvania  the  plaintifE 
files  statement  of  his  claim  and  the 
defendant  a  statement  of  his  defense, 
in  the  proceeding  to  determine  the  right 
to  possession,  and  the  issue  so  raised 
is  tried  without  further  pleading.  Min- 
ier  V.  Saltmarsh,  5  "Watts  293.  See 
also  Brownfield  v.  Braddee,  9  Watts 
149;  Dean  v.  Connelly,  6  Pa.  239. 

75.  Kennedy  v.  Weber,  23  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  879,  64  S.  W.  514. 

76.  Mooar  v.  Covington  City  Nat. 
Bank,  80  Ky.  305.  See  also  Ireland 
V.  Pugh,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  252. 

77.  Morrisey  v.  Love,'  26  N.  C.  38. 

78.  Dean  v.  Connelly,  6  Pa.  239; 
Manning  v.  Dove,  10  Eich.  L.  (8.  C.) 
395. 

79.  See  the  statutes  of  the  several 
states  and  the  following:  U.  S. — Mc- 
Williams  v.  Withington,  7  Ted.  326. 
Cal.— Merguire  v.  O'Donnell,  139  Cal. 
6,  72  Pac.  337,  96  Am.  St.  Eep.  91; 
Hitchcock  V.  Caruthers,  100  Cal.  100, 
34  Pac.  627;  Cross  v.  Zane,  47  Cal. 
602.  Ind. — Paxton  v.  Sterne,  127  Ind. 
289,  26  N.  B.  557.    Miss.— Lambeth  v. 
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Elder,   44  Miss.    80.      Tex, — ^Jones    ». 
Smith,  55  Tex.  383. 

[a]  Where  there  is  a  partial  failure 
of  title  the  purchaser  has  no  remedy, 
the  rule  of  caveat  emptor  applying. 
Weaver  v.  Guyer,  59  Ind.  195. 

80.  111.— Warner  v.  Helm,  6  111.  220. 
Ind. — Hawkins  v.  Miller,  26  Ind.  173. 
Ky. — Moore 's  Exrs.  v.  Allen,  4  Bibb  41. 
La. — Lamb.eth  v.  New  Orleans,  6  La. 
73. 

[a]  In  Louisiana,  he  must  first  ex- 
haust his  remedy  against  judgment 
debtor  before  proceeding  against  cred- 
itor. Haynes  v.  Courtney,  15  La.  Ann. 
630. 

81.  la. — Eeed  &  Co.  v.  Crosthwait,  6 
Iowa  219,  71  Am.  Dec.  406.  Ky. — Geo- 
ghegan  v.  Ditto,  2  Mete.  433,  74  Am. 
Dee.  413.  Va. — See  Penn's  Admrs.  ». 
Spencer,  17  Gratt.  (58  Va.)  85,  91  Am. 
Dec.  875. 

82.  Ark. — Hightower  v.  Handlin,  27 
Ark.  20.  Ky.— McGhee  v.  Ellis,  4  Litt. 
244,  14  Am.  Dec.  124,  where  property 
sold  belonged  to  third  person.  La. 
Friedlander  v.  Bell,  17  La.  Ann.  42. 
Mo.— Thurley  v.  O'Connell,  48  Mo.  27, 
where   officer   was   guilty   of  fraud. 

83.  Conn. — ^Bartholomew  v.  Warner, 
32  Conn.  98,  85  Am. -Dee.  251,  action 
for  money  had  and  received.  N.  Y. 
Bowne  v.  O'Brien,  5  Daly  474.  Pa. 
Jacoby's  Estate,  9  Phila.  311.  S.  C. 
Bragg  V.  Thompson,  19  S.  C.  572. 
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(IIH)  Miscellaneous  Proceedings.  —  The  purchaser  of  the  interests  of 
an  individual  in  partnership  property  is  entitled  to  bring  a  suit  for 
accounting  against  the  other  members  of  the  firm.** 

n.  Bedemption. — (I.)  General  Statement. — Generally  statutes  pro- 
vide for  redemption  from  execution  sales.*^  This  right  of  redemption 
is  purely  a  statutory  right  and  does  not  exist  without  the  statute;*^ 
therefore  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  statute  must  be  pursued  to  make 
a  valid  redemption.*^ 

(II.)  Notice  of  Intention  To  Apply  for.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  notice 
of  intention  to  apply  for  redemption  is  required,**  but  one  who  has  had 
actual  notice  canno.t  complain  of  the  defects  in  the  service  made  on 
him.** 

(III.)  Time  and  Place  for  Redemption.  —  The  time  within  which  re- 
demption may  be  had  and  the  place  where  redemption  should  be  made, 
are  governed  by  the  various  statutes.^"  In  computing  the  time  of  re- 
demption the  first,  or  day  of  sale,  is  to  be  excluded,'^  and  where  a  cer- 


84.  Cogswell  V.  Wilson,  17  Ore.  31, 
21  Pae.  388. 

85.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Commerce  Vault  Co.  v.  Bar- 
rett, 222  111.  169,  78  N.  E.  47,  113 
Am.  St.  Eep.  382,  6  Ann.  Gas.  652; 
Watson  V.  Eeissig,  24  111.  281,  76  Am. 
Dec.  746;  Merry  v.  Bostwick,  13  111. 
398,  54  Am.  Dec.  434;  Bwing  v.  Cook, 
85  Tenn.  332,  3  S.  W.  507,  4  Am.  St. 
Eep.  765. 

86.  Oolo.— -Paddack  V.  Staley,  13 
Colo.  App.  363,  58  Pae.  363.  D.  C. 
Shipley  v.  Shamwell,  41  App.  Cas.  267, 
Ann.  Cas.  1915A,  1148.  HI. — Commerce 
Vault  Co.  V.  Barrett,  222  111.  169,  78 
N.  B.  47,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  382,  6  Ann. 
Cas.  652;  Wilson  v.  Schneider,  124  111. 
628,  17  N.  E.  8;  West  v.  Flemming,  18 
m.  248,  68  Am.  Dec.  539.  Ind.— An- 
derson V.  Anderson,  129  Ind.  573,  29 
N.  E.  35,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  211;  Hervey 
V.  Krost,  116  Ind.  268,  19  N.  E.  125. 
Neb.— Gosmunt  v.  Gloe,  55  Neb.  709,  76 
N.  W.  424. 

87.  Ala. — Spoor  v.  Phillips,  27  Ala. 
193.  Ark. — Edgewood  Distilling  Co.  v. 
Eugg,  98  Ark.  589,  136  S.  W.  977.  Cal. 
Wilcoxon  «.  Miller,  49  Cal.  193;  Haskell 
V.  Manlove,  14  Cal.  54.  >  111.— Oldfield 
V.  Eulert,  148  111.  614,  36  N.  E.  615; 
Wooters  v.  Joseph,  137  111.  113,  27  N. 
E.  80;  Wilson  v.  Schiieider,  124  111. 
628,  17  N.  E.  8;  Chiles  v.  Davis,  58 
111.  411;  Littler  v.  People  ex  rel.  Har- 
gadine,  43  111.  188.  la. — Howard  v, 
Kelly,  137  Iowa  76,  114  N.  W.  544. 
Minn. — Davis  v.  Seymour,  16  Minn. 
210;  Horton  v.  Maffitt,  14  Minn.  289. 
N.  Y.— Gilchrist  v.  Comfort,  34  N.  Y. 


.235;  Silliman  v.  Wing,  7  Hill  159; 
People  V.  Sheriff  of  Broome,  19  Wend. 
87;  Waller  v.  Harris,  20  Wend.  555. 
Tenn. — Hill  v.  Walker,  6  Coldw.  424; 
Farnsworth  v.  Howard,  1  Coldw.  215; 
Lowry  v.  McGhee,  8  Yerg.  242. 

[a]  While  the  redemption  law  is 
remedial  in  its  character,  and  should 
not  therefore  be  defeated  on  merely 
technical  grounds  in  cases  fairly 
brought  within  its  provisions,  yet  the 
right  of  redemption  is  purely  statutory 
and  the  courts  are  not  warranted  in 
extending  it  to  a  class  of  cases  which 
the  legislature  has  not  seen  proper  to 
provide  for.  Thornley  v.  Moore,  106 
111.  496. 

88.  I/ord's  Ore.  Laws,  §250;,  Scott  v. 
Patterson,  1  Wash.  487,  20  Pae.  593. 

89.  Baggot  V.  Turner,  21  Wash.  339, 
58  Pae.  212. 

90.  See  the  statutes  of  the  several 
states  and  the  following:  111. — Eoss  v. 
Mead,  10  111.  171.  la. — Hansen's  Em- 
pire Fur  Factory  v.  Teabout,  104  Iowa 
360,  73  N.  W.  875;  Eobertson  v.  Mo- 
line  M.  &  S.  Co.,  88  Iowa  463,  55  N. 
W.  495;  George  v.  Hart,  56  Iowa  706, 
10  N.  W.  265;  Webb  v.  Watson,  18 
Iowa  537;  Harvey  ».  Spalding,  16  Iowa 
397,  85  Am.  Dec.  526.  Neb.— Gosmunt 
V.  Gloe,  55  Neb.  709,  76  N.  W.  424. 
N.  Y. — ^People  ex  rel.  McAllister  v. 
Lynch,  68  N.  Y.  473;  Morss  v.  Purvis, 
68  N.  Y.  225;  Gilchrist  v.  Comfort,  34 
N.  Y.  235. 

91.  Cal. — Perham  v.  Kuper,  61  Cal. 
331.  m.— Eoan  v.  Eohrer,  72  111.  582. 
Ind.— Backer  v.  Pyne,  130  Ind.  288,  30 
N.  B.  21,  30  Am.   St.  Eep.   231.     la. 
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tain  nnmber  of  months  is  given,  calendar  months,  not  lunar  months, 
are  intended.®^  Where  the  last  day  of  the  redemption  year  falls  on 
Sunday,  the  land  may  be  redeemed  on  the  following  Monday,'^  and 
redemption  may  be  at  the  last  moment  of  the  last  day,  business  hours 
not  being  regarded.^*  The  general  rule  is  that  the  statutory  right  to 
redeem  from  a  sheriff's  sale  on  execution  must  be  exercised  within  the 
time  prescribed;  the  courts  have  no  discretion  or  power  to  extend  the 
time  as  an  act  of  mercy .^®  But  it  has  been  held  that  for  good  cause, 
the  time  of  redeeming  land  from  the  levy  of  an  execution  can  be  ex- 
tended by  a  court  of  equity;^"  and  the  redemption  period  may  be  ex- 
tended by  an  agreemlent  between  the  parties,*'  or  fraud  and  miscon- 


Teucher  v.  Hiatt,  23  Iowa  527,  92  Am. 
Dec.  440.  Mass. — ^Bigelow  v.  Wilson,  1 
Pick.  485.  IMich.— Gorham  v.  Wing,  10 
Mich.  486.  N.  Y. — Snyder  v.  Warren, 
2  Cow.  518.  Tenn. — Jones  v.  Planters 
Bank,  5  Humph.  619,  42  Am.  Dec. 
471. 

92.  Cal.— Gross  v.  Fowler,  21  Cal. 
392.  Conn. — Strong  ■».  Birchard,  5 
Conn.  357.  N.  Y. — Snyder  v.  Warren, 
2  Cow.  518,  14  Am.  Deo.  519.  Va, 
Brewer  v.  Harris,  5  Gratt.  (46  Va.) 
285. 

93.  Backer  v.  Pyne,  130  Ind.  288j  30 
N.  E.  21,  30  Am.  St.  Eep.  231;  Porter 
V.  Pierce,  120  N.  Y.  217,  24  N.  E.  281, 
7  L.  E.  A.  847,  affirming  43  Hun   11. 

94.  Teucher  v.  Hiatt,  23  Iowa  527, 
92  Am.  Deo.  440;  Ex  parte  Bank  of 
Monroe,  7  Hill  (N.  Y.)  177,  42  Am. 
Dee.  61;  People  v.  Perrin,  1  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)   75. 

95.  Tharp  v.  Kerr,  141  Iowa  26,  119 
N.  W.  267;  Ettenheimer  v.  Northgraves, 
75  Iowa  28,  39  N.  W.  120. 

[a]  The  fact  that  a  creditor  has 
■been  delayed  in  reducing  his  claim  to 
judgment  until  after  the  expiration  of 
the  redemption  period  does  not  entitle 
him  to  equitable  relief,  though  the 
delay  was  due  to  a  succession  of  holi- 
days declared  by  the  governor.  Sum- 
mers V.  Hammell,  17  Cal.  App.  493,  120 
Pac.  63. 

[b]  Physical  or  mental  dehillty  is 
not  sufficient  ground  for  extending  the 
statutory  period.  Wallace  v.  Monroe, 
22  111.  App.  602. 

[c]  Misinformation  by  clerk  as  to 
time  left  for  redemption  is  not  ground 
for  extending  time  where  there  is  no 
fraud.  Casey  v.  Gregory,  13  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  505,  56  Am.  Dec.  581. 

96.  TJ.  S.— Burgess  v.  GrafEam,  10 
Fed.  216.    111. — Henderson  v.  Harness, 
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184  HI.  520,  56  N.  E.  786.    N.  H.— Car- 
roll V.  McCuUough,  63  N.  H.  95. 

[a]  "It  is  well  settled,  however, 
that  courts  of  equity  may,  upon  a 
proper  showing  of  fraud,  mistake  or 
other  circumstances  appealing  to  the 
discretion  of  the  chancellor,  relieve 
judgment  debtors  whose  property  has 
been  sold  on  execution  from  a  fail- 
ure to  redeem  within  the  statutory 
period.  In  such  oases  equity  'in  its 
discretion  will  grant  relief  on  a  proper 
bill,  and  allow  the  judgment  debtor 
to'  redeem  after  the  expiration  of  the 
redemption  period.'  "  Bunting  v.  Has- 
kell,  152   Cal.  426,  93   Pac.   110. 

[b]  Mere  inadequacy  of  price  is  not 
ground  for  interference  by  a  court  of 
equity  with  the  statute  limiting  the 
time  of  redemption  from  an  execution 
sale,  but  relief  may  be  granted  against 
a  sheriff's  deed  in  such  cause  because 
of  mistake  in  preventing  redemption 
within  the  statutory  time.  Tharp  v. 
Kerr,  141  Iowa  26,  119  N.  W.  267. 

[c]  Accounting  Necessary.  —  Where 
the  amount  required  to  redeem  can 
only  be  ascertained  by  an  accounting, 
and  the  debtor  seeks  the  information 
on  the  last  day  of  the  time  ■  for  re- 
demption, such  time  will  be  extended 
until  an  accounting  may  be  had.  Hal- 
sled  V.  Tyng,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  375. 

97.  in. — Palmer  v.  Douglas,  107  HI. 
204;  Lucas  v.  Nichols,  66  111.  41;  Kauf- 
man V.  Smallwood,  36  111.  504,  87  Am. 
Dec.  230;  Honnihan  v.  Friedman,  13  HI. 
App.  226.  Ind. — Turpie  i?.  Lowe,  158 
Ind.  314,  62  N".  E.  484,  92  Am.  St. 
Eep.  310;  Butt  v.  Butt,  91  Ind.  305. 
la. — Campbell  v.  Jones,  40  Iowa  691. 
Ky.— Griffin  v.  CofEey,  9  B.  Mon.  452, 
50  Am.  Dec.  519.  Me. — Mayo  v.  Ham- 
lin, 73  Me.  182.  N.  J.— Marlatt  v. 
Warwick,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  108;  Combs  v. 
Little,  4  N".  J.  Eq.  310,  40  Am.  Dee. 
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duet  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff  may  operate  to  extend  the  pewod.'^  If 
after  appeal  the  redemption  time  has  expired,  and  the  case  has  been 
remanded  and  the  sale  confirmed,  the  trial  court  may,  in  some  juris- 
dictions, allow  an  additional  time  for  redemption.®®  In  some  states, 
under  certain  circumstances  the  court  has  power  to  shorten  the  term.'' 

(IV.)  By  Whom  Made.  —  (A.)-  Execution  Debtoe. —  The  debtor  may  re- 
deem:^ though  he  may  have  conveyed  the  property,^  or  may  not  have 
had  title  to  the  property.* 

(B.)  SnccESsoE  OP  Execution  Debtor. — The  debtor's  grantee  or  ven^ 
dee  is  entitled  to  the  right  of  redemption  possessed  by  the  debtor," 
though  the  conveyance  by  the  debtor  may  be  voidable  as  against  credi- 
tors.'   So,  too,  the  heirs  or  devisees  of  a  deceased  debtor  may  redeem.' 

(C.)  Execution  Creditoe. —  Generally  the  execution  creditor  cannot 
redeem.* 


207.  N.  Y.— Miller  «.  Lewis,  4  N.  T. 
554.  N.  C— Turner  v.  King,  37  N.  C. 
132.  Tenu. — ^Loek  v.  Edmundson,  1 
Baxt.  282. 

[a]  Party  may  be  estdpped  to  ob- 
ject to  an  extension.  Hammersham  v. 
Fairall,  44  Iowa  462;  Holcomb  v.  Hays, 
23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  352,  62  S.  W.  1028. 

98.  Briscoe  v.  York,  53  111.  484. 

99.  Quinton  v.  Adams,  87  Kan.  112, 
123  Pac.  740. 

1.  Bosenfield  v.  Cunningham,  85 
Kan.  835,  118  Pac.  878. 

2.  Oal. — Southern  California  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  McDowell,  105  Cal.  99,  38  Pac. 
627;  Yoakum  v.  Bower,  51  Cal.  539. 
Colo. — ^Floyd  V.  Sellers,  7  Colo.  App. 
491,  44  Pac.  371.  Ga. — Crawford  ». 
Pritehard,  81  Ga.  14,  6  S.  E.  689.  lU. 
Merry  v.  Boatwiek,  13  111.  398,  54  Am. 
Dec.  434.  la. — Case  v.  Fry,  91  Iowa 
132,  59  N.  W.  333;  Coriell  V.  Ham,  4 
G.  Gr.  455,  61  Am.  Dec.  134.  Mass. 
See  Da  Silva  v.  Turner,  166  Mass.  407, 
44  N.  E.  532.  Neb. — Pomeroy  v. 
Bridge,  1  Neb.  462.  N.  Y. — ^Livingston 
V.  Arnoux,  56  N.  Y.  507,  affirming  15 
Abb.  Pr.  (N".  S.)  158.  N.  C— Wilcox's 
Heirs  v.  Morris,  5  N.  C.  116,  3  Am. 
Dee.  678.  Tenn. — ^Ewing  v.  Cook,  85 
Tenn.  332,  3  S.  W.  507,  4  Am.  St.  Eep. 
765. 

fa]  In  Kentucky  where  the  property 
sells  for  less  than  two-thirds  of  its 
value  the  debtor  may  redeem.  Law- 
rence V.  Edelen,  6  Bush  55;  Bondurant 
V.  Owens,  4  Bush  662;  Pollard's  Heirs 
V.  Lucas,  7  Dana  454;  Blight's  Heirs 
V.  Tobin,  7  Mon.  612,  18  Am.  Dec.  219; 
Hopkins  v.  Tarlton,  4  Bibb  500. 

[b]  Through  an  Agent. — ^Livingston 
V.  Arnoux,  56  N.  Y.  507, 

IS 


[c]  Redemption  Under  Two  Sales 
at  Same  Time.^ — Defendant's  property 
was  sold ,  under  execu,tion,  and  about 
eleven  months  later  it  was  sold  under 
another  execution  issued  upon  a  differ- 
ent judgment.  Held  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  redeem  from  both  sales  by 
paying  to  the  clerk,  within  a  year 
from  the  date  of  the  first  one,  the 
two  amounts  for  which  the  property 
has  been  sold,  with  interest  on  each 
from  the  day  of  sale.  Harrison  v. 
Wilmering,  72  Iowa  727|,  32  N.  W. 
279. 

3.  Southern  California  Lumb.  Co.  V. 
McDowell,  105  Cal.  99,  38  Pac,  627; 
Yoakum  v.  Bower,  51  Cal.  539;  Liv- 
ingston V.  Arnoux,  56  N.  Y.  507,  af- 
firming 15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)   158. 

4.  Southern  California  Lumb.  Co.  «. 
McDowell,  105  Cal.  99,  38  Pac.  627; 
Floyd  V.  Sellers,  7  Colo.  App.  491,  44 
Pae.  371. 

5.  Cal. — Southern  California  Lumb, 
Co.  V.  McDowell,  105  Cal.  99,  38  Pae. 
627.  la. — Thayer  v.  Coldren,  57  Iowa 
110,  10  N.  W.  300;  Harvey  v.  Spauld- 
ing,  16  Iowa  397,  85  Am.  Dec.  526. 
Mass. — Sewall  v.  Sewall,  139  Mass.  157, 
29  N.  B.  648;  Tucker  v.  Buffum,  16 
Pick.  46.  Miss. — ^Watson  v.  Hannum, 
10  Smed.  &  M.  521.  N.  H.— Russell 
V.  Fabyan,  34  N.  H.  218.  N.  Y.— Liv- 
ingston V.  Arnoux,  56  N.  Y.  507,  af- 
firkmg  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  158.  Tenn. 
Hepburn  v.  Kerr,  9  Humph.  726,  51  Am. 
Dec.  685. 

6.  Sewall  v.  Sewall,  139  Mass.  157, 
29  N.  E.  648;  Eussell  v.  Fabyan,  34 
N.  H.  218. 

7.  Smith  V.  Knoebel,  82  HI.  392.^ 

8.  Ind. — Horn   V,   Indianapolis    Nat. 
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other  Judgment  Creditors. —  Generally  a  judgment  creditor  of  the 
debtor  may  redeem  the  property  sold  from  the  purchaser  within  the 
statutory  period."  An  assignee  of  a  judgment  is  a  judgment  creditor 
in  contemplation  of  law  and  entitled  to  redeem.^"  A  judgment  credi- 
tor, by  reason  of  a  confessed  judgment,  on  a  bona  fide  debt  may  re- 
deem from  the  sale.^^  The  judgment,  according  to  somle  authorities, 
must  be  a  lien  on  the  property  sold  to  entitle  the  creditor  to  redeem,^" 


Bank,  125  Ind.  381,  25  N.  E.  558; 
Hervey  v.  Krost,  116  Ind.  268,  19  N, 
E.  125.  la.^ — Hayden  v.  Smith,  58  Iowa 
285,  12  N.  W.  289;  Clayton  v.  Ellis, 
50  Iowa  590.  N.  Y.—Ex  parte  Pad- 
dock, 4  Hill  544;  People  v.  Easton,  2 
Wend.  297. 

Contra,  Posey  v.  Pressley,  60  Ala. 
243;  Freeman  v.  Jordan,  17  Ala.  500. 

[a]  "In  no  case  does  the  statute 
contemplate  or  provide  for  a  redemp- 
tion by  the  judgment  creditor  upon 
whose  judgment  the  sale  was  made.  On 
the  contrary,  it  excludes  the  idea  that 
at  every  point  that  one  causing  the 
sale  to  be  made  may  redeem.  We  see 
no  reason  why  such  right  should  be 
given  by  construction,  even  if  the 
court  held  the  power  or  authority  to 
give  it."  Hervey  v.  Krost,  116  Ind. 
268,  19  N.  E.  125. 

9.  Ala — Pollard  v.  Taylor,  13  Ala. 
604.  lU.— Schuck  v.  Gerlach,  101  111. 
338;  McLagan  v.  Brown,  11  111.  519. 
Ind. — Jarrell  v.  Brubaker,  150  Ind.  260, 
49  N.  E.  1050;  Hervey  v.  Krost,  116 
Ind.  268,  19  N.  E.  125.  la.— Citizens ' 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Percival,  62  Iowa  183, 
16  N.  W.  76.  Tenn. — ^McClean  v.  Har- 
ris, 14  Lea  510. 

[a]  Only  judgment  creditors  are  in- 
eluded  in  the  terms  of  a  statute  per- 
mitting "creditors"  to  redeem.  Thoin- 
ason  V.  Scales,  12  Ala.  309;  Woods  v. 
McGavock,   10   Yerg.    (Tenn.)    133. 

[b]  Discharge  in  Bankruptcy. — The 
right  of  judgment  creditors  to  redeem 
is  not  affected  by  Ihe  discharge  in 
bankruptcy  of  judgment  debtor.  Pease 
V.  Eitchie,  132  111.  638,  24  N.  E.  433, 
8  L.  R.  A.  566. 

[c]  A  judgment  creditor  purchasing 
the  land  within  the  twelve  months, 
takes  his  grantor's  right  of  redemp- 
tion, .  but  loses  his  right  to  redeem 
as  a  creditor.  Martin  v.  Judd,  60  111. 
78. 

[d]  Only  creditors  in  courts  of  rec- 
ord can  exercise  the  right  to  redeem 
as  judgment  creditors,  Thornley  v. 
Moore,   106  111.  496. 
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[e]  A.  judgment  creditor  need  not 
bring  an  action  to  cancel  a  mortgage, 

though  fraudulent  as  to  creditors,  be- 
fore redeeming  from  an  execution  sale. 
Kingman  Plow  Co.  v.  Knowlton,  148 
Iowa  25,  119  N.  W.  754. 

[f]  Creditor  who  obtains  judgment 
after  death  of  debtor  by  allowance  of 
claim  in  probate  court,  may  redeem. 
Wilson  V.  Schneider,  124  111.  628,  17 
N.  E.  8. 

[g]  Death  of  debtor  after  judgment 
is  obtained  but  before  redemption, 
does  not  necessitate  revival  of  judg- 
ment against  heirs  before  holder  of 
such  judgment  may  redeem.  Bledsoe 
V.   MeCorry,   9   Baxt.    (Tenn.)    320. 

Effect  of  death  of  party  on  right 
to  enter  judgment,  see  14  Standakd 
Peoc.  782,  1025. 

[h]  Statutes  (1)  Apply  to  Persons 
Becoming  Creditors  After  Sale. — Palbe 
V.  Caves,  151  Wis.  54,  138  N.  W.  87. 
See  Summers  v.  Hammell,  17  Cal.  App. 
493,  120  Pac.  63.  (2)  Contra.— A.  cred- 
itor whose  claim  was  not  put  in  judg- 
ment until  after  the  sale,  at  which 
time  defendant's  rights  to  the  property 
were  divested,  and  when  no  interest 
was  left  upon  which  the  judgment  could 
attach  as  a  lien,  would  not  be  entitled 
to  redeem.  Brown  v.  Markleiy,  58 
Iowa  689,  12  N".  W.  721. 

10.  Sweezey  v.  Chandler,  11  HI.  445; 
Van  Rensselaer  v.  Sheriff,  1  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)  443;  Ex  parte  Raymond,  1  Denio 
(N.  Y.)  272.  Contra,  Chambers  v.  Pol- 
lak,  143  Ala.  438,  39  So.  316.  But  see 
Sloss  V.  Steiner  Bros.,  146  Ala.  692, 
40  So.  511,  indicating  that  an  action 
by_  assignor  to  redeem  to  which  the 
assignee  is  a  party,  is  for  the  sole 
benefit  of  the  latter. 

11.  Martin  v.  Judd,  60  HI.  78; 
Karnes  v.  Lloyd,  52  111.  113;  Phillips 
V.  Demoss,  14  111.  410;  Snyder  v.  War- 
ren, 2  Cow.  (KT.  Y.)  518,  14  Am.  Dec. 
519. 

12.  Brown  v.  Markley,  58  Iowa  689, 
12  N.  W.  721;  Hurd  v.  Magee,  3  Cow. 
(N.   Y.)    135;    Marsh   v.   Wendgyer,  5 
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though  the  right  of  a  judgment  creditor  to  redeem  lands  is  not  af- 
fected by  reason  of  such  judgment  being  a  lien  also  on  other  lands  of 
the  judgment  debtor/^  or,  it  has  been  held,  because  he  holds  security 
for  the  debt.^*  A  judgment  creditor  may  redeem,  though  in  fact  he  is 
redeeming  from  himself.^'  A  judgment  debtor  will  not  be  heard  to 
object  to  a  redemption  as  made  by  a  judgment  creditor.  Whether  the 
latter  or  the  purchaser  takes  title,  is  a  question  between  them  alone.^' 

Successive  Eedemptions.  —  If  property  be  redeemed  by  one  judgment 
creditor,  another  judgment  creditor  may  redeem  from  the  redeeming 
creditor.^' 

(D.)  Mortgagee.  —  In  many  jurisdictions  a  mortgagee  whose  mort- 
gage has  been  duly  recorded  may  redeem,^®  but  the  mortgagee  under  an 


Cow.  (N.  Y.)  69;  People  v.  Easton,  2 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  297;  Ex  parte  Wood,  4 
Hill    (N.   Y.)    542.     ■ 

[a]  Contra. — May  redeem  though 
judgment  has  ceased  to  be  a  lien  on 
the  property.  Pease  v.  Eitchie,  132  111, 
638,  24  N.  E.  433,  8  L.  E.  A.  566. 

13.  Pease  v.  Eitchie,  132  111.  638,  24 
N.  E.  433,  8  L.  E.  A.  566;  Warford  v. 
Sullivan,  147  Ind.  14,  46  N.  E.  27. 

14.  Muir  V.  Leitch,  7  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
341. 

15.  Citizens'  Sav.  Bank  v.  Percival, 
61  Iowa  183,  16  N.  W.  76. 

[a]  Bedeeming  From  Himself. — ^Where 
a  junior  judgment  creditor  purchases 
property  on  which  his  judgment  is  a 
lieu,  at  an  execution  sale  for  the  sat- 
isfaction of  a  senior  judgment,  he  may, 
like  any  other  judgment  creditor,  re- 
deem the  property  from  such  sale, 
though  he  thereby  redeems  from  him- 
self. Citizens'  Sav.  Bank  v.  Percival, 
61  Iowa  183,  16  N.  W.  76. 

[b]  The  purchaser  at  an  execution 
sale  cannot  tack  thereto  subsequent 
liens  held  by  him,  so  as  to  compel  the 
holder  of  a  lien  subsequent  to  his  to 
pay  them  in  redeeming  from  the  exe- 
cution sale,  unless  such  purchaser  puts 
himself  in  the  line  of  redemptioners, 
by  filing  notice  of  intention  to  redeem 
from  his  own  sale  under  his  subse- 
quent liens,  and  files  at  the  proper 
time  aflSdavits  of  the  amount  due  on 
his  subsequent  liens.  But  in  such  case 
it  is  not  necessary  for  such  purchaser 
to  pay  himself  the  amount  necessary 
to  redeem  from  himself,  or  issue  to 
himself  any  certificate  of  redemption, 
and  he  need  not  redeem  from  himself, 
through  the  sheriff.  Eitchie  V.  Ege, 
58  Minn.  291',  59  N.  W.  1020;  Parke 
V.  Hush,  29  Minn.  434,  13  N,  W.  668. 


16.  West  V.  Krebaum,  88  111.  263. 

[a]  The  fact  that  a  judgment  cred- 
itor has  redeemed  land  before  the 
year  allowed  to  the  debtor  to  redeem 
hfts  expired,  cannot  be  insisted  upon 
as  an  irregularity  by  the  debtor,  nor 
by  his  grantee  claiming  under  a  prior 
unrecorded  deed,  when  neither  has 
sought  to  redeem  within  one  year. 
If  such  premature  redemption  be  an 
irregularity,  either  the  purchaser  under 
the  prior  sale,  or  any  other  person 
seeking  to  redeem,  may  question  it, 
but  persons  not  injured  thereby  cannot 
complain.  Massey  v.  Westcott,  40  111. 
160.  See  also  Blair  v.  Chamblin,  39  111. 
521. 

17.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: la. — Phelps  v.  Finn,  45  Iowa 
447.  N.  Y.— Ea;  parte  Peru  Iron  Co.,  7 
Cow.  540;  Ex  parte  Ives,  1  Hill  639; 
People  ■».  Fleming,  4  Denio  137;  Morss 
V.  Purvis,  5  Thomp.  &  C.  140,  affirmed, 
68  N.  Y.  225.  Wis.— Sexton  v.  Ehames, 
13  Wis.  99. 

[a]  Age  of  judgments  gives  no 
priority  in  the  right  of  redemption. 
A  third  judgment  creditor  may  inter- 
cept a  second  in  redeeming  land  from 
the  execution  sale  of  the  first,  and  then 
the  second  can  redeem  only  from  the 
third.     Hare  v.  Hall,  41  Ark.  372. 

18.  Conn.— I/ord  v.  Sill,  23  Conn. 
319,  even  though  mortgage  was  fraud- 
ulent as  to  creditors.  Ind. — Hervey  v. 
Krost,  116  Ind.  268,  19  N.  B.  125.  la. 
Crossen  v.  White,  19  Iowa  109,  87  Am. 
Dec.  420.  But  see  Lysinger  v.  Hayer, 
87  Iowa  335,  54  N.  W.  145.  Mass. 
Bigelow  V.  Willson,  1  Pick.  485.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Beebe,  1  Barb.  379,  but 
mortgage  must  be  a  lien  on  whole  of 
premises  sold.  See  also  Van  Eensse- 
laer  v.  SherifE,  1  Cow.  501   (that  under 

Vol.  XVI 


228  JUDOMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFOBCEMENT  OP 

unrecorded  mortgage,  void  as  against  a  judgment  creditor  without 
notice,  cannot  redeem)  from  a  sale  where  the  judgment  creditor  was 
purchaser." 

(V.)  Eedemption  in  Parcels  or  in  Toto. —  Persons  entitled  to  redeem 
may  redeem  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  premises  in  like  distinct  par- 
eels  or  quantities  in  which  the  same  are  sold  f°  thus  where  several  par^ 
eels  have  been  sold  en  masse  they  must  be  redeemed  en  masse  and  not 
■in  separate  parcels^^^  even  though  the  value  of  one  is  separately  stated 
in  the  certificate  of  the  appraisers.^^  When  the  interests  of  several 
tenants  in  common  have  been  sold  on  execution,  the  undivided  portion 
of  any  or  either  of  them  may  be  redeemed  separately.^^ 

(VI.)  Production  of  Papers. —  Generally  a  redemptioner  must  produce 
to  the  officer  or  person  from  whomi  he  seeks  to  redeem  a  copy  of  the 
docket  to  the  judgment  under  which  he  claims  the  right  to  redeem,  cer- 
tified by  the  clerk  of  the  court,  of  the  county  where  the  judgment  is 
docketed,^*  though  the  circumstances  may  be  such  as  to  dispense  with 
this  requirement,^^  or,  where  one  redeems  upon  a  mortgage  or  other 


Act  April  12,  1820,  mortgagee  cannot 
redeem);  and  Hodge  v.  Gallup,  3  Denio 
(N.  Y.)  527,  that  assignee  of  a  mort- 
gage by  one  who  purchased  from  exe- 
cution defendant  cannot  redeem. 

19.  Condit  v.  Wilson,  36  N.  J.  Eq. 
S70. 

20.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Oldfield  V.  Eulert,  148  111.  614, 
36  N.  E.  615;  Dickenson  v.  G-illiland,  1 
Cow.   (N.  Y.)   481. 

[a]  Any  one  of  a  number  of  lots, 
sold  at  one  time  and  separately,  to  the 
same  purchaser,  may  be  redeemed. 
Eobertson  v.  Dennis,  20  111.  313. 

21.  lU.— Oldfield  v.  Eulert,  148  HI. 
614,  36  N.  E.  615.  Me.— Eoss  v.  Stick- 
ney,  5  Me.  390.  N.  J. — Combs  v.  Lit- 
tle, 4  N.  J.  Eq.  310. 

[a]  Redemption  Cannot  Be  Effected 
by  Piecemeal. — (1)  It  must  be  of  the 
entire  tract  sold  regardless  of  the 
number  of  the  sub-purchasers  of  the 
parts  thereof  (Francis  v.  White,  160 
Ala.  523,  49  So.  334),  (2)  unless  pur- 
chaser consent.  Francis  v.  White,  166 
Ala.  409,  52  So.  349. 

[b]  Waiver. — ^If  after  the  execution 
sale  the  defendant  in  execution  joins 
with  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  in  the 
conveyance  of  a  part  of  the  property 
to  a  third  person,  such  conveyance  will 
be  deemed  a  waiver  of  the  right  to 
redeem  the  part  conveyed  and  also  as 
a  waiver  on  the  part  of  the  purchaser 
to  deal  with  the  redemptioner  in  toto 
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only.     Francis  v.  White,  166  Ala.  409, 
52  So.  349. 

22.  Oldfield  v.  Eulert,  148  111.  614, 
36  N.  B.  '615. 

23.  See  the  statutes  and  Schuck  v. 
Gerlach,  101  ni.  338. 

[a]  Where  the  parties  hold  as  ten- 
ants by  entireties  the  land  must  be  re- 
deemed as  a  -whole  or  not  at  all. 
Sharpe  V.  Baker,  51  Ind.  App.  547,  96 
N.  E.  627,  99  N.  E.  44. 

24.  See    the    statutes    and   the    fol- 
lowing:   Haskell    v.    Manlove,    14    Cal. 
54;  Waller  v.  Harris,  20  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
555;  Woolsey  v.  Saunders,  3  Barb.  (N.- 
Y.)  301. 

[a]  To  the  Person  to  Whom  the  Ke- 
demption  Money  Is  Paid. — People  v. 
Eansom,  2  N.  Y.  490. 

[b]  Omission  of  signature  of  clerk 
to  certified  copy  of  docket  renders  it 
insufficient.  Brackett  v.  Miller,  24  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  560. 

25.  See  cases  following. 

[a]  Where  the  money  is  paid  to  the 
clerk,  and  the  original  records,  files 
and  papers  are  called  to  his  attention 
and  he  has  knowledge  thereof.  Hunter 
V.  Mauseau,  91  Minn.  124,  97  N.  W. 
651. 

[b]  Where  sheriff's  certificate  of 
sale  is  produced  properly  executed,  not 
necessary  to  produce  copies  of  judg- 
ment docket  thereof  and  execution, 
where  the  same  are  recited  iu  such  cer- 
tificate. Eitchie  V.  Ege,  58  Minn.  291, 
59  N,  W.  1020. 
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lien,  a  note  of  the  record  thereof,  certified  by  thp  clerk  or  recorder,"* 
together  with  an  affidavit  by  himself  or  his  agent,  showing  the  amount 
then  actually  due  on  the  lien,"'  and  in  the  case  of  an  assignee,  a  copy 
of  the  assignment  necessary  to  establish  his  claim,  verified  by  the  affi- 
davit of  himself,  or  of  a  subscribing  witness  thereto. ^^  The  produc- 
tion of  these,  papers  may  be  waived,"®  and  a  mere  tender  of  the  papers 
is  all  that  is  required.^"  Where  the  purchase  is  made  by  parties  for 
their  joint  benefit,  a  presentation  of  the  requisite  papers  and  tender 
of  the  requisite  money  to  one.  is  sufficient,  being  equivalent  to  a  tender 
to  both.'i 

(VII.)  Tender  and  Payment.  —  (A.)  SurnciENCT  of.  —  Pajonent  to  the 
proper  party  of  a  sum  less  than  the  amount  paid  by  the  holder  of  the 
sheriff's  certificate,  with  interest  and  costs,  will  not  be  effectual  as  a 
redemption.^"  The  debtor  on  redeeming  must  pay  the  purchase  price 
plus  a  statutory  percentage,^^  but  need  not  pay  other  liens  held  by  the 
party  from  whom  redemption  is  made,^*  nor  a  prior  judgment  held  by 
a  partnership  of  which  the  purchaser  is  a  member.^^  It  has  been  held 
that  the  purchaser  is  entitled,  on  redemption  of  lands  pursuant  to  an 
agreement  made  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  to  a  fair  allowance  for  his 
time,  trouble,  and  expenses,  in  addition  to  the  price  agreed  on,^'  and 


26.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  No  suci  note  or  affidavit  is  re- 
qiilied  where  the  person  seeking  to  re- 
deem holds  the  legal  title  under  a  deed 
which  it  is  alleged  was  intended  as  a 
mortgage  but  under  which  no  money 
has  been  paid.  Schumacher  v.  Lang- 
ford,  20  Gal.  App.  61,  127  Pac.  1057. 

27.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Howard  v.  Kelly,  137  Iowa  76, 
114  K.  "W.  544,  126  Am.  St.  Eep.  274; 
Hall  V.  Thomas,  27  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  55; 
Ex  ■parte  Newell,  4  Hill   (N.  Y.;   608. 

[a]  If  affidavit  be  made  by  an 
agent,  it  should  show  that  he  has  the 
means  of  knowledge,  and  state  the 
amount  positively,  not  according  to  his 
belief  merely.  Ex  parte  Bank  of  Mon- 
roe, 7  Hill  (N.  Y.)  177,  42  Am.  Dee. 
61. 

28.  See  the  sta,tutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Williams  c.  Lash,  8  Minn.  496; 
Ex  parte  Newell,  4  Hill  (N.  Y.)  608. 

[a]  A  clerical  mistake  in  the  name 
of  a  party  will  not  invalidate  the  as- 
signment so  as  to  afEeet  the  right  of 
redemption.  Aylesworth  v.  Brown,  10 
Barb.   (N.  I.)   167. 

29.  Cal.— -Bagley  v.  Ward,  37  Cal. 
121,  99  Am.  Dec.  256.  N.  Y.— Wood 
V.  Morehouse,  45  N.  Y.  368;  Phillips 
V.  Shifter,  14  Abb.  Pr.  '(N.  S.)  101; 
Bank  of  Vergennes  v.  Warren,  7  HiU 


91.     Wis. — Sexton  v.  Ehames,  13  Wis. 
99. 

30.  Prescott  v.  Everts,  4  Wis.  314. 

31.  Prescott  v.  Everts,  4  Wis.   314. 

32.  Colo. — Brown  v.  Bell,  46  Colo. 
163,  103  Pac.  380.  la.— Boggs  v.  Doug- 
lass. 89  Iowa  150,  56  N.  W.  412.  N.  Y. 
Barker  v.  Gates,  1  How.  Pr.  77;  Silli- 
man  v.  Wing,  7  Hill  159;  Ex  parte 
Ives,  1  Hill  639. 

[a]  A  mistake  of  thirty  cents  dis- 
regarded. Hall  V.  Pisher,  9  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  17. 

33.  See  the  statutes  of  the  several 
states  and  the  following:  Oal. — McMil- 
lan V.  Vischer,  14  Cal.  232.  lU.— ScO' 
field  V.  Bessenden,  15  111.  78.  N.  H, 
Eogers  v.  McDearmid,  7  N.  H.  506 
N.  Y. — ^Van  Rensselaer  v.  Sheriff,  1  Cow, 
443. 

34.  Warren  v.  Fish,  7  Minn.  432. 

[a]  Except  where  the  statute  per- 
mits the  purchaser  to  Increase  his  bid 
by  the  amount  of  his  other  claim  or 
any  part  thereof  and  compels  the  debt- 
or to  pay  this  increase  or  leave  the 
property  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser. 
Cooley  V.  Weeks,  10  Yerg.  (Tenn.; 
141. 

35.  Campbell  v.  Oaks,  68  Cal.  222,  9 
Pac.  77. 

36.  Combs  v.  Little,  4  N.  J.  Eq.  310, 
40  Am.  Dee.  207. 
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other  lawful  charges  have  been  required  to  be  paid, in  addition  to  the 
debt." 

Where  a  judgment  creditor  is  the  redemptioner,  he  must  pay  the  amount 
of  the  liens  of  the  owner  of  the  certificate  which  are  paramount  to  the 
lien  under  which  he  is  seeking  to  redeem,^^  but  need  not  pay  off  any 
liens  inferior  to  hiSj^^  unless  the  property  was  sold  at  one  time  to  sat- 
isfy several  judgments,  in  which  case  the  whole  sum  paid  by  the  pur- 
chaser even  though  it  was  used  to  satisfy  liens  inferior  to  the  redemp- 
tioner's  must  be  paid  the  purchaser.*"  To  constitute  a  good  tender  the 
money  must  not  be  withdrawn.*^ ,  Where  the  purchaser  denies  the  right 
of  redemption  no  tender  need  be  made.*^ 

(B.)  To  "Whom  Eedemption  Monet  To  Be  Paid. —  The  statutes  have 
variously  provided  that  the  party  redeeming  should  pay  the  redemp- 
tion money  to  the  clerk,*^  to  the  purchaser,  his  representative,**  or  the 
sheriil.*^    A  payment  to  a  person  unauthorized  to  receive  it  cannot  be 


37.  Richardson  v.  Dunn,  79  Ala.  167. 

[a]  The  "lawful  charges"  -which 
judgment  debtor,  peeking  to  redeem,  is 
required  to  pay  or  tender  includes  only 
claims  and  demands  which  are  in  the 
nature  of  a  lien  or  incumbrance  on 
the  land;  and  neither  insurance  on  the 
buildings  paid  by  the  purchaser,  nor  a 
judgment  rendered  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace,  unless  an  execution  thereon 
has  been  levied  on  the  land,  is  em- 
braced in  such  lawful  charges.  Eich- 
ardson  v.  Dunn,  79  Ala.  167. 

[b]  When  permanent  valuable  im- 
provements have  been  erected  on  the 
land,  by  the  p^irchaser  at  the  execu- 
tion sale,  or  other  person  holding  pos- 
session under  him,  the  creditor  pro- 
posing to  redeem  must  pay,  or  offer 
to  pay,  their  value  as  a  part  of  the 
"lawful  charges,"  but  if  he  makes  a 
general  offer  to  redeem,  and  Ms  right 
to  redeem  is  denied,  he  is  excused  from 
making  any  particular  inquiry  as  to  a 
claim  for  improvements.  Posey  V. 
Pressley,  60  Ala.  243. 

38.  Cal. — Van  Dyke  v.  Herman,  3 
Cal.  295.  la.— Wilson  v.  Conklin,  22 
Iowa  452.  Mass.- — Loring  v.  Cooke,  3 
Pick.  48.  Michi — People  v.  Fralick,  12 
Mich.  234.  Minn. — See  Ritchie  v.  Ege, 
58  Minn.  291,  59  N.  W.  1020. 

39.  Jackson  ex  dem.  Knapp  v.  Budd, 
7  Cow.   (N.  Y.)   658. 

40.  Silliman  v.  _Wing,  7  Hill  (N.  Y.) 
159;  Barker  v.  Gates,  1  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)    77. 

41.  Wilkins  v.  Wilson,  51  Cal.  212. 
[a]    Notice  to  Sheriff  To  Withhold 

Part   of  Deposit. — But    the    effect    of 
payment  to  the  sheri£C  of  tlie  amount 

Vol.  XVI 


of  the  purchaser's  bid,  with  interest, 
is  not  impaired  by  giving  immediate 
notice  to  the  sheriff  not  to  pay  over 
a  portion  of  the  money.  Spraker  v. 
Cook,  16  N.  Y.  567. 

42.  Rogers  v.  Tindall,  99  Tenn.  356, 
42  S.  W.  86. 

43.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Howard  v.  Kelly,  137  lo-yra  76, 
114  N.  W.  544;  Webb  v.  Watson,  18 
Iowa  537. 

[a]  Payment  to  the  county  clerk 
who  has  no  special  authority  to  re- 
ceive payment  is  insufaoient  although 
such  clerk  and  the  sheriff  occupy  the 
same  office  and  the  clerk  is  requested 
to  deliver  the  money  and  papers  to 
the  sheriff.  People  v.  Eathbun,  15  N. 
Y.  528,  affirming  Griffin  v.  Chase,  23 
Barb.   (N.^  Y.)   278. 

44.  Hunter  v.  Mauseau,  91  Minn, 
124,  97  N.  W.  651;  Ex  parte  Board,  4 
Cow.   (N.  Y.)   420. 

[a]  A  subsequent  redeeming  cred- 
itor must  make  payment  to  the  officer 
or  the  last  redeeming  creditor.  A  ten- 
der to  the  original  purchaser  is  in- 
sufficient. People  V.  Baker,  20  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   602. 

45.  Robertson  v.  Dennis,  20  HI.  313; 
People  ex  rel.  McAllister  v.  Lynch,  68 
N.  Y.  473;  Livingston  v.  Arnoux,  56 
N.  Y.  507. 

[a]  To  deputy  who  made  the  sale 
(1)  where  both  the  sheriff  and  the 
deputy  are  present  in  the  office  at  the 
time.  People  ex  rel.  McAllister  v. 
Lynch,  68  N.  Y.  473.  Payment  (2) 
may  be  made  to  deputy  although  the 
term  of  office  of  his  principal  has 
terminated.     People  ex  rel.  McAllister 
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ratified  by  the  sheriff  so  as  to  make  it  effective.*"  Where  the  person  to 
whom  redemption  money  should  be  paid  is  out  of  the  state,  the  money 
should  be  paid  into  the  eourt.*^ 

(C.)  Medium  of  Payment. —  The  redemption  pajrment  should  be  made 
in  money  but  the  equivalent  is  frequently  permitted.*^ 

(VIII.)  Actions  To  Redeem.  —  (A.)  General  Statement.  —  In  some 
states  unlawful  detainer  may  be  brought  where  the  tender  to  redeem 
is  refused;*^  but  generally,  where  a  party  entitled  to  redeem  has  ful- 
filled the  statutory  requirements,  a  bill  in  equity  is  the  remedy  to  en- 
force redemption.^" 

(B.)  Conditions  Precedent. — Possession  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  lands 
sought  to  be  redeemed  is  not  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  a  bill  to 
secure  redemption.^^  But  until  there  has  been  a  full  performance  by 
the  plaintiff  of  all  statutory  requirements,  or  a  valid  and  sufficient  ex- 
cuse for  non-performance,  redemption  cannot  be  enforced  by  a  bill  in 
equity .^^     In  some  jurisdictions  the  redemption  money  must  be  paid 


V.   Lynch,   68    N.   T.    473;     People    v. 
Baker,  20  Wend.   (N.  Y.)   602. 

[b]  To  one  named  by  officer  suffi- 
cient.    Eoan  V.  Rohrer,  72  111.  582. 

46.  Littler  v.  People,  43  111.  188. 

47.  Francis  v.  White,  142  Ala.  590, 
39   So.   174. 

48.  Webb  v.  Watson,  18  Iowa  537. 

[a]  Treasury  notes  made  a  legal 
tender  by  act  of  congress,  sufficient. 
People  V.  Mayhew,  26  Cal.  655. 

[b]  The  sheriff  is  the  special  agent 
of  the  purchaser  of  land,  authorized  to 
receive  the  redemption-money  for  him, 
and  as  such,  may  receive  in  redemption 
■what  is  regarded  as  current  money  at 
the  time  and  place,  though  not  strictly 
a  legal  tender,  unless  the  judgment 
under  which  the  sale  was  made  was 
rendered  payable  in  a  particular  kind 
of  money.  People  v.  Mayhew,  26  Cal. 
655. 

[c]  When  Received  by  Clerk. — The 
clerk  is  authorized  to  receive  money 
paid  into  court  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
demption, and  is  responsible  for  the 
same  on  his  bond;  and,  if  instead  of 
receiving  money  for  such  purpose,  he 
receives  checks,  notes  or  drafts,  as 
money,  and  receipts  for  them  as  such, 
he  must  account  for  them  as  money; 
and,  in  such  case,  the  redemption  is 
as  valid  and  complete  as  if  money 
had  been  tendered  and  accepted  for 
such  purpose.  Bown  v.  Van  Gundy, 
133  Ind.  670,  33  N.  E.  687.  See  also 
Jessup  V.  Carey,  61  Ind.  584;  Webb 
V.  Watson,  18  Iowa  537. 

[d]  duck  insufflclent  unless  cashed 


before  the  expiration  of  period  for  re- 
demption. People  V.  Baker,  20  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  602.  But  compare  cases  supra, 
this  note. 

[e]  Securities  are  sufficient  if  pur- 
chaser agrees  to  receive  them.'  Stone 
V.  Smith,  2  How.   Pr.    (N.  Y.)    117. 

[f]  Current  foreign  coin  accepted. 
Ex  parte  Becker,  4  Hill    (N.  Y.)    613. 

[g]  Bank  notes  permitted.  Ex  parte 
Board,  4  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  420;  Hall  v. 
Fisher,  1  Barb.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  53. 

49.  Posey  i;.  Pressley,  60  Ala.  243; 
Jensen  v.  Nabring,  50  Ala.  392. 

50.  XJ.  S. — See  Evans  v.  Pike,  118 
V.  S:  241,  6  Sup.  Ct.  1090,  30  L.  ed. 
234,  Louisiana.  Ala. — ^Vick  v.  Beverly, 
112  Ala.  458,  21  So.  325;  Aycock  v. 
Adler,  87  Ala.  190,  5  So.  794;  Walker, 
Mead  &  Co.  v.  Ball,  39  Ala.  298;  Moore 
V.  Gore,  35  Ala.  701.  Me. — Morrill  v. 
Everett,  83  Me.  290,  22  Atl.  172.  Tenn. 
Ewing  V.  Cook,  85  Tenn.  332,  3  S.  W. 
507,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  765;  Mitchell  v. 
Broun,  6  Coldw.  505;  Paris  v.  Burger, 
4  Humph.  325;  Hawkins  v.  Jamison, 
Mart.  &  Yerg.  83. 

[a]  Notwithstanding  the  statute 
gives  him  a  summary  remedy  to  re- 
cover the  possession  after  he  has  ac- 
quired the  legal  title,  a  judgment  cred- 
itor, having  perfected  his  equitable 
right  of  redemption,  may  come  into 
equity,  to  compel  a  conveyance  by  the 
purchaser.  Moore  v.  Gore,  35  Ala. 
701. 

51.  Morrill  v.  Everett,  83  Me.  290, 
22  Atl.  172. 

52.  Ala.— Spoor  v.  Phillips,  27  Ala. 
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into  court  when  the  suit  is  commenced,^^  while  in  others,  i£  the  debtor 
has  tendered  the  money  within  the  redemption  -period  which  was  re- 
fused, on  action  being  brought  to  secure  possession  it  is  sufScient  that 
the  money  be  produced  and  lodged  in  court  at  any  time  before  the 
rendition  of  judgment.'* 

(C.)  Paeties —  The  purchaser  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  an  action 
by  his  redemptioner  to  determine  the  invalidity  of  a  subsequent  at- 
tempted redemption  by  another  creditor.^'  But  where  the  purchaser 
would  have  been  a  necessary  party,  if  he  be  dead,  his  heirs  must  be 
made  parties.'^  Where  the  right  of  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  execu- 
tion debtor  to  redeem  does  not  pass  to  an  assignee,  the  latter  is  never- 
theless a  necessary  party  to  an  action  by  his  assignor  to  enforce  redemp- 
tion .^^ 

(D.)  PuEADiNQs — Full  compliance  with  all  conditions  precedent 
should  appear  on  the  face  of  the  bill.'^  It  has  been  held  that  the  exact 
amount  of  the  tender  of  principal  and  interest  need  not  be  alleged.^" 
A  denial  in  the  answer,  of  plaintiff's  right  to  redeem,  dispenses  with 
the  necessity  of  alleging  compliance  with  conditions  precedent.^" 

(E.)  Defenses.  —  The  purchaser,  or  those  claiming  under  him,  can- 
not interpose,  on  a  bill  to  redeem,  a  title  derived  after  the  sale  from 
another  source.®^ 

(F.)  Deckee  and  Eeliei'.  —  (1.)  Generally. —  The  decree  on  a  bill  in 
equity  to  redeem  should  specify  a  time  certain  within  which  redemp- 
tion must  be  made.^^  Where  a  court  of  equity  has  acquired  jurisdic- 
tion on  a  bill  to  redeem  from  an  execution  sale,  as  allowed  by  statute, 
it  will  determine  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  the  property,  and  enforce 
them  by  partition  if  necessary.^^ 

(2.)  Accounting  for  Sents  and  Profits.  —  Where  the  purchaser  is  entitled 
to  possession  of  the  premises  and  to  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  he 
must  account  to  the  redemptioner  for  what  he  has  received,^*  though 


193.  Oal.— Wileoxson  v.  Miller,  49  Cal. 
im.  lU.— Stone  V.  Gardner,  20  HI. 
304,  71  Am.  Dee.  268.  Ind.— Eieeman 
V.  Finch,  79  Ind.  511. 

53.  Spoor  V.  Pliillips,  27  Ala.  193; 
Btcne  V.  Gardner,  20  Dl.  304,  71  Am. 
Dec.  268. 

54.  Me. — ^Foss  v,  Stickney,  5  Greenl. 
390.  Minn. — Eitehie  ».  Ege,  58  Minn. 
291,  59  N.  W.  1020.  Miss.— See  "Wat- 
son V.  Hannum,  10  Smed.  &  M.  521. 
Tenu. — Simmons  v.  Marable,  11  Humph. 
436. 

55.  Eennet  v.  Wilson,  122  Cal.  509, 
55  Pac.  390,  68  Am.  St.  Eep.  61. 

56.  Bondurant  v.  Sibley's  Heirs,  37 
Ala.  565. 

57.  Sloss  V.  Steiner  Bros.,  146  Ala. 
692,  40  So.  511. 

58.  Farley  v.  Nagle,  119  Ala.  622.  24 
So.  567;  Eichardson  «.  Dunn,  79  Ala. 
167;    Stocks   v.    Young,    67    Ala.    341; 
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Spoor  V.  Phillips,  27  Ala.  193;  Paulling 
V.  Meade,  23  Ala.  505;  Dunn  v.  Dewey, 
75  Minn.  153,  77  N.  W.  793. 

Conditions  precedent,  see  II,  B,  7,  n, 
(VIII),  (B). 

59.  Prescott  v.  Everts,  4  Wis.  314. 

60.  Eichardson  v.  Dunn,  79  Ala.  167; 
Eitehie  v.  Ege,  58  Minn.  291,  59  N.  W. 
1020. 

61.  Aycock  v.  Adler,  87  Ala.  190,  5 
So.  794;  Posey  v.  Pressley,  60  Ala. 
243. 

62.  Waller  v.  Harris,  7  Paige  (N. 
Y.)   167. 

63.  Vick  V.  Beverly,  112  Aia.  458, 
21  So.  325. 

64.  U.  S.— Balfour  v.  Eogers,  64  Fed, 
925.  Ky.— Adams  v.  Kable,  6  B.  Mon, 
384,  44  Am.  Dee.  772.  Mass. — Tucker 
V.  Buffum,  16  Pick.  46.  N.  H.— See 
Mason  v.  Davis,  11  N.  H.  383.  Ore, 
See  Cartwright  v.  Savage,  5  Ore.  397. 
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in  some  states  the  purchaser  cannot  be  required  to  account  for  the 
rents  and  profits  until  the  redemptioner  pays  into  court  or  otherwise 
properly  tenders  the  money  necessary  to  redeem. "' 

(6.)  Costs.  — Where  the  complainant  failed  to  make  tender  before 
bringing  suit  and  defendant's  claim  is  groundless,  neither  party  is  en- 
titled to  costs.^'' 

8.  Return  of  Writ.  —  a.  Definition  and  Nature.  —  The  return  of 
an  execution  is  the  statement  by  the  officer,  certified  to  the  court  under 
the  sanction  of  his  official  oath  and  responsibility,  of  what  he  has  done 
touching  the  execution  of  the  writ  according  to  its  commands  and  the 
requirements  of  the  law.^'  It  consists  of  two  things:  first,  taking  the 
paper  back  to  the  office  from  which  it  issued  f^  second,  showing  by  in- 
dorsement and  signature  what  has  been  done  under  it.'"' 

b.  Necessity  for.  —  A  proper  return  should  always  be  made,^"  and 
an  officer  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  his  failure  to  do  so.'^    But,  gen- 


Tenn. — Cooley  v.  Weeks,  10  Terg.  141; 
Mabry  v.  Churchwell,  6  Heisk.  417. 

65.  Spoor  V.  Phillips,  27  Ala.  193; 
Dakin  v.   Goddard,   32   Me.   138. 

66.  Sewall  v.  Sewall,  130  Mass.  201. 
Costs      generally,      see      the      title 

"Costs." 

67.  Huttou  V.  Campbell,  10  Lea 
(Tenn.)  170;  TJDion  Bank  v.  Barnes,  10 
Humph.  (Tenn.)  244;  Harman  V.  Chil- 
dress, 3  Terg.  (Tenn.)  327. 

[a]  "A  return  on  a  writ  or  process 
is  the  short  official  statement  of  the 
officer  endorsed  thereon  of  what  he 
has  done  in  obedience  to  the  mandate 
of  the  writ,  or  why  he  has  done  noth- 
ing. He  may  have  been  prevented 
from  obeying  the  mandate  of  the  writ 
by  an  injunction,  or  by  a  supersedeas, 
or  by  the  order  of  the  plaintiff  or 
his  attorney  directing  him  to  hold  it 
up,  or  to  return  it  to  the  clerk's  office 
without  levying  it.  A  return  of  any 
of  these  facts,  endorsed  upon  the  writ, 
is  a  sufficient  return."  Eowe's  Admr. 
V.  Hardy's  Admr.,  97  Va.  674,  34  S.  E. 
625,  Eiley,  J. 

68.  lU.— Nelson  v.  Cook,  19  HI.  440. 
Mass. — Chesebro  v.  Barme,  163  Mass. 
79,  39  N.  E.  1033.  Miss.— -Beall  v. 
Shattuck,  53  Miss.  358.  Mo. — State  v. 
Melton,  8i  Mo.  417.  Tenn.^-Paine  v. 
Hoskins,  3  Lea  284. 

See  infra,  II,  B,  8,  e,  (U). 

69.  lU.— Nelson  v.  Cook,  19  111.  440. 
Mass. — Chesebro  v.  Barme,  163  Mass. 
79,  39  N.  E.  1033.  Miss.— BeaJl  v. 
Shattuck,  53  Miss.  358.  Mo. — State  v. 
Melton,  8  Mo.  417.  Tenn. — Paine  c. 
Hoskins,  3  Lea  284. 


See  mfra,  II,  B,  8,  f. 

70.  See  the  statutes,  and  Bryan  v. 
Hubbs,  69  N.  C.  423. 

As  to  the  necessity  of  making  a  re- 
turn of  an  extent,  see  infra,  II,  B,  8, 

i,  (I)- 

[a]  Writ  Against  Officer. — Even  if 
the  officer  accepts  an  execution  against 
himself,  he  must  make  due  return. 
Kinzer  v.  Helm,  7  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  672; 
Cowan  V.  Sloan,  95  Tenn.  424,  32  S.  W. 
388. 

[b]  "The  law  makes  it  absolutely 
necessary  that  some  return  of  an  officer 
should  be  made  to  an  execution,  by 
which  he  may  be  charged,  for  until  it 
is  returned  with  a  proper  indorsement 
upon  it,  the  plaintiff's  hands  are  tied, — 
he  is  incapable  of  any  other  action 
toward  the  collection  of  his  debt  which 
the  law  affords.  He  cannot,  in  de- 
fault of  personal  property,  to  be 
manifested  by  the  return,  file  a  tran- 
script in  the  clerk's  office  of  the  cir- 
cuit court,  so  as  to  bind  the  real  es- 
tate of  the  defendant.  He  cannot  is- 
sue an  execution  to  another  county— < 
he  cannot  resort,  to  garnishee  pro- 
cess,— he  cannot  issue  a  capias  against 
the  body  of  the  debtor;  all  of  these 
advantages  and  privileges  is  the  plain- 
tiff in  execution  deprived,  by  the  neg- 
lect or  refusal  of  the  constable  to  re- 
turn the  writ,  with  a  proper  indorse- 
ment thereon."  County  Court  of  Cal- 
houn County  V.  Buck,  27  111.  440. 

71.  Ala. — Brown  v.  Baker,  Sprouls 
&  Co.,  9  Port.  503.  Ark.— Herr  &  Co. 
V.  Atkinson,  40  Ark.  377.  lU. — People 
V.   Johnson,   15   111.   App.   153.     Tenn. 
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erally,  a  return  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  purchaser 's  title/^ 
though  in  some  states  the  opposite  rule  prevails.'^ 

c.  By  Whom  Made.  —  Generally  the  sheriff  or  constable  in  office'  at 
the  time  of  the  sale,  or  his  successor,  is  the  proper  person  to  make  the 
return,^*  but  in  those  jurisdictions  where  an  officer  who  has  levied  a 
writ,  continues  the  proceedings  under  it  although  his  term  of  office  has 
ended,  he  rather  than  his  successor  should  make  the  return.'^ 

The  return  may  be  made  by  the  officer's  deputy,'^  in  the  name  and 
under  the  authority  of  his  principal.'^ 

d.  Time  for  Making.  —  (Ik)    GeneraUy.  —  The  time  within  which  the 


Chaffiu  &  Bro.  v.  Stuart,  1  Baxt.  296; 
Bershears  v.  Warner,  5  Sneed  676. 

As  to  action  against  oificer  for  fail- 
ure to  make  return  or  for  false  return, 
see  the  title  "Sheriffs,  Constables  and 
Marshals." 

72.  Cal. — Hunt  V.  Loucks,  38  Cal. 
372,  99  Am.  Dec.  404.  111. — Holman  V. 
G-ill,  107  111.  467;  Kinney  v.  Knoebel, 
47  111.  417;  Phillips  v.  iCoffee,  17  111. 
154,  63  Am.  Dec.  357.  Me.— Cutting 
V.  Harrington,  104  Me.  96,  71  Atl.  374; 
True  V.  Emery,  67  Me.  28.  Mich. 
Vroman  v.  Thompson,  51  Mich.  452,  16 
N.  "W.  808.  Minn. — Millis  v.  Lombard, 
32  Minn.  259,  20  N.  W.  187.  Miss. 
Hamblen  v.  Hamblen,  33  Miss.  455,  69 
Am.  Dec.  358.  Mo. — Bray  v.  Marshall, 
75  Mo.  327;  Buchanan  v.  Tracy,  45  Mo. 
437.  N".  Y. — Jackson  ex  dem.  Kane  v. 
Sternbergh,  1  Johns.  Cas.  153.  Ohio. 
Lemert  v.  Clarke,  1  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  318, 
1  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  569.  Pa. — Gibson  V. 
Winslow,  38  Pa.  49.  B.  I. — East  Green- 
wich Inst,  for  Sav.  v.  Allen,  22  E.  I. 
337,  47  Atl.  885.  S.  C— Ingram  v. 
Belk,  2  Strobh.  207,  47  Am.  Dee.  591. 
Va.— Baird  i).  Rice,  1  Call  (5  Va.) 
18. 

[a]  The  purchaser's  title  (1)  de- 
pends on  a  "valid  judgment,  execution 
and  levy,  and  a  sheriff's  deed  appear- 
ing on  its  face  to  have  been  made 
by  virtue  of  a  sale  under  such  judg- 
ment and  execution."  Holman  v.  Gill, 
107  111.  467.  (2)  When  a  sheriff  levies 
upon  real  estate,  and  sells  it  for  enough 
to  pay  the  debt,  receives  the  money, 
/and  makes  the  purchaser  a  deed,  the 
judgment  is  extinguished,  whether  the 
sheriff  make  return  to  the  execution 
or  not,  or  although  he  make  a  false 
return.    State  r.  Salyers,  19  Ind.  432. 

73.  Conn.— Gen.  St.,  1902,  §923. 
Mass.— Firth  v.  Haskell,  148  Mass.  501, 
20  N.  E.  164;  Hammatt  v.  Wyman,  9 
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Mass.  138.  N.  H. — Avery  v.  Bowihan, 
39  N.  H.  393.  Vt.— Russell  v.  Brooks, 
27  Vt.  640. 

74.  Cal.— Joyce  v.  Joyce,  5  Cal.  449. 
Ga.— Duncan  v.  Webb,  7  Ga.  187.  N.  C, 
Lamier  v.  Stone,  8  N.  C.  329. 

[a]  It  may  be  made  by  one  who 
was  competent  when  officer  died.  Pirth 
V.  Haskell,  148  Mass.  501,  20  N.  E. 
164. 

[b]  A  return  written  by  the  court 
at  the  request  of  and  in  the  presence 
of  the  officer  is  the  officer's  return. 
Ellis  V.  Francis,  9  Ga.  325. 

[c]  In  Case  of  Death. — A  deputy 
sheriff  having  attached  goods  upon  a 
writ,  and  sold  them  on  the  execution 
issued  upon  the  judgment  recovered  in 
the  suit,  indorsing  his  doings  thereon 
in  his  handwriting,  but  having  de- 
ceased without  affiiing  his  signature 
thereto,  it  would  seem  that  the  sheriff 
might  complete  the  return  of  his  dep- 
uty, and  that  if  so  done,  it  would  be 
valid.    Ijovett  v.  Pike,  41  Me,  340. 

[d]  By  Successor. — If  an  officer 
fails  to  make  a  return,  his  successor 
should  certify  whatever  he  finds  to 
have  been  done  and  add  thereft)  a 
statement  of  his  own  acts.  Mass.  Rev. 
Laws,  1902,  p.  1602;  Richards  v.  Por- 
ter, 7  Johns.  (N.  Y.)   137. 

75.  State  v.  Parchmen,  3  Head 
(Tenn.)  609;  Campbell  v.  Cobb,  2  Sneed 
(Tenn.)    18. 

76.  Miss.— Hand  v.   Grant,  5  Smed, 

6  M.  508,  43  Am.  Dec.  528.  Pa.— Em- 
ley  V.  Drum,  36  Pa.  123;  Beale  v.  Com. 

7  Watts  183.  Vt. — Eastman  v.  Curtis! 
4  Vt.  616. 

77.  Joyce  v.  Joyce,  5  Cal.  449; 
Shirran  v.  Dallas,  21  Cal.  App.  405, 
132  Pac.  454,  462. 

[a]  In  His  Own  Name.— A  deputy 
may  make  a  valid  return  in  his  own 
name.    Towns  v.  Harris,  13  Tex.  507. 
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return  should  be  made  is  regulated  by  statute,"  but  if  the  officer  fails 
to  make  his  return  until  after  the  day  fixed  for  it,  it  is  nevertheless  a 
good  return."  In  some  jurisdictions,  however,  the  requirement  of  the 
statute  is  held  to  be  mandatory.*"    In  the  computation  of  time,  foUow- 


78.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Fla. — Mercer  v.  Hooker, 
5  Fla.  277.  Mo.— Butler  v.  Imhoff,  238 
Mo.  584,  591,  142  S.  W.  287;  Huhn  v. 
Lang,  122  Mo.  600,  27  S.  W.  345; 
Blodgett  V.  Perry,  97  Mo.  263,  10  S. 
W.  891.  Neb.— Burkett  v.  Clark,  46 
Neb.  466,  64  N.  W.  1113. 

[a]  Time  for  return  will  be  sus- 
pended as  long  as  an  injunction  against 
the  proceedings  is  in  force.  La.  Code 
Prac,  art.   700. 

[b]  Extending  Time  by  La-ws  Chang- 
ing Term. — The  legislature  has  the 
power  to  change  the  term  of  courts, 
and  to  enact  that  all  suits  and  process 
which  had  been  made  returnable  to 
the  term  as  fixed  by  the  old  law,  shall 
be  returnable  to  the  term  as  fixed  by 
the  new  law.  Carson  v.  Walker,  M  Mo. 
68. 

As  to  return  of  an  extent,  see  infra, 
n,  B,  8,  j,  (II). 

'  79.  Mass. — ^Welsh  v.  Joy,  13  Pick. 
477;  Prescott  v.  Pettee,  3  Pick.  331. 
Miss. — Garner  v.  Collins,  1  Walk.  518. 
Okl&. — Price  v.  Citizens'  State  Bank, 
23  Okla.  723,  102  Pac.  800.  Utah. 
Comp.  Laws,  1907,  §3253.  Wis.— Le 
Saulnier  v.  Kruger,  85  Wis.  214,  54  N. 
W.  774. 

[a]  It  is  immaterial  when  the  re- 
turn is  mad«,  and  when  the  officer 
makes  a  levy  and  sale  under  a  fieri 
facias,  the  return  may  be  made  after 
the  return  day,  in  a  case  where  the 
sale  was  made  afterwards.  Reming- 
ton v..  Linthicum,  14  Pet.  (U.  S.)  84, 
10  L.  ed.  364;  Aubert  v.  Buhler,  3 
Mart.  N.  S.   (La.)   489. 

[b]  The  validity  of  the  return  of 
an  officer  on  a  writ  of  fieri  facias  is 
not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  writ 
is  not  returned  to  the  office  till  after 
the  return  day  thereof.  The  record  is 
incomplete  till  the  writ  is  returned, 
but  when  returned,  the  return  becomes 
competent  evidence  of  the  facts  there- 
in stated,  and  the  parties  are  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  their  legal  effect. 
Howe's  Admr.  v.  Hardy's  Admr.,  97 
Va.  674,  34  S.  E.  625. 

[c]  Validity  of  sale  not  affected. 
See  Low  v.  Adams,  6  Cal.  277;  Briant 
V.  Hebert,  30  (2d  part)  La.  Ana.  1127. 


But  see  .Billgery  v.  Ferguson,  30  La. 
Ann.  84;  Howe's  Admr.  v.  Hardy's 
Admr.,  97  Va.  674,  34  S.  E.  625. 

[d]  The  Fault  May  Be  Cured.— If 
any  fault  be  imputed  to  the  officer  by 
reason  of  the  delay  it  is  at  best  mere- 
ly an  irregularity  which  may  be  cured 
by  an  order  of  confirmation.  Price  v. 
Citizens'  State  Bank,  23  Okla.  723,  102 
Pae.   800. 

[e]  Nunc  Pro  Tunc. — (1)  When  the 
officer  cannot  make  his  return  on  time, 
he  may  date  it  as  of  the  day  of  the 
levy,  since  all  proceedings  thereafter 
have  relation  to  that  day.  Eirth  i\ 
Haskell,  148  Mass.  501,  20  N.  E.  164; 
Walsh  V.  Anderson,  135  Mass.  65;  Hey- 
wood  V.  Hildreth,  9  Mass.  393.  (2) 
See  also  Dysart  v.  Brandreth,  118  N.  C. 
968,  23  S.  E.  966,  wherein  the  court, 
although  vacating  the  return,  says:  "It 
is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that 
public  officers,  in  the  press  of  busi- 
ness, ...  do  not  make  their  returns 
at  once,  but  do  so  as  soon  thereafter 
as  it  is  convenient,  and  date  them 
back  to  agree  with  the  date  of  sale 
or  transaction.  And  while  it  is  best 
to  make  these  returns  at  the  time  of 
the  transaction,  it  is  almost  impossible 
always  to  do  so." 

[f]  Keturn  on  Dormant  Execution 
Void. — When  the  execution  judgment 
becomes  dormant  the  officer's  authority 
under  the  writ  ceases,  and  a  return 
antedated  is  void.'  Sprinz  v.  Prank, 
81  Ga.  162,  7  S.  E.  177;  Groves  v.  Wil- 
liams, 68  Ga.  598. 

80.  Buckley  v.  Mason,  52  Neb.  639, 
72  N.  W.  1043;  Burkett  v.  Clark,  46 
Neb.  466,  64  N.  W.  1113. 

[a]  Unless  authorized  by  the  plain- 
tiff to  hold  it  up,  an  officer  is  bound 
to  return  an  execution  within  the  time 
prescribed  by  law.  Koger  v.  Donnell, 
1  Head   (Tenn.)   377. 

[b]  The  clerk  cannot  change  the 
time  for  the  return  as  fixed  by  stat- 
ute, by  his  indorsement  on  the  writ. 
Cain  V.  Woodward,  74  Tex.  549,  12  S. 
W.  319. 

[c]  Whether  or  Not  Sale  Has  Been 
Made. — An  officer  holding  an  execution 
and  having  levied  the  same  upon  real 
estate,  whether  he  has   offered  it  for 
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mg  the  general  rule  of  excluding  one  day  and  including  another,  the 
day  of  the  teste  of  process  is  to  be  counted  and  the  return  day  excluded, 
or  vice  versa.^^  Under  some  statutes,  however,  the  time  begins  to  run 
from  the  date  the  officer  receives  the  writ.^^  On  reeiving  notice  of 
supv3rsedeas,  stay,  quashal,  etc.,  the  usual  practice  is  to  return  the  writ 
at  once.^^  When  the  property  levied  upon  has  been  replevied,  the  offi- 
cer should  not  make  any  return  until  after  the  disposition  of  the  re- 
plevin suit.^*  G-enerally  the  officer  may  return  the  writ,  either  satis- 
fied or  nulla  bona,  before  the  return  day,^^  but  in  some  jurisdictions  it 
is  not  proper  to  return  the  writ  unsatisfied  before  the  day  fixed  for 
such  return.^^ 


sale  or  not,  and  if  lie  has  it  for  sale, 
whether  he  has  sold  it  or  not,  must  re- 
turn the  execution  within  sixty  days 
from  its  date,  stating  what  he  has 
done  under  it.  Burkett  v.  Clark,  46 
Neb.  466,  64  N.  W.  1113. 

As  to  sale  after  return  day,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  7,  d,  (VII),  (B). 

81.  Ogden  v.  Redman,  3  A.  K. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  234;  ScharfE  v.  McGaugh, 
205   Mo.  344,   354,   103   S.  W.   550. 

82.  Schroeder  v.  Pehling,  20  S.  D. 
642,  108  N.  "W.  252. 

83.  Bryan  v.  Hubbs,  69  N.  C.  423. 
See  generally  the  statutes. 

84.  Cox  V.  Currier,  62  Iowa  551,  17 
N.  "W.  767. 

85.  U.  S.— Tomlinson  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Shatto,  34  Fed.  380.  Ala.— "Woodward 
V.  Harbin,  4  Ala.  534,  37  Am.  Dec. 
753;  Reese  v.  White,  2  Ala.  306.  Del. 
Lord  V.  Townsend,  5  Harr.  457.  III. 
Bowen  v.  Parkhurst,  24  111.  257;  Pecos 
Irr.  &  Imp.  Co.  v.  Olson,  63  111.  App. 
813.  Ind. — Middlewood  v.  Nevitt,  7 
Blackf.  51.  Kan. — Buist  v.  Citizens' 
Sav.  Bank,  4  Kan.  App.  700,  46  Pac. 
718.  N.  C— Whitehead  v.  Hellen,  74 
N.  0.  679,  overruling  Nesbitt  v.  Bal- 
lew,  10  N.  C.  57.  W.  Va.— Findley  v. 
Smith,  42  W.  Va.  299,  26  S.  B.  370. 
But  see  also  Newlon  v.  Wade,  43  W. 
Va.  283,  27  S.  E.  244. 

[a]  Tinder  a  statute  which  provides 
that  a,  nulla  bona  return  may  be  made 
two  days  after  the  date  of  the  execu- 
tion, a  return  is  bad  which  was  made 
ou  the  twenty-third  of  the  month,  the 
execution  date  being  the  twenty-first. 
Graves  v.  Spry,  4  Penne.  (Del.)  396,  55 
Atl.  334. 

[b]  Premature  return  is  immaterial 
in  the  absence  of  collusion.  High  Rock 
Knitting  Co.  v.  Bronner,  18  Misc.  631, 
43  N.  Y.  Supp.  684. 

[c]  It  Las  been  held,  however,  that 
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a  return  against  an  insolvent  corpora- 
tion which  has  ceased  to  transact 
business  before  the  expiration  of  the 
statutory  period  is  not  premature. 
Guerney  v.  Moore,  131  Mo.  650,  32  S. 
W.  1132. 

[d]  One  Search. — When  the  officer 
has  made  one  full  search  for  property 
of  the  debtor  without  effect  he  may 
return  the  writ  nulla  bona.  Wilcox 
V.  RatlifE,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)   561. 

[e]  An.  early  return  may  be  ordered 
where  there  is  no  property  subject  to 
the  writ  and  injury  may  result  from 
the  delay  until  the  regular  return  day. 
National  Exoh.  Bank  of  Boston  v. 
Burkhalter,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  593. 

[f]  Effect  of  Insolvency. — A  return 
on  an  execution  "no  effects  known  to 
me"  is  not  vitiated  by  the  fact  that 
it  is  made  before  the  return  day  T)f 
the  writ,  where,  as  in  the  case  at  bar, 
it  is  an  agreed  fact  that  at  the  time 
the  writ  was  placed  in  the  hands  of 
the  officer,  the  defendants  were  notori- 
ously insolvent.  SlinglufE  V.  Collins, 
109  Va.  717,  64  S.  E.  1055. 

86.  Mass.— Bull  v.  Clark,  2  Mete. 
587.  Mich.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dwight, 
83  Mich.  189,  47  N.  W.  Ill;  Smith  v. 
Thompson,  1  Walk.  Ch.  1.  Mo.— Rog- 
ers V.  Wilson,  220  Mo.  213,  119  8.  W. 
369;  Huhn  v.  Lang,  122  Mo.  600,  27 
S.  W.  345;  Marks  v.  Hardy,  86  Mo. 
232.  Tenn. — ^Bershears  v.  Warner,  5 
Sneed  676. 

[a]  "Regularly  an  Execution  Can- 
not Be  Returned  Before  the  Return 
Day, — The  defendant  may  have  no 
property  whereon  to  levy  when  the 
exedution  is  returned,  but  he  may  ac- 
quire it  after  the  return  is  made." 
Dillon  V.  Rash,  27  Mo.  243. 

[b]  The  retention  of  a  writ  of  exe- 
cution, after  its  return  day  by  the 
sheriff,  is  not   necessary  in  order  to 
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(n.)  Effect  of  Holiday. — When  the  return  day  falls  on  a. holiday  the 
period  in  which  the  writ  should  be  returned  ends  on  the  preceding 
day,^^  unless  otherwise  provided  by  statute,^* 

e.  Eow  Made. — (I.)  Generally.  — The  statement  of  the  action  taken 
should  be  indorsed  on  the  writ,  or  on  a  paper  attached  to  it.*^  But  a 
return  on  a  separate  piece  of  paper  not  attached  to,  but  filed  with,  the 
■HTit,  has  been  held  sufficient.""    An  oral  return  is  insufficient."^ 

The  mere  indorsement  on  the  writ  does  not  complete  the  return,  but 
the  writ  must  be  filed  as  required  by  law."^ 

(n.)  Where  Returned.  —  Generally  the  officer  must  return  the  execu- 
tion to  the  clerk  of  the  court  from  whence  it  issued."^ 

(III.)  Return  hy  Mail.  —  A  return  may  properly  be  made  by  mail 
when  the  writ  is  directed  to  an  officer  of  a  county  other  than  that  in 
which  the  court,  from  which  the  writ  issues,  is  situated;®*  but  unless 
specially  instructed  by  the  party  entitled  thereto  money  should  not  be 
so  returned."* 


enable  him  to  make  sale  by  virtue  of 
it  after  the  return  day,  and  such  re- 
tention is  improper  and  unwarranted. 
Kinmouth  v.  White,  61  N.  J.  Eq.  358, 
48  Atl.  952. 

87.  Hawkins  v.  Taylor,  56  Ark.  45, 
19  8.  W.  105.  See  the  title  "Sunday 
and  Holidays." 

[a]  A  return  made  on  a  holiday  is 
void.     Peck  v.  Cavell,  16  Mich.  9. 

88.  Williams  v.  State,  5  Ind.  235. 

89.  111. — Stanley  v.  Moynihan,  45 
HI.  App.  192.  Ind. — ^Waymire  v.  State, 
80  Ind.  67.  N.  C. — ^Dickson  v.  Peppers, 
29  N.  C.  429.  S.  D.— Black  Hills  Brew. 
Co.  V.  Middle  West  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  141 
N.  W.  358.  Tean. — Paine  v.  Hoskins, 
3  Lea  284;  Harman  v.  Childress,  3 
Yerg.  327. 

90.  Kennedy  V.  Eoundtree,  59  S.  C. 
324,  37  S.  E.  942. 

91.  Jones  v.  Goodbar,  60  Ark.  182, 
29  S.  W.  462,  holding  under  a  statute 
which  requires  every  officer  to  whom 
a  writ  shall  be  delivered  to  be  exe- 
cuted to  make  his  return  thereof  in 
writing  and  sign  his  name  to  such  re- 
turn, that  a  filing  by  a  constaHe  of  an 
execution  with  the  justice  of  the  peace 
who  issued  it,  with  an  oral  report  that 
it  was  still  unsatisfied,  does  not  con- 
stitute a  valid  return. 

92.  Balkum  v.  Harper's  Admr.,  50 
Ala.  429.  Compare,  Mercer  v.  Hooker, 
5  Fla.   277. 

[a]  "Although  the  execution  may 
have  the  officer's  indorsement  on  it, 
and  may  be  in  his  pocket  or  a  deputy 's, 


or  in  the  officer's  desk  in  the  court- 
room, it  is  not  returned  until  it  has 
passed  from  the  custody  and  control 
of  the  officer  to  that  of  the  clerk  of 
the  court  from  which  it  was  issued." 
Beall  V.  Shattuck,  53  Miss.  358. 

[b]  A  writ  of  execution  may  be 
"returned  to  the  court"  when  in  ses- 
sion, without  passing,  in  fact,  through 
the  hands  of  the  clerk,  or  being  filed 
in  his  office.  Conkling  v.  Parker,  10 
Ohio  St.  28. 

[c]  Return  without  indorsement,  is 
not  a  return.  Nelson  v.  Brown,  23  Mo. 
13. 

93.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Casky  v.  Haviland,  Eis- 
ley  &  Co.,  13  Ala.  314;  Adams  v.  Good- 
win, 99  Ga.  138,  25  S.  E.  24. 

[a]     The  execution  must  be  returned 
to  the  clerk  with  whom  the  judgment  - 
roll    is   filed.      Mulstein    Co.     v.     New 
York,  213  N.  T.  308,  107  N.  E.  651. 

94.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Cockerham  v.  Baker,  52 
N.  C.  288;  Underwood  v.  Russell,  4 
Tex.  175. 

[a]  A  marshal  may  not  make  a  re- 
turn by  mail  under  a  statute  giving 
that  privilege  to  a  sheriff.  Smith  v. 
Geraty,  109  N.  T.  Supp.  738. 

[b]  When  tjie  clerk's  office  and  the 
officer's  residence  are  in  the  same 
place,  the  return  may  not  be  made 
by  mail.  Smith  v.  Geraty,  112  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1100. 

95.  See  the  statutes. 
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(1V.0  FiUng  and  Recording.  —  An  execution,  upon  being  returned 
should  be  filed  or  recorded.^^ 

f.  Form  and  Sufficiency.  — (I.)  In  General.  —  No  precise  form  of 
return  is  prescribed  in  some  jurisdictions.^^  In  such  case,  the  return 
is  sufficient  if  it  shows  that  the  officer  has  done  what  the  writ  com- 
manded him  to  do,  or  gives  some  good  reason  why  he  has  not  done  it.*^ 
But  its  statements  should  agree  with  those  made  in  the  certificate  and 
deed.""  All  the  material  facts  necessary  to  show  that  the  law  has  been 
complied  with,  should  be  stated.^  It  is  not  necessary  to  use  technical 
precision ;  it  is  sufficient  if  it  appears  by  a  reasonable  construction  of 
the  whole  return,  or  by  necessary  inference  from  the  facts  stated  there- 
in, that  everything  required  by  the  statute  to  constitute  a  valid  levy 
has  been  performed.^  Literal  conformity  to  the  statute  is  not  neces- 
sary.* 


96.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ind. — Newhouse  v.  Mar- 
tin, 68  Ind.  224.    N.  H.— Eiddle  a  Fel- 


firmed,  156  Fed.  482,  84  0.  C.  A.  292. 
2.    Ala. — Casky   v.   Haviland,   Eialey 
"    Co.,  13  Ala.  314.     Ark. — ^Bettison  v. 


lows,    42    N.    H.    309.       Vt.— Perry     v.  Budd,   17   Ark.   546,   65   Am.   Dee.   442. 

Whipple,  38  Vt.  278;  Ellison  v.  Wilson,  Conn. — Bissell «.  Nooney,  33  Conn.  411; 

36    Vt.    60;    Perrin    'o.    Reed,    33    Vt.  Booth   v.   Booth,   7    Conn.    350.     Mass. 

62.  Blake  v.  Rogers,  210  Mass.  588,  97  N. 


As  to  the  recording  of  a  return  of 
an  extent,  see  infra,  II,  B,  8,  j,   (V). 

97.  County  Court  v.  Buck,  27  111. 
440;  Byer  v.  Etnyre,  2  Gill  (Md.)  150, 
41  Am.  Dec.  410. 

As  to  the  form  and  sufficiency  of  a 
return  of  extent,   see  infra,  II,  B,  8, 

i,  (HI). 

98.  Wyer  v.  Andrews,  13  Me.  168; 
Wingfield  v.  Crosby,  5  Coldw.  (Tenn.) 
241 ;  MeCrory  v.  Chaffin,  1  Swan  (Tenn.) 
307;  Union  Bank  v.  Barnes,  10  Humph. 


E.  68. 

[a]  A  general  return  of  ' '  executed ' ' 
on  original  process  from  the  circuit 
court,  is  insufficient;  the  sheriff  must 
state  in  his  return  all  that  he  did  in 
the  execution  of  the  process,  so  that 
the  court  may  determine  whether  it 
was  legally  and  properly  executed,  or 
not.    Merritt  v.  White,  37  Miss.  438. 

[b]  Necessary  Inference. — A  levy 
upon  real  estate  will  be  sustained  so 
far   as   the   return   of   the   officer   upon 


(Tenn.)  244,  the  back  of  the  execution  is  concerned, 

99.  Miller  v.  McAlister,  197  111."  72,  :  if  it  import  by  necessary  intendment 
64  N.  E.  254;  Johnson  v.  Adleman,  35  the  actual  performance  of  all  the.  statu- 
111.  265;  Dickerman  v.  Burgess,  20  111.   tory  requisites.  Brackett  v.  McKenney, 


267, 

1.  U.  S. — Remington  v.  Linthicum, 
14  Pot.  84,  10  L.  ed.  364;  Cambers 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  144  Fed.  717,  af-. 
firmed,  156  Fed.  482,  84  0.  0.  A.  292. 


55  Me.  504. 

[c]  Where  Property  Held  by  Inter- 
pleaders.— If  the  interpleaders  in  an 
attachment  fail  tb  surrender  the  prop- 
erty to   the   sheriff  holding  the  execu- 


111. — Douglas  V.  Whiting,  28  111.  362.  |  tion  on  the  original  judgment,  it  is 
Me. — Millett  v.  Blake,  81  Me.  531,  18  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  show  such 
Atl.  293.  Mass. — Rand  v.  Cutler,  155  fact  in  his  return.  Faulkner  v.  Cook, 
Mass.  451,  29  N.  E.  1085;  Parker  v.  83  Ark.  205,  103  8.  W.  384. 
Abbott,  130  Mass.  25.  Tenn. — Cowan  j  [d]  Showing  Property  To  Belong 
V.  Sloan,  95  Tenn.  424,  32  S.  W.  388;  to  Defendant.— The  return  is  an  affirma- 
Eaken  &  Co.  v.  Boyd,  2  Sneed  204.  Vt.  tion  by  the  ofiB.cer  that  the  property 
Sleeper  v.  Trustees,  etc.,  19  Vt.  451;  levied  on  belongs  to 'the  defendant,  and 
Henry  v.  Tilson,  19  Vt.  447.  a  return  is  sufficient  although  it  fails 

[a]     Legal     Conclusion     Insufficient,   to    state    expressly   that   the    property 
A   writ   returned    "fully   satisfied"    is    seized     belonged     to      the      defendant, 
not  sufficient,  being  a  legal  conclusion    Thornton  v.  Winter,  9  Ala.  613. 
where  facts  should  be  stated.    Cambers  |      3.     Poineer  v.  Bagnall,  49   N.  J.  L, 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  144  Fed.  717,  af-  1 226,  7  Atl.  858,  reversing  Matthews  v. 
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In  construing  an  officer's  return  on  a  writ  of  execution,  the  general 
rule  of  construction  which  gives  effect  to  every  clause  and  word,  if 
possible,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  intended  meaning,  should  be  fol- 
lowed.* If  the  return  can  be  fairly  construed  to  be  sufficient  in  law, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  so  to  construe  it.°  Where  personalty  must 
be  taken  before  realty,  the  return  must  show  no  personal  property 
could  be  found  before  a  levy  and  sale  of  real  estate  will  be  confirmed.^ 

Writ  Partially  or  Wholly  Unexecuted. —  If  the  writ  be  not  executed  or 
only  executed  in  part,  such  fact  and  the  reason  therefor  should  be 
stated.'  If  the  officer  has  been  unable  to  obey  the  mandate  of  the  writ, 
his  return  should  show  on  its  face  a  sufficient  legal  excuse  to 'free  him 
from  the  imputation  of  wilful  neglect  or  disregard  of  official  duty,® 


Miller,  47  N.  J.  L.  414,  1  Atl.  464. 

4.  Cal. — Moore  v.  Martin,  38  Cal. 
428.  Ind. — ^Dawson  v.  Jackson,  62  Ind. 
171.  Me. — Bailey  v.  Myrick,  50  Me. 
171;  Franklin  Bank  v.  Blossom,  23  Me. 
546.  Mass. — Chase  v.  Merrimack  Bank, 
19  Pick.  564,  31  Am.  Dec.  163.  N.  C. 
Patton  V.  Marr,  44  N.  C.  377.  Vt. 
Collins.  V.  Perkins,  31  Vt.  624. 

[a]  niustrations.  —  (1)  A  return 
■which  names  the(  purchaser  as  the 
plaintiff's  attorney  may  be  shown  to 
mean  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  pur- 
chaser when  other  statements  in  the 
return  indicate  that  this  is  the  right 
construction.  Moore  v.  Martin,  38  Cal. 
428.  (2)  Payment  of  the  purchase 
price  is  an  essential  requisite  of  the 
sale,  and  if  the  return  shows  the  pur- 
chase price  unpaid  but  recites  a  sale 
the  property  remains  unsold.  Dawson 
V.  Jackson,  62  Ind.  171.  (3)  When  the 
word  "defendant"  is  used  in  an  in- 
dorsement, there  being  several  defend- 
ants, it  will  be  construed  to  be  nomen 
coUectivum  and  to  mean  all  defendants. 
HefOiy  V.  Hall,  5  Humph.   (Tenn.)   581. 

5.  Coggswell  V.  Warren,  1  Curt.  C.  C. 
223,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,958;  Eeinhardt 
V.  Kennedy,  106  111.  App.  96. 

6.  See  the  statutes  and  Koehler  v. 
Ball;  2  Kan.  160,  83  Am.  Dec.  451; 
Conway  v.  Jones,  17  La.  413;  Gayoso 
V.  Hickey,  4  La.  301,  the  officer  must 
Biow  in  his  return  that  he  has  done 
all  that  the  statute  commands  him  to 
do. 

As  to  the  order  of  levying  upon  debt- 
or's  property  in  general  see  supra,  II, 
B,  4,  g. 

7.  Ark.— Dig.  St.,  1904,  §3209.  la. 
Code,  1897,  §3968.  Ky.— St.,  1909. 
§1651.  KT.  D.— Comp.  Laws,  1913,  §7722. 
Ttaan,— Harman   v,   Childress,  3   Yerg. 


327.    Va.— Code,  1904,  §3591.     W.  Va. 
Code,  1906,  §§2096,  4162. 

[a]  Sufficient. — Although  not  strict- 
ly formal,  a  return  "not  levied  for 
want  of  sufficient  goods  and  chattels," 
is  not  a  nullity,  but  may  be  a  sufS- 
cient  return.  Prima  facie,  it  is  suffi- 
cient.    State  V.  Steel,  11  Mo.  553. 

[b]  Insufficient. — Where  the  sher- 
iff's return  shows  that  the  property 
levied  on  is  not  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  execution,  and  fails  to  show  why 
a  further  levy  is  not  made,  the  return 
is  clearly  insufficient.  Brown  v.  Brown, 
Thomp.  Cas.  (Tenn.)  41,  1  Shanu.  Oas. 
25. 

8.  Ark. — Jones  v.  Goodbar,  60  Ark. 
182,  29  S.  W.  462.  La.— Hill  v.  La- 
barre,  12  La.  Ann.  419.  Tenn. — Eaken 
&  Co.  V.  Boyd,  2  Sneed  204. 

[a]  An  irregularity  in  the  execution 
is  not  a  valid  excuse  for  failing  to 
make  a  return.  Jett  v.  Shinn,  47  Ark. 
373,  1  S.  W.  693. 

[b]  Holding  for  Sale.— The  officer 
cannot  excuse  his  failure  to  make  re- 
turn in  time  on  the  ground  that  he 
was  waiting  for  the  completion  of  the 
sale,  the  writ  not  being  necessary  for 
that  pujrpose.  Neale  v.  Caldwell,  3 
Stew.  (Ala.)  134. 

[c]  Acts  of  Parties. — He  may  not 
excuse  his  failure  to  return  by  al- 
leging that  he  was  misled  by  one  of 
the  parties,  positive  instructions  alone 
being  sufficient  to  justify  him  in  hold- 
ing the  writ  after  the  return  day.  Jett 
V.  Shinn,  47  Ark.  373,  1  S.  W.  693. 

[d]  Writ  Must  Be  Void.— The  sher- 
iff is  to  execute  all  writs  placed  in 
his  hands,  without  inquiry  into  the 
regularity  of  the  proceedings  upon 
which  they  are  founded.  Although  the 
process  in  his  hands  be  voidable,  or  er- 
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Nulla  Bona.  —  The  sheriff  may  return  the  writ,  nulla  bona,  under  the 
instruction  of  the  plaintiff,"  or  upon  finding  no  property  of  the  plaintiff 
subject  to  execution.^" 

(IJ.)  The  Levy.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  Generally  the  officer  should  en- 
dorse upon  the  execution  the  fact  of  making  the  levy.^^ 

(B.)  Appraisement.  —  The  return  should  contain  a  reference  to  and 
explain  the  essential  facts  of  the  appraisement  proceedings.^^    It  should 


roneous,  he  is  nevertheless  bound  to 
execute  it.  He  is  only  excused  from 
doing  so  when  the  process  is  absolutely 
void/  A  sheriff,  therefore,  cannot  ex- 
cuse his  refusal  to  levy  by  the  plea 
that  the  judgment  had  been  satisfied 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  in- 
testate during  the  latter 's  lifetime. 
Abercrombie 's  Admr.  v.  Chandler,  9 
Ala.  625. 

9.  Pottery  Co  v.  Levi  &  Co.,  48  La 
Ann.  777,  19  So.  752. 

[a]  "Stopped  by  order  of  plain- 
tiff" is  a  good  return.  State  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 9  Humph.  (Tenn.)  606. 

10.  Ga.— Thornton  v.  Lane,  11  Ga. 
459.  lU.— Merrick  v.  Carter,  205  HI 
73,  68  N.  E.  750.  N,  Y.— Card  v. 
Groesbeck,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  372. 

[a]  Sufficient  Return  of  Nulla  Bona. 

(1)  "I  have  made  search  and  can  find 
no  property  of  the  defendants  in  my 
bailiwick  whereon  to  levy,"  is  a  suf- 
ficient return.  Goshorn  v.  Alexander, 
2   Bond   158,   10   Fed.    Cas.  No.    5,630. 

(2)  An  ofBcer's  return  that  he  knows 
of  no  property  subject  to  the  fieri 
facias  is  equivalent  to  the  general  re- 
turn of  nulla  bona.  Gunn  v.  Howell, 
35  Ala.  144^  73  Am.  Dec.  484.  (3) 
"No  goods  or  chattels  found"  is  suf- 
ficient under  a  statute  which  provides 
that  the  ofScer  should  state  "he  could 
not  find  any  personal  property  of  the 
defendant  in  execution  on  which  to 
levy  "  Poineer  v.  Bagnall,  49  N.  J. 
L.  226,  7  Atl.  858;  Matthews  v.  Miller, 
47  N  J  L.  414,  1  Atl.  464.  (4)  But 
a  return  is  insufB.cient  which  states  that 
one  defendant,  when  there  are  several, 
has  no  property  subject  to  execution. 
Hassell  v.  Southern  Bank  of  Ky.,  2 
Head   (Tenn.)   381. 

[b]  Insufiicient. —  (1)  The  return 
"finding  no  property  whereon  to  levy 
to  make  the  amount  of  this  execution, 
I  now  return  this  writ,"  held,  not 
to  be  a  return  nulla  bona.  Beers  v. 
BTjukcr,  6  Kan.  App.  697,  50  Pac.  505. 
(2)    But   the  return   "wholly  unsatis- 

Vol.  XVI 


filed,"  is  not  sufficient,  as  it  does  not 
conclusively  appear  thereby  that  nf 
goods  were  to  be  found.  McDowell  v. 
Clark,  68  N.  C.  118. 

11.  See  fully  supra,  II,  B,  4,  i. 

12.  See  the  statutes  and  Bedford  i 
Kesler,  15  Ky.  L.  Bep.  31. 

As  to  recitals  concerning  the  appraise- 
ment in  the  return  of  an  extent,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  8,  j,   (III),   (C). 

[a]  Error  in  Name  of  Appraiser. 
A  clerical  error  in  the  initial  letter 
of  the  name  of  an  appraiser  is  not 
fatal.     Hall  v.  Staples,  74  Me.  178. 

[b]  By  Befereuce. — ^In  a  levy  of 
real  estate,  the  ofiicer  may  sufficiently 
return  that  the  appraisers  were  sworn, 
by  referring  to  indorsements,  made 
upon  the  execution  by  the  magistrate 
and  the  appraisers,  containing  certifi- 
cates that  the  requisite  oath  was  tak- 
en.    Fitch  V.  Tyler,  34  Me.  463. 

[c]  Error  Not  Fatal. — Where  it  ap- 
pears by  the  return  of  an  execution 
that  the  plaintiff  appointed  one  ap- 
praiser of  the  property,  and  the  sheriff 
one,  a  failure  of  the  sheriff  to  return 
that  the  defendant  was  absent,  or  that 
he  refused  to  appoint  an  appraiser, 
will  not  render  the  sale  void.  Preston 
V.  Wright,  60  Iowa  351,  14  N.  W.  352, 
following  the  principles  of  Hill  v.  Baker, 
32  Iowa  302;  Cavender  v.  Heirs  of 
Smith,  1  Iowa  306. 

[d]  Appointment  of  Appraisers. — A 
return-  by  the  officer  that  the  debtor 
"refused"  to  appoint  an  appraiser,  is 
a  sufficient  substitute  for  an  allega- 
tion that  any  notice  was  given  to  the 
debtor.  It  implies  that  thei  debtor 
made  no  objection  to  the  time  given. 
Fitch  V.  Tyler,  34  Me.  463. 

[e]  Signature  to  Certificate. — ^Where 
the  return  states  that  two  of  the  ap- 
praisers signed  the  certificate,  "the 
other  declining  to  sign  the  same,"  it 
is  not  necessary  that  it  should  state 
the  cause  of  the  refusal  of  such  ap- 
praiser to  affix  his  signature..  McLel- 
Ian  V.  Nelson,  27  Me,  129. 
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be  consistent  with  the  appraiser's  return."  But  it  has  been  held  that 
the  appraisement  is  no  part  of  the  return.^* 

(C.)  Notice — The  return  should  set  out  the  essential  facts  relative 
to  the  notice  or  advertisement  of  the  levy  and  sale.^^ 

(D.)  Sale.  —  The  return  should  recite  the  facts  relative  to  the  place 
and  conduct  of  the  sale,  the  property  sold  and  the  amount  paid  there- 
for,^" 

Failure  To  Sell —  Where  no  sale  has  been  made  for  want  of  bidders, 
the  officer  should  state  in  his  return  the  fact  of  his  failure  and  the  cause 
thereof,  and  the  place  at  which  he  has  advertised  and  offered  the  prop- 
erty for  sale.^^ 

Adjournments.  —  When  the  sale  has  been  adjourned,  the  return  in 
some  jurisdictions,  should  show  that  the  adjournment  was  expedient,^^ 
or  to  the  interest  of  all  concemed.^^ 

(E.)  Proceeds.  — Any  payment  made  to  the  officer  should  be  indorsed 
on  the  writ.^<*  But  it  is  no  objection'  to  the  validity  of  a  levy,  that  the 
officer  in  his  return  fails  to  state  the  amount  of  the  debt  and  fees  and 
charges  of  the  execution  levied,  since  this  may  be  made  certain  on  in- 
spection.^^ 


13.  Chase  ».  Williams,  71  Me.  190. 

14.  Coan  v.  ElUott,  101  Ind.  275; 
Thurston  v.  Barnes,  10  Ind.  289. 

15.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  fol- 
lowing: Kan. — ^Hazen  v.  Webb,  68  Kan, 
308,  74  Pae.  1111.  Me.— Millett  v. 
Blake,  81  Me.  531,  18  Atl.  293,  10  Am. 
St.  Eep.  275.  Mass. — ^Blake  v.  Eogers, 
210  Mass.  588,  97  N.  E.  68;  Holmes  v. 
Jordan,  163  Mass.  147,  39  N.  B.  1005; 
Band  v.  Cutler,  155  Mass.  451,  29  N. 
E.  1085.  Mich.— Grand  Eapids  Nat. 
Bk.  V.  Kritzer,  116  Mich.  688,  75  N.  W. 
90.  Neb. — Kuhn  v.  Kilmer,  16  Neb. 
699,  21  N.  W.  443.  Ore.— United  States 
Mort.  &  T.  Co.  V.  Marquam,  41"  Ore. 
391,  69  Pae.  37;  German  Sav.  &  L. 
Soc.  V.  Kern,  38  Ore.  232,  62  Pao.  788, 
63  Pae.  1052.  Tex. — Crabtree  v.  White- 
seUe,  65  Tex    111 

[a]  When  there  has  been  an  ad- 
journment of  the  sale,  notice  of  same 
must  be  shown  by  the  return.  Wilson 
V.  Bucknam,  71  Me.  545.  See  infra, 
n,  B,  8,  i,  (II),  (D). 

16.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: ni. — Gardner  i).  Eberhart,  82 
HI  316.  Me. — Townsend  v.  Meader,  58 
Me.  288.  Miss.— Baldwin  v.  Dreyfus, 
92  Miss.  94,  45  So.  428. 

[a]  Place  of  Sale. — The  return  is 
sufficient  if  it  does  not  state  the  place 
of  sale,  providing  it  appears  therefrom 
that  there  was  a  time  and  place  speci- 
fied in  the  advertisement.     Backus  v. 


Danforth,  10  Conn.  297;  Beattie  v.  Rob- 
in, 2  Vt.  181. 

[b]  Sale  Made  by  Parcels. — (1) 
The  failure  to  show  that  the  property 
was  sold  in  parcels  does  not  affect  the 
validity  of  the  sale.  Wilson  v.  Swasey 
(Tex.),  20  S.  W.  48.  (2)  But  in  Cohen 
V.  Menard,  136  111.  130,  24  N.  E.  604, 
it  is  held  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
officer  selling  en  masse  to  make  a  full 
return,  stating  all  the  facts  affecting 
his  right  to  sell  en  masse. 

17.  See  the  statutes. 

18.  Frazee  v.  Nelson,  179  Mass.  456, 
462,  61  N  E.  40;  Ela  v.  Yeaw,  158 
Mass.  190,  33  N.  B.  511;  Sanborn  v. 
Chamberlin,  101  Mass.  409,  417. 

19.  Wilson  V.  Bucknam,  71  Me.  545. 

20.  See  the  statutes. 

21.  Rawson  v.  Clark,  38  Me.  223. 

[a]  Items  of  Charges  and  Fees. 
Where  the  officer's  return  does  not 
state  specifically  the  items  of  his 
charges  and  fees,  nor  the  gross  amount, 
but  that  the  laud  levied  upon  was  ap- 
pi-aised  at  a  certain  sum,  "which  ia 
the  amount  of  the  execution,  fees, 
and  charges,"  it  is  sufficient,  as  the 
execution  and  return  taken  together, 
furnish  data  for  ascertaining  the 
amount  of  charges.  Kern  v.  Briggs,  40 
Me.  467. 

[b]  It  Is  insufficient  to  state  in  a 
return  that  certain  money  was  "taken 
for  costs."     The   return  must   specify 
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(in.)  Description  of  Property.  —  The  return  should  describe  the  prop- 
erty levied  upon  with  such  reasonable  certainty  that  the  purchaser  can 
thereby  find  and  identify  the  same/^  or  contain  a  reference  to  another 
place  where  such  description  may  be  made  certain.^^  Certainty  to  a 
general  intent,  such  as  would  put  the  owners  and  purchasers  on  in- 


what  the  costs  were.  Harrison  v. 
Thompson,  9   Ga.  310. 

22.  U.  S. — ^Barnes  v.  Billington,  1 
Wash.  C.  C.  29,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,015. 
Ala.— Civ.  Code,  1907,  §4104.  Oolo. 
Laughlin  v.  Hawley,  9  Colo.  170,  11 
Pao.  45.  Ga. — Edinfield  v.  Milner,  138 
Ga.  402,  75  S.  E.  319;  Crawford  v.  Ver- 
ner,  122  Ga.  814,  50  S.  E.  958;  Fo»d 
V.  Nesmith,  117  Ga.  210,  43  S.  E.  483. 
111.— Stout  V.  Cook,  37  111.  283;  Fitch 
V.  Pinckard,  5  111.  69.  Ind. — Law  v. 
Smith,  4  lud.  56.  la.— Payne  v.  Bil- 
lingham,  10  Iowa  360.  Ky. — Mercer  v. 
Hickman-Ebbert  Co.,  32  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
230,  105  S.  "W.  441;  Holcomb  v.  Hays, 
23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  352,  62  S.  W.  1028; 
Humpich  v.  Drake,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1782,'  44  S.  W.  632.  Md.— Jarboe  v. 
Hall,  37  Md.  345;  Langley  v.  Jones, 
33  Md.  171;  Berry  v.  Griffith,  2  Harr. 
&  G.  337,  18  Am.  Dec.  309.  Miss. 
Hand  v.  Grant,  5  Smed.  &  M.  508,  43 
Am.  Dec.  528.  N.  H.— Lyford  v.  Thurs- 
ton, 16  N.  H.  399.  N.  J.— Canfield  v. 
Browning,  69  F.  J.  L.  553,  55  Atl. 
101;  Wills  V.  McKinney,  41  N.  J.  L. 
120.  N.  C— Farrior  v.  Houston,  100  N. 
C.  369,  6  S.  E.  72;  Chasteen  v.  Phil- 
lips, 49  N.  C.  459.  Tenn.— Helms  v. 
Alexander,  10  Humph;  44;  Pound  11. 
PuUen's  Lessee,  3  Yerg.  338;  Hender- 
son V.  Overton,  2  Yerg.  394.  Tex. 
Buckner  v.  Vanoleave,  34  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  312,  78  S.  W.  541;  Stipe  v.  Shir- 
ley, 27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  97,  64  S.  W. 
1012;*  Hayes  v.  Gallaher,  21  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  88,  51  S.  W.  280;  Focke  v.  Garcia 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  41  S.  W.  187.  Vt. 
Gilson  V.  Parkhurst,  53  Vt.  384. 

As  to  description  of  property  in  the 
return  of  an  extent,  see  infra,  II,  B, 
8,  j,  (III),   (B). 

As  to  endorsement  on  ■writ  of  de- 
scription of  property  levied  on,  see 
sitpra,  II,  B,  8,  e,  (I). 

[a]  Suflicient  Description. — (1)  A 
return  of  a  levy  upon  one  "fawn- 
colored  oxen,  one  dunn-pided  oxen," 
as  the  property  of  the  defendant  in 
execution,  was  not  void  for  indefinite 
description.  Denton  Bros.  v.  Hannah, 
12    Ga.   App.   494,   77   S.   E,   672,     (2) 
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A  description  of  ' '  two  tracts  of  land 
of  A.  B.,  one  being  that  upon  which 
he  resides,  the  other  that  upon  which 
his  mill  is  situated,"  was  held  good, 
and  any  further  and  fals.e  description 
rejected.    Swift  v.  Lee,  65  HI.  336. 

[b]  Where  levy  was  made  upon  a 
certain  number  of  cattle  bearing  cer- 
tain brands,  it  was  not  insufficient  be- 
cause it  did  not  specify  the  exact  num- 
ber under  each  brand.  Brown  v.  Hud- 
son, 14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  606,  38  S.  W. 
653. 

[c]  Insufficient  Description. — A  levy 
upon  a  lot  of  laud,  which  identifies  it 
only  by  reference  to  a  given  number 
in  a  named  city  will  be  heJd  to  be 
void  for  uncertainty,  when  there  are 
several  lots  of  that  number  in  the  city. 
Miller  v.  Brooks,  120  Ga.  232,  47  S.  E. 
646. 

[d]  Where  the  return  of  the  sheriff 
on  the  execution  described  the  prop- 
erty levied  upon  as  "a  lot  of  lumber 
consisting  of  fencing,  flooring,  sheet- 
ing, studding,  siding,  etc.,  as  the  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant,"  it  was  held 
that  the  levy  was  invalid  for  want  of 
precision  and  certainty  in  the  descrip- 
tion. Payne  v.  Billineham,  10  Iowa 
360. 

[e]  The  term  "appurtenances," 
used  in  the  return  of  levy  by  the 
sheriff,  is  too  general,  vague,  and  in- 
definite, to  comprehend  in  its  meaning 
any  personal  property  as  the  subject 
of  levy.  Munroe  v.  Thomas,  5  Cal. 
470. 

23.  V.  S.— Barnes  v.  Billington,  1 
Wash.  C.  C.  29,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,015. 
Ky.— Bell  v.  Weatherford,  12  Bush  505. 
Me. — French  v.  Allen,  50  Me.  437.  Mass. 
Allen  V.  Taft,  6  Gray  552;  Boylston  v. 
Carver,  11  Mass.  515.  N.  J. — Wills  v. 
McKinney,  41  N.  J.  L.  120.  Tenn. 
Eiley  v.  Frost,  1  Leg.  Eep.  272,  2 
Shann.  Cas.  333;  Brigance  v.  Erwin's 
Lessee,  1  Swan  375.  Tex. — Traylor  v. 
Lide,  7  S.  W.  58.  Vt.— Oilman  « 
Thompson,  11  Vt.  643;  Maeek  v.  Sin- 
clea,r,  10  Vt,  103;  Galusha  v.  Sinclear, 
3  Vt.  394, 
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quiry,  is  sufficient.-*  But  it  has  been  held  that  the  description  should 
be  as  certain  as  is  required  in  a  sheriff's  deed,^°  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  the  particularity  required  in  tax  sales  is  not  necessary.^^  The  re- 
turn may  have  the  requisite  certainty  by  reference  to  natural  or  arti- 
ficial objects  OH  the  land,  or  to  adjoining  land:^'  but  a  return  which  is 
defective  for  uncertainty  can  be  aided  by  a  reference  only  when  tjie 
thing  referred  to  forms  a  part  of  the  reeord.^^  The  nature  and  extent 
df  defendant's  interest  in  the  property  levied  upon  need  not  be  par- 
ticularly set  out.^®  A  general  description,  if  it  identifies  the  property, 
is  sufficient:'"  and  when  an  error  is  made  in  naming  a  thing,  the  de- 
scription will  control.'^  A  slight  discrepancy  in  the  description  will  not 
invalidate  a  return,**  nor  will  a  wrong  description  affect  the  validity 
of  the  sale.^^  , 

Mortgaged  Property. —  The  fact  that  personal  property  levied  upon  is 
pledged  or  mortgaged  should  appear  from  the  return.**  The  mortgage 
should  be  particularly  described,*^  or  a  reference  made  tq  the  registry 
where  it  may  be  found.*^ 

(IV.)  Tlnnecessarj'  Recitals.  —  Any  action  that  is  not  responsive  to  the 
commands  of  the  writ  need  not  be  incorporated  in  the  officer's  return  f 


24'.  Christian  v.  Mynatt,  11  Lea 
(Tenn.)  615;  Brown  v.  Dickson,  2 
Humph.  (Tenn.)  395;  Swan's  Lessee  i), 
Parker,  7  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  490,  27  Am. 
Dec.  522;  Buekner  v.  Vaneleave,  34 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  812,  78  S.  W.  541. 

25.  Henry  v.  Mitchell,  32  Mo.  512. 

26.  Kilmer  v.  Gallaher,  120  Iowa 
575,  95  N.  "W.  180. 

27.  Burrowes  v.  Gibson,  42  Mich. 
121,  3  N.  W.  293;  Brigance  v.  Erwin's 
Lessee,  1  Swan  (Tenn.)  375.  And  see 
Bell  V.  Weatherford,  12  Bush  (Ky.) 
505;-Holconib  v.  Hays,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
352,  62  S.  W.  1028. 

28.  Chasten  v.  Phillips,  49  N.  C. 
459;  Gibbs  v.  Thompson,  7  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  179;  Taylor's  Lessee  v.  Coz- 
art,  4  Humph.   (Tenn.)  433. 

29.  Humphrey's  Exr.  v.  Wade,  84 
Kv.  391,  1  S.  W.  648;  Guelot  v.  Pearce, 
is"  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1004,  38  S.  "W.  892; 
Davis  V.  Gof orth,  1  Lea  (Tenn.)   31. 

30.  Hill  v.  Harris,  10  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
120,  50  Am.  Dec.  542. 

SI.  Ebelharr  v.  Tennelly,  118  Ky. 
43,  80  S.  W.  459. 

32.  Barber  Asphalt  Pav.  Co.  v. 
Kiene,  99  Mo.  App.  528,  74  S.  W.  872. 

[a]  County  and  state  omitted. 
Baldwin  v.  Dreyfus,  92  Miss.  94,  45  So. 
428. 

[b]  Misnaming  the  Township. — ^Per- 
kins V.  Spaulding,  2  Mich.  157. 

[c]  Clerical  Eirois, — Where,  in  the 


description  of  land  levied  upon,  the 
starting  point  was  stated  to  be  in  the 
north  line  of  a  certain  highway  and 
at  the  northwest  corner  of  a  certain 
house  lot,  and  it  appeared,  tha,t  the 
house  lot  lay  on  the  north  side  of  the 
same  highway  and  that  its  southwest 
corner  was  the  only  'point  where  it  ad- 
joined the  road  and  the  land  levied 
upon,  it  was  held,  sthat  the  court  would 
intend  that  the  word  "north  west" 
was  written,  by  mere  clerical  error,  for 
"south  west,"  and  that  the  mistake 
was  not  fatal  to  the  levy.  Barnard's 
Admr.  v.  Russell,  19  Vt.  334. 

33.  BeJl  V.  Weatherford,  12  Bush 
(Kv.)  505;  Eeid  v.  Heasley,  9  Dana 
(Ky.)  324;  Galot  v.  Pearce,  18  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  1004,  38  S.  W.  892. 

34.  Johnson  v.  Gerber,  114  Minn. 
174,  130  N.  W.  995. 

35.  Coffin  V.  Freeman,  84  Me.  535, 
24  Atl.  986;  Bartlett  v.  Gilcreast,  72 
N.  H.  145,  55  Atl.  189. 

36.  Coffin  V.  Freeman,  84  Me.  535,  24 
Atl.  986. 

37.  Conn. — Finch  v.  Bishop,  13  Conn. 
576.  N.  H. — Derry  Bank  v.  Webster, 
44  N.  H.  264.  Vt.— Willard  v.  Whip- 
ple, 40   Vt.   219. 

[a]  Extraneous  Matters, — It  is  the 
officer's  duty  to  certify  only  to  the 
acts  performed  by  him  in  his  official 
capacity  in  the  execution  of  the  pro- 
cess,   and   not   as    to    some   agreement 
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e.  g.,  a  previous  attachment  on  mesne  process,''  or  the  fact  of  reeord- 

(V.)  Date. —  The  indorsement  or  return  should  bear  the  date  on 
which  it  was  made,*"  and  also  the  time  when  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the 
eourt.*^ 

(VI.)  Signature — The  return  should  be  signed  by  the  officer  who 
makes  it,*^  but  his  signature  may  be  endorsed  thereon  by  another  if 
he  adopts  it  as  his  own.*' 

(VII.)  Presumptions. —  In  accordance  with  the  general  rule  that  the 
officer  will  be  presumed  to  have  done  his  duty,  that  which  is  necessarily 
or  reasonably  to  be  inferred  from  his  return  will  be  presumed  until  the 
contrary  is  shown.**    So,  it  has  been  held  that  the  return  indorsed  on 


between  the  parties  of  which  he  may 
have  had  knowledge,  and  his  eertiflcate 
on  the  latter  point  is  no  more  entitled 
to  be  received  in  evidence  then  the 
certificate  of  any  other  person  with 
like  knowledge  of  the  alleged  agree- 
ment. Barr  v.  Combs,  29  Ore.  399,  45 
Pac.  776. 

38.  Derry  Bank  v.  Webster,  44  N, 
H.  264. 

39.  Finch  v.  Bishop,  13  Conn.  576; 
WiUard  v.  Whipple,  40  Vt.  219. 

As  to  necessity  of  alleging  the  re- 
cording of  a  return  of  an  extent,  see 
infra,  II,  B,  8,  j,  (V). 

fa]  It  Is  not  necessary  to  the  valid- 
ity of  a  levy  that  the  ofS,cer  should 
state  in  his  return  that  the  levy  was 
actually  recorded,  as  the  recording  is 
not  his  act,  but  the  official  act  of  the 
town  clerk.  Willard  v.  Whipple,  40  Vt. 
219. 

40.  White  v.  Farley,  81  Ala.  563,  8 
So.  215. 

[a]  Clerical  Error. — The  levy  of  one 
of  the  executions  being  dated  the  day 
before  its  issue,  is  an  evident  clerical 
mistake  and  does  not  vitiate  it.  Een- 
shaw  V.  Lloyd,  50  Mo.  368. 

41.  Tatter  v.  Pitkin,  72  Vt.  255,  47 
Atl.  787. 

42.  Ga. — ^Vickers  V.  Hawkins,  128 
Ga.  794,  58  S.  B.  44.  Ky.— Humphrey 's 
Exr.  V.  Wade,  84  Ky.  391,  1  8.  W.  648; 
Galot  V.  Pearce,  18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1004, 
38  S.  W.  892.  Mo.— Bennett  v.  Vin- 
jard,  34  Mo.  216.  Tex. — Howard  v. 
North,  5  Tex.  290,  51  Am.  Dec.  769. 
Va.— Slingluff  V.  Collins,  109  Va.  717, 
64  S.  B.  1055. 

See  supra,  II,  B,  8,  e. 

[a]  By  a  deputy  in  the  name  of  his 
principal.  Emley  v.  Drum,  36  Pa.  123; 
Eastman  v.  Curtis,  4  Vt.  616. 
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43.  Vickers  v.  Hawkins,  128  Ga. 
794,  58  S.  E.  44. 

fa]  AVhere  the  undisputed  evidence 
that  the  levying  officer  caused  the 
property  to  be  advertised  for  sale  pur- 
suant to  the  levy,  personally  cried  at 
the  sale,  executed  a  deed  to  the  pur- 
chaser and  made  an  entry  of  the  sale 
on  the  fieri  facias,  it  is  sufficient  to 
authorize  an  inference  that  the  levy- 
ing officer  adopted  the  signature  as  his 
own.  Vickers  v.  Hawkins,  128  Ga.  794. 
58  S.  E.  44. 

44.  HI.— Rivard  v.  Gardner,  39  111. 
125;  Pecos  Irr.  &  Imp.  Co.  v.  Olson,  63 
111.  App.  313.  Miss.— Drake  v.  Collins, 
5  How.  253.  Mo.— Blodgett  v.  Perry, 
97  Mo.  263,  10  S.  W.  891,  10  Am.  St. 
Eep.  307.  Tex. — Jones  v.  Meyer  Bros., 
25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  234,  61  S.  W.  553. 
Vt.— Beattie  v.  Eobin,  2  Vt.  181. 

[a]  As  to  Levy. — ^When  the  officer'? 
return  shows  that  he  levied  the  execu- 
tion upon  the  land,  but  does  not  recite 
how  the  levy  was  made,  the  presump- 
tion is  that  he  made  it  as  required  by 
law.  White  i>.  Laurel  Land  Co.,  26  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  775,  82  S.  W.  571. 

[b]  Legal  Appraisement  Presumed. 
When  a  return  states  that  the  property 
was  sold  "after  having  the  same  ap- 
praised ' '  it  will  be  presumed  that 
there  was  a  legal  appraisement.  Hew- 
itt V.  Stephens,  5  La.  Ann.  640. 

fc]  When  a  nulla  bona  return  is 
made,  (1)  the  presumption  arises  that 
the  officer  made  demand  on  the  defend- 
ant and  was  unable  to  find  any  prop- 
erty  on  which  to  levy.  Horfon  v. 
Brown,  45  HI.  App.  171.  But  (2)  a 
nulla  bona  return  before  the  return 
day  of  the  writ  does  not  carry  the  pre- 
sumption that  nothing  could  be  made 
on  the  writ  between  the  date  of  the 
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the  execution  was  made  with  the  knowledge  and  approbation  of  th& 
officer  whose  name  is  signed  thereto/^  that  his  intention  was  to  make  ^ 
legal  return,*'^  within  the  proper  time,*^  that  the  levy  referred  to  was 
made  within  the  officer's  jurisdiction,*^  and  that  when  the  execution  is 
found  in  the  clerk's  office  it  was  returned  there  by  the  officer  in  the 
discharge  of  his  duty.*^  But  no  such  presumption  arises  when  the  writ 
is  returned  nulla  bona  by  direction  of  the  plaintiff,''"  or  after  the  re- 
turn day,''^  or  when  from  the  substance  of  the  return  it  cannot  be  seen, 
in  such  cases,  that  he  was  unable  to  find  property  of  the  debtor.^^ 


return  and  the  return  day.    Hamlin  v. 
Reynolds,  22  111.  207. 

fd]  If  an  interlineation  appears  on 
the  face  of  an  officer's  return,  and  there 
is  no  evidence  to  show  when  it  was 
done,  the  court  will  presume  that  it 
was  done  before  the  return  was  made, 
when  the  officer  had  authority  to  alter 
his  return.  Sloan  v.  Stanly,  33  N.  C. 
627. 

[e]  Necessary  Inference. — From  a 
return  stating  that  the  officer  sold  the 
property  levied  on  and  delivered  the 
possession  therepf  to  the  defendant 
under  the  writ,  it  may  be  fairly  in- 
ferred that  he  had  previously  actually 
seized  the  property  thereunder.  How- 
ard V.  Baum,  73  Mo.  App.  235. 

[f]  "Substantial  compliance"  with 
the  statute  carries  with  it  the  presump- 
tion that  everything  was  done  which 
was  necessary  to  be  done,  and  such  a 
return  cannot  be  contradicted  by  show- 
ing that  notice  of  sale  was  not  given. 
Ervay  v.  Hill,  46  Wash.  457,  90  Pac. 
590. 

[g]  As  to  Posting  Notice  of  Sale. 
A  sheriff's  return  reciting  that  notice 
of  sale  was  posted  in  a  public  place  at 
the  courthouse  is  not  void  on  its  face, 
under  a  statute  prescribing  that  the 
notice  shall  be  posted  at  the  courthouse 
door,  inasmuch  as  it  does  not  negative 
the  fact  that  it  was  posted  at  the  re- 
quired place,  and  the  presutnption  is 
that  the  officer  complied  with  the  law. 
Whitworth  v.  McKee,  32  Wash.  83,  72 
I'ac.  1046. 

[h]  When  a  return  states  that  the 
sale  was  made  en  masse,  the  presump- 
tion holds  that  the  officer  did  his  duty 
and  first  offered  the  property  for  sale 
in  parcels.  Leppel  v.  Kus,  38  Colo.  292, 
88  Pac.  448. 

45.  Parker  v.  Sedwick,  5  Md.  281. 

46.  Eeinhardt  v.  Kennedy,  106  HI. 
App.  96. 

47.  Ala. — ^Barton     v.     Loekhart,     2 


Stew.  &  P.  109.  Ind. — Jones  v.  Ko- 
komo  Bldg.  Assn.,  77  Ind.  340.  Ky. 
Maury  v.  Cooper,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  224. 
Mo. — Marks  v.  Hardy,  86  Mo.  232. 

Time  for  making  return,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  8,  d. 

[a]  Date  of  Levy. — When  the  re- 
turn fails  to  state  the  date  of  the  levy, 
it  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made 
on  the  day  the  execution  was  received 
by  the  officer.  Scott 's  Exx.  v.  Scott,  85 
Ky.  385,  3  S.  W.  598,  5  S.  W.  423. 

[b]  A  return  bearing  no  date  is 
presumed  to  have  been  made  on  the 
return  day.  Price  v.  Cloud,  6  Ala.  248; 
Woodward  v.  Harbin,  4  Ala.  534,  37 
Am.  Dee.  753.  Contra,  Izod  v.  Addi- 
son, 5  How.  (Miss.)  432. 

[c]  In  the  absence  of  a  date,  or 
other  evidence  showing  when  the  re- 
turn of  an  officer  on  a  writ  was  made, 
it  is  presumed  to  have  been  made  at 
a  time  when  he  had  the  right  to  make 
it,  and  in  due  time,  as  the  prima  facie 
presumption  is  that  the  officer  has  done 
his  duty.  Eowe's  Admr.  v.  Hardy's 
Admr.,  97  Va.  674,  34  S.  E.  625. 

48.  Blair  v.  Compton,  33  Mich.  414; 
Jewett  V.  Guyer,  38  Vt.  209. 

[a]  When  the  return  is  informal  in 
not  stating  the  town  in  which  the  levy 
was  made,  except  by  inference,  it  is 
held  that,  until  the  contrary  appears, 
the  presumption  will  be  in  favor  of 
the  regularity  of  the  officer's  proceed- 
ings, that  the  property  was  levied  on  in 
the  same  town  where  it  was  advertised 
and  sold.    Jewett  v.  Guyer,  38  Vt.  209. 

49.  Conwell  v.  Watkins,  71  111.  488. 

50.  Eeinhardt  v.  Kennedy,  106  111. 
App.  96;  Pecos  Irr.  &  Imp.  Co.  v.  Ol- 
son, 63  111.  App.  313. 

51.  Dixon  V.  White  Sew-Mach.  Co., 
128  Pa.  397,  18  Atl.  502,  15  Am.  St, 
Eep.  683,  5  L.  E.  A.  659. 

52.  Mich.  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Keohane, 
31  HI.  144;  Pecos  Irr.  &  Imp.  Co.  v.  Ol- 
son, 63  HI.  App.  313. 
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(VIII.)  Defects  and  Objections.  — An  evident  clerical  error  in  the  offi- 
cer's return  will  not  affect  its  validity,^^  or  the  purchaser's  title.^* 

Objections  to  the  return,  if  known,  must  be  made  during  the  return 
term  of  the  Avrit.** 

g.  Amendments. — (1.)  Generally.  — Before  filing  his  return  the  offi- 
cer has  absolute  control  over  it  and  does  not  need  permission  to  amend.'* 
And  the  return  may  be  amended^'  in  the  discretion  of  the  court'* 


[a]  From  a  return  nuUa  bona,  ■with 
the  added  words  "returned  -with  sched- 
ule," the  only  presumption  that  can 
arise  is  that  the  defendant  had  merely 
property  exempt  from  execution. 
Thompson  v.  Yates,  61  111.  App.  262. 

53.  Skakel  v.  Cycle  Trade  Pub.  Co., 
287  111:  482,  86  N.  E.  1058. 

54.  Fla. — McKinnon.  v.  Lewis,  64 
Pla.   378,   60   So.   223.     lU.— Kinney   v. 

■  Knoebel,  47  111.  417;  Phillips  «J.  Coffee, 
17  111.  154,  63  Am.  Dec.  357.  Md. 
Huddleson  v.  Reynold's  Lessee,  8  Gill 
332,  50  Am.  Dec.  702. 

See  also  supra,  II,  B,  8,  b. 

55.  Voshell  v.  Cavender,  1  Penne. 
(Del.)'  167,  39  Atl.  989. 

56.  111.— Nelson  v.  Cook,  19  111.  440. 
Mass. — Welsh  v.  Joy,  13  Pick.  477.  Pa. 
Dixon  V.  White  Sew.-Mach.  Co.,  128  Pa. 
397,  18  Atl.  502,  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  683, 
5  L.  R.  A.  659. 

[a]  Officer's  Control. — ^In  the  trans- 
fer' of  title  to  land,  by  the  levy  of  exe- 
cution, the  return  of  the  execution  into 
the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  court  from 
•whio^  it  is  issued,  is  the  consummating 
act;  and  until  this  is  done,  the  previous 
proceedings  are  subject  to  the  control 
and  revision  of  the  ofS.cer.  Kellogg  v. 
Wadhams,  9  Conn.  201. 

^7.  Ark. — Clayton  v.  State,  24  Ark. 
16.  Ind.-^Wilcox  V.  Moudy,  89  Ind. 
232.  Kan. — Stetson  v.  Freeman,  35  Kan. 
523,  11  Pac.  431.  Ky.— Boyer  v.  Lin- 
coln, 3  Ky.  L.  Rep.  537.  Me. — Tolman, 
petitioner,'  101  Me.  559,  64  Atl.  .952; 
Chase  v.  Williams,  71  Me.  190.  Md. 
Jarboe  v.  Hall,  37  Md.  345.  Mass. 
Hunnemau  P.  Phelps,  207  Mass.  439, 
93  N.  E.  097;  Prazee  v.  Nelson,  179 
Mass.  456,  61  N,  E.  40;  Sawyer  v.  Har- 
raan,  136  Mass.  414.  Mo. — State  v. 
Jenkins,  170  Mo.  16,  70  8.,W.  152.  Neb. 
O'Brien  v.  Gaslin,  20  Neb.  347,  30  N. 
W.  274.  N.  H.— Johnson  v.  Stone,  40 
N.  H.  J  97,  77  Am.  Dec.  706.  N.  J. 
Homer  v.  Delaware,  etc.  Canal  Co.,  16 
N.  .1.  L.  265.  N.  Y.— James  v.  Gurlev, 
48  N.  Y.  103;  People  V.  Ames,  35  N. 
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Y.  482;  Williams  v.  Rogers,  5  Johns. 
163.  N.  C— Williams  v.  Weaver,  101 
N.  C.  1,  7  S.  E.  565;  Walters  v.  Moore, 
90  N.  C.  41i  Okla. — Payne  v.  Long- 
Bell  Lumber  Co.,  9  Okla.  683,  60  Pac. 
235.  Pa. — Whitman  v.  Higby,  24  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  236.  Teun. — Atkinson  v.  Rhea, 
7  Humph.  59.  Vt. — ^Barnard  v.  Stev- 
ens, 2.Aik.  429,  16  Am.  Dec.  733.  W.  Va. 
Code,  1906,  §2086. 

As  to  amendments  of  the  return  of 
an  extent,  see  infra,  II,  B,  8,  j,  (I'V). 

58.  Ind. — Wilcox  v.  Moudy,  89  Ind. 
232.  Miss. — Planters  Bank  v.  Walker, 
3  Sraed.  &  M.  409.  Mo. — Scruggs  v. 
Scruggs,  46  Mo.  271.  N.  H. — Baker  ». 
Davis,  22  N.  H.  27.  Tex.— Morrill  v. 
Fitzgerald,  36  Tex.  275.  Vt.— Barnard 
V.  Stevens,  2  Aik.  429,  16  Am.  Dee.  733. 

As  to  who  may  amend  return,  see 
infra,  11,  B,  8,  g,  (II). 

[a]  Leave  to  amend  a  sheriff's  re- 
turn will  be  granted  as  a  matter  of 
course.     Turney  v.  Organ,  16  111.  43. 

[b]  Permission  Necessary.— An  offi- 
cer cannot  amend  his  return  without 
permission  after  having  filed  it  with 
the  clerk  of  the  court.  Watkins  v. 
Gayle,  4  Ala.  153. 

[c]  Amendment  From  Memary. 
"It  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  allow  an 
officer,  after  he  is  out  of  office,  and 
several  years  subsequent  to  the  trans- 
action., to  make,  wholly  from  mem»ry, 
a  material  addition  to  his  return  of  a 
fact  which,  if  untrue,  could  not  be  dis- 
proved, and  which  could  have  made  but 
little  impression  on  his  memory,  and 
where  the  application  for  leave  to 
amend  w^as  not  supported  by  an  affi- 
davit." Fogg  V.  Bowman,  5  Mo.  App. 
579. 

[d]  Objection  to  Allo-wance  of 
Amendment. — The  propriety  of  per- 
mitting an  amendment  to  be  made  can 
only  be  questioned  by  resisting  the  mo- 
tion for  that  purpose,  or  by  an  appeal 
from,  or  writ  of  error  to,  the  judgment; 
and  not  in  any  collateral  proceeding. 
Stone  V.  Wilson,  10  Gratt.  (51  Va.)  529. 
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upon  motion^^  and  notice  to  the  adverse  party, °"  after  it  has  been  re- 
turned. But  the  court  may  not  order  the  officer  to  amend  his  return ;  it 
can  only  authorize  him  to  do  so.*^  The  motion  to  amend  should  be  ad- 
dressed to  the  court  from  which  the  writ  is  issued,'"  and  not  to  the  ap- 
pellate court,°^  unless  on  appeal  the  whole  case  goes  up.'*  A  return  which 
contains  a  manifest  error  does  not  need  to  be  formally  amended,  it  cor- 
rects itself.'" 

(n.)  Who  May  Procure.  —  The  indorsement  or  return  on  a  writ  of 
execution  may  be  amended  to  conform  to  the  truth  of  the  case  at  the 
request  of  the  officer  who  made  it,"'  or  his  deputy,"'  or  the  parties,"*  or 
purchasers,'^  or  a  deceased  officer's  representatives:'"  but  this  priv- 


59.  Horner  v.  Delaware,  etc.  Canal 
Co.,  16  N.  J.  L.  265. 

[a]  After  it  has  heen  filed  a  sheriff 
cannot  amend  Ms  return  upon  an  exe- 
cution, except  by  motion  to  the  court, 
upon  notice  to  the  creditor.  Hammen 
V.  Minnick,  32  Gratt.   (73  Va.)   249. 

60.  Kan. — Stetson  v.  Freeman,  35 
Kan.  523,  11  Pac.  431.  Me. — Chase  v. 
"Williams,  71  Me.  190.  Vt.— Barnard 
V.  Stevens,  2  Aik.  429,  16  Am.  Dec. 
733. 

[a]  If  the  application  to  amend  is 
made  prior  to  the  confirmation  of  the 
sale,  no  new  or  additional  notice  to  the 
defendant  in  the  execution  is  neces- 
sary. Stetson  V.  Freeman,  35  Kan.  523, 
11  "Pae.  431. 

61.  Ark. — Humphries  v.  Lawson,  7 
Ark.  341.  Ind. — Wilcox  v.  Moudy,  89 
Ind.  232;  Walter  v.  Palmer,  18  Ind. 
279.  Mich. — Flynn  v.  Kalamazoo  Cir- 
cuit Court,  138  Mich.  126,  101  N.  W. 
222.  Pa. — ^Vastine  v.  Fury,  2  Serg.  & 
E.  426;  Phila.  Sav.  Fund  Soc.  v.  Pur- 
cell,  24  Pa.  Super.  205.  S.  D.— Black 
itills  Brewing  Co.  v.  Middle  West  Fire 
Ins.  Co.,  31  S.  D.  318,  140  N.  W.  687. 

Compelling  officer  toi  make  return, 
see  infra,  II,  B,  8,  k. 

62.  Stancill  v.  Branch,  61  N".  C.  217: 
Dickinson  v.  Lippitt,  27  N.  0.  560; 
Schiffer  v.  Fort,  1  Posey  TJnrep.  Cas 
(Tex.)   198. 

63.  Stancill  v.  Branch,  61  N.  C.  216; 
Gibbs  i:  Brooks,  46  N.  C.  448. 

64.  Stancill  v.  Branch,  61  N.  C.  217 
(overruling  Smith  v.  Low,  24  N.  C. 
457);  King  v.  Breeden,  2  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)   455. 

65.  Gaar,  Scott  &  Co.  v.  Eeesor,  28 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1308,  91  S.  W.  717,  where 
an  execution  for  $250.00  was  returned 
as  fullv  satisfied  by  a  sale  which  net- 
ted $26.15. 


66.  Ala.— Wilson  v.  Strobach,  59  Ala. 
488;  Molin  i;.  Hamner,  22  Ala.  578; 
Cawthorne  v.  Knight,  11  Ala.  268.  Ark. 
Clayton  v.  State,  24  Ark.  16.  Me. 
Whittier  v.  Vaughan,  27  Me.  301.  Md. 
Jarboe  v.  Hall,  37  Md.  345;  Berry  v. 
Griffith,  2  Har.  &  G.  337,  18  Am,  Dee. 
309.  Mass. — Hunneman  v.  Phelps,  207 
Mass.  439,  93  N.  B.  697;  Chase,  v.  Mer- 
rimack Bank,  19  Pick.  564.  Pa. — Low- 
enstein  v.  Krell,  162  Pa.  267,  29  Atl. 
S78.  Tenn. — Atkinson  v.  Ehea,  7 
Humph.  59.  Tex. — Thomas  v.  Browder, 
3S  Tex.  783.  Wash. — Toner  v.  Page,  91 
Wash.  314,  157  Pac.  866. 

fa]  No  very  definite  rule  can  be 
laid  down  governing  amendments, 
in  all  cases;  but  an  officer  should  al- 
ways be  permitted  in  furtherance  of 
justice,  to  amend  his  return  on  an  exe- 
cution, according  to  the  facts,  unless, 
by  the  allowance  of  the  amendment, 
manifest  injustice  would  be  done.  Clay- 
ton i;.   State,  24  Ark.   16. 

Who  may  make  return,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  8,  c. 

67.  Miller  v.  Brooks,  1^0  Ga.  232,  47 
S.  E.  646;  Stone  v.  Wilson,  10  Gratt. 
(51  Va.)  529. 

68.~  Ala. — ^McMiehael  v.  Branch 
Bank,  14  Ala.  496.  Mich. — ^Flynn  v. 
Kalamazoo  Circuit  Judge,  136  Mich. 
23,  98  N.  W.  740.  N.  H.— Baker  v. 
Davis,  22  N.  H.  27.  N.  Y.— Davis  v. 
Weyburn,  1  How.  Pr.  153. 

69.  McMichael  v.  Branch  Bank,  14 
Ala.  496;  Lowenstein  v.  Krell,  162  Pa. 
267,  29  Atl.  878. 

fa]  But  a  purchaser  may  not  amend 
a  return  in  the  absence  of  the  officer. 
Bibb  V.  Collins,  51  Ala.  450. 

70.  McMichael  v.  Branch  Bank,  14 
Ala.  496. 
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ilege  is  usually  not  granted  to  strangers  to  the  proceedings/^  unless 
they  have  an  interest  therein.''^ 

(HI.)  Time.  —  The  return  may  be  amended  at  any  time/'  even  at  a 
term  subsequent  to  that  of  the  return/*  and  although  the  officer  mak- 
ing the  return  be  out  of  office  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  amend- 
ment/°  or  after  the  officer's  death,  on  motion  of  his  representatives.'^ 
But  the  allowanfee  of  an  amendment  has  been  refused  after  an  un- 
reasonable lapse  of  time.'^'  As  to  whether  an  amendment  may  be  per- 
mitted after  an  action  has  been  commenced  against  the  officer,  the  au- 


71.  Cawthorne  v.  Knight,  11  Ala. 
268. 

72.  McMiciael  v.  Branch  Bank,  14 
Ala.  496. 

73.  U.  S. — ^Linthicum  v.  Eemington, 

5  Craneh  C.  C.  546,  15  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
8,377.  Ala. — ^Brandon  v.  Snows,  2 
Stew.  255.  Ark. — ^Lungren  v.  Harris,  6 
Ark.  474;  Brown's  Admrs.  v.  Hill  & 
Co.,  5  Ark.  78.  Oolo. — ^Breckenridge 
Mere.  Co.  v.  Bailif,  16  Colo.  App.  554, 
66  Pac.  1079.  Ga. — Dorminey  v.  Be 
Lang,  130  Ga.  618,  61  S.  E.  475,  124 
Am.  St.  Eep.  193;  Spencer  v.  Fuller, 
68  Ga.  73;  Hopkins  v.  Bureh,  3  Ga. 
222.  111.— Kinney  v.  Knoebel,  47  111. 
417;  Johnson  v.  Donnell,  15  HI.  97; 
Tennent-Stribbling  Shoe  Co.  v.  Har- 
gardine-McKittrick  D.  G.  Co.,  58  HI. 
App.  368.  Iia. — Eochelle's  Heirs  u. 
Cox,  5  La.  283.  Me. — Woods  v.  Cooke, 
61  Me.  215.  Md.— Jarbbe  v.  Hall,  37 
Md.  345.  Miss.' — Howard  v.  Priestly, 
58  Miss.  21;  Garner  v.  Collins,  1  Walk. 
518;  Planters  Bank  v.  Walker,  3  Smed. 

6  M.  409.  Mo. — Scruggs  v.  Scruggs,  46 
Mo.  271;  Webster  v.  Blount,  39  Mo. 
500.  N.  H. — Avery  v.  Bowman,  39  N. 
H.  393.  N.  Y.— Davis  v.  Weyburn,  1 
How.  Pr.  153.    N.  C— Smith  v.  Daniel, 

7  N.  C.  128.  Tenn. — Atkinson  v.  Rhea, 
7  Humph.  59.  Tex. — Vaughan  v.  War- 
nell,  28  Tex.  119.  Va.— Stone  v.  Wil- 
son, 10  Gratt.  (51  Va.)  529. 

[a]  Separate  Action. — The  sheriff 
will  not  be  permitted,  on  the  motion 
of  a  party,  to  amend  the  return  on  an 
execution  issued  upon  a  judgment  ren- 
dered in  an  entirely  separate  and  dis- 
tinct action.  Black  Hills  Brew.  Co.  v. 
Middle  West  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  31  S.  D.  318, 
140  N.  W.  687. 

[b]  After  the  determination  of  the 
suit  in  which  the  execution  was  issued, 
an  amendment  changing  the  substance 
of  the  return  and  affecting  the  rights 
of  others,  or  seeking  to  evade  or  de- 
feat the   operation  of  a  statute,  will 
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not  be  permitted.  This  rule,  however, 
does  not  apply  when  the  amendment  is 
for  the  purpose  of  correcting  a  mere 
oversight,  which  the  oflS.eer  might 
amend  as  a  matter  of  course,  even 
though  it  may  affect  the  rights  of  third 
parties.  Williams  v.  Houston,  71  N. 
0.  163;  PhilUpse  v.  Higdon,  44  N".  0. 
380. 

74.  Ala. — ^MeMichael  v.  Branch 
Bank,  14  Ala.  496.  Ky. — ^Malone, 
Chiles  &  Co.  v.  Samuel,  3  A.  K.  Marsh. 
350,  13  Am.  Dec.  172.  Va. — ^Eucker  v. 
Harrison,  6  Munf.  (20  Va.)  181;  Bul- 
litt's Exrs.  V.  Winstons,  1  Munf.  (15 
Va.)   269. 

75.  Ala. — ^McMichael  v.  Branch 
Bank,  14  Ala.  496.  Ind.— Turner  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank  of  Madison,  78  Ind. 
19.  Ky. — Newton  v.  Prather,  1  Duv. 
100.  La.— Elmore  v.  Bell,  2  Eob.  484. 
Me. — Kern  v.  Briggs,  46  Me.  467.  Mo. 
Scruggs  V.  Scruggs,  46  Mo.  271;  Miles 
V.  Davis,  19  Mo.  408.  N.  H. — Avery  v. 
Bowman,  39  N.  H.  393.  E.  I.— Lake  v. 
Howland,  15  E.  I.  628.  I&m.— Contra, 
Shores  v.  Whitworth,  8  Lea  660.  Tex. 
Lawrence  v.  Aguirre  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
59  S.  W.  289. 

fa]  A  sheriff  may  amend  the  re- 
turn of  his  deceased  deputy  after,  as 
well  as  before,  the  expiration  of  his 
own  term  of  office.  Avery  v.  Bowman, 
39  N.  H.  393. 

[b]  In  Equity. — ^If  the  return  ought 
to  be  amended,  and  the  officer  is  no 
longer  in  office,  a  court  of  equity  will 
consider  that  done  which  should  have 
been  done  and  give  the  same  effect  to 
the  return  as  though  it  had  been 
amended.  Cook  v.  Dinsmore,  3  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  189,  5  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  385. 

76.  McMichael  v.  Branch  Bank,  14 
Ala.   496. 

77.  Smith  v.  Burbridge's  Com.,  2 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  65;  Davidson  v.  Cowan,  12 
N.  C.  304. 
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thorities  are  not  in  harmony,  some  allowing  it/^  and  some  not  allow- 
ing it.^^ 

(IV.)  Scope.. —  Amendments  may  be  allowed  to  the  return  to  correct 
or  supply  deficiencies  in  regard  to  the  description  of  the  property,*" 
the  actual  time  of  returning  the  writ,^^  the  date  of  the  levy,^^  or  as  to 
the  appraisement,*^  the  signature  on  the  return,**  or  the  facts  concern- 
ing a  postponement  of  the  sale.*^   An  amendment  will  not  be  permitted 


78.  Ala. — Niolin  v.  Hamner„22  Ala. 
578;  Governor  v.  Bancroft,  16  Ala.  605; 
Hodges  V.  Laird,  10  Ala.  678.  La. — Au- 
bert  V.  Buhler,  3  Mart.  (N.  S.)  489; 
Elmore  v.  Bell,  2  Bob.  484.  Miss. 
Howard  v.  Priestly,  58  Miss.  21;  Trot- 
ter V.  Parker,  38  Miss.  473.  Mo. — Cor- 
by V.  Burns,  36  Mo.  194.  Tex. 
Vaughan  v.  "Warnell,  28  Tex.  119.  Va. 
■Wardsworth  v.  Miller,  4  Gratt.  (45 
Va.)  99. 

[a]  "A  sheriff  may,  by  leave  of 
court,  amend  his  return  or  process, 
during  the  pendency  of  a  suit  or  mo- 
tion against  him,  though  the  amend- 
ment if  true,  will  relieve  him  from  li- 
ability." Wilson  V.  Strobach,  59  Ala. 
488.  "Even  though  a  suit  or  motion 
founded  on  the  original  return  be  then 
pending,  and  even  though  the  proposed 
amendment  be  inconsistent  with  the 
original  return,  and  take  away  the 
foundation  of  the  suit  or  motion." 
Stone  V.  "Wilson,  10  Gratt.  (51  Va.) 
529.  But  in  Carr  v.  Meade,  77  Va. 
142,  it  was  held  that  having  made  re- 
turn on  an  execution  and  on  that  re- 
turn, in  part,  a  decree  having  been 
entered,  in  subsequent  proceeding 
against  him  and  his  sureties,  the  sheriff 
will  not  be  permitted  to  amend  his  re- 
turn, so  as  to  explain  it  away  and  en- 
able his  sureties  to  escape  liability  for 
his   default. 

[b]  la  au  action  against  a  sheriff 
for  conversion,  the  question  arose  as 
to  the  right  of  -the  sheriff  to  amend 
his  return  in  regard  to  the  statement 
that  he  had  levied  subject  to  a  cer- 
tain mortgage.  The  court  said:  "It 
is  very  questionable  whether  such  a 
return  is  amendable;  but  if  so,  it  must 
be  done  upon  proof  that  it  was  made 
by  mistake  and  that  it  is  untrue,  with 
due  notice  to  the  parties  interested  in 
it,  and  by  the  court  in  which  it  is  a 
part  of  the  record."  Mendelson  v. 
Paschen,  71  Wis.  591,  37  N.  W.  815. 

79.  Colo. — Breckenridge  Merc.  Co.  v. 
Bailif,  16  Colo.  App.  554,  66  Pac.  1079. 
Ky.— Wilson  v.  Huston,    4    Bibb    332. 


Tenn.— King  v.  Breeden,  2  Coldw.  455; 
Atkinson  v.  Rhea,  7  Humph.  59;  Mul- 
lins  V.  Johnson,  Eayburn  &  Co.,  3 
Humph.  396.  Vt.— Paul  v.  Slason,  22 
Vt.  231,  54  Am.  Dec.  75. 

80.  Clarke  v.  Belmear,  1  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  443. 

As  to  description  of  property  in  re- 
turn, see  supra,  II,  B,  8,  f,  (III). 

[a]  A  return  of  a  levy  on  an  ectuity 
of  redemption  amended  to  show  that 
such  equity  included  a  creditor's  right 
to  contest  the  validity  of  a  second 
mortgage.  Mathes  v.  Dover  Nat.  Bank, 
62  N.  H.  491. 

[b]  Description  Supplied  by  Sher- 
iff's Deed. — The  return  upon  an  execu- 
tion omitted  to  describe  the  real  estate 
sold,  but  the  sheriff's  deed  conveying 
the  land  described  it  minutely.  In 
ejectment  brought  many  years  after- 
ward against  the  original  defendants  in 
execution,  the  sheriff,  not  being  de- 
pendent on  his  memory,  but  being  fur- 
nished by  the  deed  with  the  means  of 
accurately  supplying  the  defects,  might 
amend  his  return  so  as  to  make  it 
show  what  lands  were  sold  and  who 
was  the  purchaser.  Scruggs  v.  Scruggs, 
46  Mo.  271. 

81.  Ware  v.  Bucksport  &  B.  E.  Co., 
69  Me,  97;  Storer  v.  Haynes,  67  Me. 
420. 

82.  Brown's  Admrs.  v.  Hill  &  Co., 
5  Ark.  78. 

83.  Kellogg  V.  Wadhams,  9  Conn, 
201;  Chase  v.  Williams,  71  Me.  190. 

84.  Ky. — Humphrey's  Exr.  v.  Wade, 
84  Kv.  391,  1  S.  W.  648.  Me.— Wilton 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Butler,  34  Me.  431.  Tenn, 
Elliott  &  Co.  V.  Jordan,  7  Baxt.  376. 

[a]  "Where  the  truth,  of  a  return 
...  is  not  questioned  and  no  good 
reason  to  the  contrary  is  shown,  the 
officer  making  it  should  be  allowed  to 
amend  by  signing  it,  and  thus  make 
valid  that  which  before  had  no  appear- 
ance of  official  authenticity."  Sling- 
luff  V.  Collins,  109  Va.  717,  64  S.  E. 
1055. 

85.  Wilson  V.  Bucknam,  71  Me,  545, 
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to  add  anything  occurring  after  the  return  has  been  made.*'  Nor  will 
an  amendment  be  permitted  which  makes  a  substantial  change  affect- 
ing the  rights  of  parties,'^  or  which  makes  any  change  that  will  affect 
the  vested  rights  of  third  parties  acquired  bona  fide  and  without  no- 
tice.'* 

h.  Quashing  and  Vacating. — (I.)  Generally.  — The  court  from 
which  an  execution  issues  has  the  power  to  quash  a  return  for  any  de- 
fect which  appears  on  its  face*^  on  a  motion  made  by  either  party  dur- 
ing the  return  term  of  the  writ.®" 

(II.)  Notice.  —  Notice  of  a  motion  to  set  aside  an  officer's  return  on 
the  writ  of  execution  must  be  given  to  the  parties  to  the  execution,"^ 
the  officer  making  the  return,'^  and  to  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  under 
the  execution.^^ 


86.  Bibb  V.  Collins,  51  Ala.  450. 

87.  Hobart  v.  Bennett,  77  Me.  401; 
Panhandle  Nat.  Bk.  v.  Foster,  74  Tex. 
514,  12  S.  W.  223. 

[a]  An  officer  may  not  amend  his  re^ 
turn  of  "satisfied,"  to  show  that  he 
had  merely  received  a  promissory  note. 
Holt  V.  Robinson,  21  Ala.  106,  56  Am. 
Dee.  240. 

88.  Ala. — MeMichael  v.  Branch 
Bank,  14  Ala.  496.  Oal.— Newhall  v. 
Provost,  6  Cal.  85.  Me. — Jackson  v. 
Esten,  83  Me.  162,  21  Atl.  830,  23  Am. 
St.  Eep.  765;  Williamson  v.  "Wright,  75 
Me.  35.  Miss. — Howard  v.  Priestly,  58 
Miss.  21.  N.  J. — ^Bates  v.  Baohman,  2 
N.  J.  L.  J.  155. 

89.  U.  S.— Warfield  v.  Wirt,  2 
Cranch  C.  C.  102,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,- 
174.  Del. — Voshell  v.  Cavender,  1  Penne. 
167,  39  Atl.  989.  Miss. — Anderson  v, 
Carlisle  &  White,  7  How.  408.  Mo. 
Creath  v.  Dale,  69  Mo.  41.  Mont. — ^Mc- 
Gregor V.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  1  Mont. 
142.  N.  Y.— Lopez  v.  Campbell,  163  N. 
y.  340,  57  N.  E.  501.  Okla.— D.  M. 
Osborne  &  Co.  v.  Hughey,  14  Okla.  29, 
76  Pac.  146. 

[a]  Obvious  Error. — When  a  return 
sets  out  certain  property  as  a  home- 
stead, which  on  its  face  is  an  unwar- 
ranted exemption,  a  motion  to  quash 
the  return  will  prevail.  Creath  v.  Dale; 
69  Mo.  41. 

[b]  On  Evidence  Aliunde. — The 
court  cannot  quash  or  anaul  the  return 
of  the  execution  on  motion,  on  evi- 
dence aliunde,  of  irregularity,  false- 
hood or  illegality  in  the  conduct  of  the 
sheriff.  This  can  only  be  reached  by 
action  against  the  sheriff  for  a  false 
return,  and  damages  resulting  there- 
from.   McGregor  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co., 
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1  Mont.  142.  As  to  conclusiveness  of 
return  and  evidence  aliunde,  see  infra, 
II.  B,  8,  i. 

[c]  Sale  of  Third  Person's  Prop, 
erty. — ^But  in  Magwire  v.  Marks,  28  Mo. 
193,  75  Am.  Dec.  121,  the  court  held 
that  if  a  levy  of  an  execution  be  made 
upon  property  not  belonging  to  the  de- 
fendant tjierein,  and  such  execution  be 
returned  satisfied  to  the  amount  madw 
by  the  execution  sale,  should  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  execution  be  compelled  to  re- 
fund to  the  true  owner  the  amount  re- 
ceived by  him  from  such  sale,  he  will 
be  entitled  to  have  the  satisfaction  en- 
dorsed on  the  execution  set  aside  and 
to  have  an  execution  issue  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  judgment. 

90.  Buckhannan,  Hagan  &  Co.  v. 
Tinnin,  2  How.  (U.  S.;  258,  11  L.  ed. 
259;  Voshell  v.  Cavender,  1  Penne. 
(Del.)  167,  39  Atl.  989. 

[a]  Laches. — A  return  will  not  bg 
quashed  i:^  the  party  asking  it  be 
guilty  of  laches  in  making  the  motion. 
Buckhannan,  Hagan  &  Co.  v.  Tinnin,  2 
How.   (U.  S.)   258,  11  L.  ed.  259. 

[b]  But  if  the  party  making  the 
motion  did  not  have  notice  of  the  re- 
turn until  after  the  return  term,  tljen 
the  motion  may  be  made  at  the  term 
following  the  date  of  such  notice. 
Odom  V.  Causey,  59  Ga.  607. 

91.  State  Bank  v.  Marsh,  7  Ark.  390; 
McEnney  v.  Jones,  7  Tex.  598,  58  Am. 
Dec.  83.  See  also  Schiffer  v.  Fort,  1 
Posey  Unrep.  Oas.   (Tex.)   198. 

92.  State  Bank  v.  Marsh,  7  Ark. 
390;  Mann  v.  Nichols,  1  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)  257.  Contra,  Sprinz  v.  Frank, 
81  Ga.  162,  7  S.  E.  177. 

93.  State   Bank    v.    Marsh,    7   Ark. 
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(III.)  Effect.  —  Quashing  the  officer's  return  does  not  per  se  annul 
any  action  taken  by  him  undier  the  writ;^*  nor  does  it  revive  an  ex- 
tinguished lien;°°  it  merely  renews  the  judgment  creditor's  privilege  of 
taking  out  another  writ.®"  ' 

i.  Conclusiveness  and  Effect.  —  The  recitals  in  the  officer's  return 
are  competent  evidence  of  their  truth  as  to  all  matters  properly  incor- 
porated therein,  but  not  as  to  other  matters.*'  As  against  third  per- 
sons these  recitals  are  prima  facie  evidence."*  But  they  are  conclusive®" 


390;    MeKinney  v.  Jones,   7   Tex.  598, 
58  Am.  Dec.  83. 

94.  Schobee  v.  Dedman,  2  Litt.  (Ky.) 
116. 

95.  Ettlinger  v.  Tansey,  17  B.  Mon. 
(Ky*.)'  364.  See  Campau  v.  Detroit 
Driving  Club,  185  Mich.  575,  98  N.  W. 
267. 

96.  Ettlinger  v.  Tansey,  17  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)   364. 

As  to  alias  writ,  see  infra,  H,  B,  9. 

97.  Boot  V.  Columbus  K.  Co.,  45 
Ohio  St.  222,  12  N.  E.  812. 

[a]  "It  is  well  settled  that  the 
return  of  an  officer  is  conclusive  as  to 
such  parties  and  privies  only  as  to 
such  facts  as ,  it  was  his  legal  duty  to 
state.  Cow.  &  Hill's  Notes;  Phil.  Ev. 
383;  Freem.  Ex.,  sec.  364.  A  return 
upon  a  writ  properly  embraces  no  more 
than  pertinent  history  of  what  was 
done  by  the  officer  in  executing  it 
according  to  its  requirement;  and  where 
it  is  made  to  include  matters  outside 
of  such  history,  the  matters  so  incor- 
porated constitute  no  part  of  the  re- 
turn, and  are  not  evidence  even  as  be- 
tween parties,  much  less  as  between 
strangers."  Boot  v.  Columbus  R.  Co., 
45  Ohio  St.  222,  12  N.  E.  812. 

[b]  As  to  irrelevant  matters  it  is 
not  evidence.  Shannon  v.  McMullin, 
25  Gratt.   (66  Va.)   211. 

98.  Ga. — Jinks  v.  American  Mfg.  Co., 
102  Ga.  694,  28  S.  E.  609.  Ind.— Splahn 
V.  Gillespie,  48  Ind.  397.  Me. — Chase 
V.  Oilman,  15  Me.  64.  Mass. — ^Baker  v. 
Baker,  125  Mass.  7.  N.  O. — Miller  v. 
Powers,  117  N.  C.  218,  23  S.  E.  182; 
Jackson  v.  Jackson,  35  N.  C.  159.  N.  Y. 
Crouse  v.  Bailey,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  273. 
Ohio.— Phillips  v.  Elwell,  14  Ohio  St. 
240.  Tenn. — James  v.  Kennedy,  10 
Heisk.  607.  Vt.— Ellison  v.  Wilson,  36 
Vt.  60;  Burroughs  v.  Wright,  19  Vt. 
510;  Gates  v.  Gaines,  10  Vt.  346.  Va. 
Lathrop  v.  Lumpkin,  2  Rob.  52.  Wis. 
Sexton  V.  Rhames,  13  Wis.  99. 

[a]    Tbe  return  of  the  officer  is  the 


legal  evidence  of  everything  therein 
cited  within  his  official  duty.  Gilson  V. 
Parkhurst,  53  Vt.  384. 

[b]  As  to  Third  Parties. — "What- 
ever may  be  the  effect  of  the  return  as 
between  the  parties  to  the  execution, 
we  are  clear  it  is  not  the  sole  and  con- 
clusive evidence  of  the  facts  stated  in 
it  as  between  the  execution  creditor 
and  a  third  person;  in  this  case  an  at- 
taching creditor  of  the  execution  debt- 
or. The  contrary  doctrine  seems  to  be 
the  rule  of  the  common  law  in  Eng- 
land, but  in  the  American  states  gen- 
erally, and  in  this  state,  the  return  is 
held  to  be  only  prima  facie  evidence." 
Drake  v.  Mooney,  31  Vt.  617. 

99.  Ark. — Chapline  v.  Robertson,  44 
Ark.  202.  Cal. — Egery  v.  Buchanan,  5 
Cal.  53.  Colo.— People  v.  Finch,  19 
Colo.  App.  512,  75  Pac.  1120.  Ind. 
Clark  V.  Shaw,  79  Ind.  164;  Stockton 
V.  Stockton,  59  Ind.  574;  Splahn  v.  Gil- 
lespie, 48  Ind.  397;  Bennett  V.  Jones, 
7  Blackf.  110.  Kan.— Steffins  v.  Gur- 
ney,  61  Kan.  292,  59  Pac.  725.  Ky. 
White  V.  Laurel  Land  Co.,  26  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  775,  82  S.  W.  571.  Me.— True  «. 
Emery,  67  Me.  28.  Mass. — Baker  v. 
Baker,  125  Mass.  7.  Mich. — ^Flynn  v. 
Kalamazoo  Circuit  Judge,  136  Mich.  23, 
98  N.  W.  740.  Minn.— Hutchins  v.  Car- 
ver County  Comrs.,  16  Minn.  13;  Tullis 
?;.  Brawley,  3  Minn.  277.  Mo. — Mason 
V.  Perkins,  180  Mo.  702,  79  S.  W.  683. 
N.  Y. — Walden  v.  Davison,  15  Wend. 
575.  Ohio. — Langdon  v.  Summers,  10 
Ohio  St.  77;  Hill  v.  Kling,  4  Ohio  135. 
Pa. — Jaffray's  Appealj,  101  Pa.  583; 
Bogue's  Appeal,  83  Pa.  101;  Rice  Vi 
Groff,  58  Pa.  116.  Vt.— Yatter  v.  Pit- 
kin, 72  Vt.  255,  47  Atl.  787;  Wilson  v. 
Spear,  68  Vt.  145,  34  Atl.  429;  Wood 
*.  Doane,  20  Vt.  612.  Va.— Rowe's 
Admr.  v.  Hardy's  Admr.,  97  Va.  674, 
34  S.  E.  625;  Taylor  v.  Dundass,  1 
Wash.  92. 

As  to  conclusiveness  of  the  return  of 
extent,  see  infra  II,  B,  8,  j,  (VI). 
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as  between  the  parties  to  the  action,  and  their  privies*  and  not  subject 
to  collateral  attack  or  impeachment,^  except  in  a  direct  action  against 
the  officer  for  making  a  false  retarn.'  Therefore  the  return  may  not  be 
contradicted  by  extrinsic  evidence,^  except  to  identify  the  property,' 
or  to  show  a  clerical  error  in  a  recital,^  or  to  explain  a  mistake  on  which 
the  return  was  based.'  The  officer  who  made  the  return  cannot  deny®  or 


[a]  Exception, — Return  conelusivo 
except  on  timely  motion  to  quash.  Miss. 
Code,  1906,  §3963. 

[b]  Effect  of  the  Rule.— By  this  it 
is  meant  that,  so  far  as  that  particular 
cause  is  concerned,  nothing  can  he  al- 
leged against  the  validity  of  the  judg- 
ment, by  the  parties  to  the  suit,  which 
is  contradictory  of  the  return;  nor  can 
any  rights  acquired  under  such  judg- 
ment be  divested  or  disturbed  by  dis- 
proving the  return  of  the  officer,  either 
upon  the  writ  of  summons  or  the  exe- 
cution. There  is,  however,  no  public 
policy  to  be  subserved  by  giving  to 
such  official  acts  any  greater  force  and 
effect-  than  this,  while  great  injustice 
toight  result  from  giving  the  principle 
a  more  extended  application.  Decker 
V.  Armstrong,  87  Mo.  316. 

I"c]  As  to  Directions  by  Plaintiff  To 
Ketnm  Writ. — But  it  seems  proper  to 
allow  the  plaintiff  in  an  execution  to 
dispute  the  sheriff's  indorsement  there- 
on that  the  plaintiff  had  directed  him 
to  return  the  execution  to  the  clerk. 
Vroman  v.  Thompson,  51  Mich.  452,  16 
N.  "W.  808. 

1.  Stockton  V.  Stockton,  59  Ind.  574. 
[a]     Title   Derived    Prior   to    Levy. 

One .  claiming  rights  in  property  that 
has  been  sold  on  execution,  by  a  title 
originating  prior  to  the  levy,  is  not 
precluded  by  the  return  of  the  officer 
from  showing  the  real  facts  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  levy  and  sale.  Win- 
fleld  V.  Adams,  34  Mich.  437. 

2.  Ark. — Chapline  v.  Eobertson,  44 
Ark.  202.  Cal. — Egery  v.  Buchanan,  5 
Cal.  53.  Kan. — Thompson  v.  Pfeiffer, 
60  Kan.  409,  56  Pac.  763.  Ky.— Com. 
V.  Salyer,  146  Ky.  453,  142  S.  W.  1015. 
Mass. — Sawyer  v.  Harmon,  136  Mass, 
414;  Sanborn  v.  Chamberlin,  etc.,  101 
Mass.  409;  Simmons  v.  Bradford,  15 
Mass.  82.  Minn. — Tullis  v.  Brawley,  3 
Minn.  277.  Mo. — Abies  v.  Webb,  186 
Mo.  233,  85  S.  W.  383,  105  Am.  St. 
Rep.  610;  Decker  v.  Armstrong,  87  Mo. 
316.  N.  C— Edwards  v.  Tipton,  77  N. 
C.  222.  Tex.— rianiken  v.  Neal,  67  Tex. 
629,  4  S.  W.  212. 
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[a]  Effect  of  Irregularities. — Tliat 
an  execution  is  not  properly  indorsed, 
and  proper  credits  are  not  made,  will 
not  render  it  void  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding.   Hall  V.  Doyle,  35  Ark.  445. 

3.  Ind.— Stockton  v.  Stockton,  59 
Ind.  574;  Splahn  v.  G-illespie,  48  Ind. 
397.  Ky.— Taylor  v.  Com.,  3  Bibb.  356. 
Minn. — ^Folsom  v.  Carli,  5  Minn.  333, 
80  Am.  Dec.  429. 

Action  for  false  return,  see  the  title 
" Sheriffs,  Constables  and  Marshals." 

4.  Mass. — Blake  v.  Rogers,  210  Mass. 
588,  97  N.  E.  68.  Me.— True  v.  Emery, 
67  Me.  28;  Tibbets  v.  Merrill,  12  Me. 
122.  N.  J.— Wills  V.  McKinney,  41  N. 
J.  L.  120.  Pa.— Phila.  Sav.  Fund  Soc. 
V.  Purcell,  24  Pa.  Super.  205.  Tenn. 
Cowan  V.  Sloan,  95  Tenn.  424,  32  S.  W. 
388;  Union  Bank  v.  Barnes,  10  Humph. 
244;  Hill  v.  Hinton,  2  Head  124. 

5.  Broaddus  v.  Smith,  121  Ala.  335, 
26  So.  34;  Morgan  v.  Spangler,  14  Ohio 
St.  102;  Douglass  v.  McCoy,  5  Ohio  522; 
Matthews  v.  Thompson,  3  Ohio  272. 

6.  Davidson  v.  Chandler,  27  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  418,  65  S.  W.  1080. 

7.  McNeal  v.  Hunt,  6  Kan.  App.  670, 
50  Pac.  63. 

8.  Ala. — Governor  v.  Bancroft,  16 
Ala.  605;  Barton  v.  Lockhart,  2  Stew. 
&  P.  109.  Ark. — ^Lawson  v.  Main,  4 
Ark.  184.  Colo.— People  v.  Finch,  19- 
Colo.  App.  512,  76  Pac.  1120;  Brecken- 
ridge  Merc.  Co.  v.  Bailiff,  16  Colo.  App. 
554,  66  Pac.  1079.  Ind.— State  v.  Cis- 
ney,  95  Ind.  265.  Kan. — Sponenbarger 
v.  Lemert,  23  Kan.  55;  Gapen  v.  Ste- 
phenson, 17  Kan.  613.  Me. — Cowan  v. 
Wheeler,  31  Me.  439;  Wyer  v.  Andrews, 
13  Me.  168.  Mass.- Gardner  v.  Hos- 
mer,  6  Mass.  325.  Miss. — Doe  ex  dem. 
Van  Campen  v.  Snyder,  3  How.  66.  Mo, 
Hopke  V.  Lindsay,  83  Mo.  App.  85.  N.  H. 
Johnson  v.  Stone,  40  N.  H.  197.  N.  J. 
Hustick  V.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  L.  168.  N.  Y. 
Townsend  v.  Olin,  5  Wend,  207.  N.  C. 
Waltfers  V.  Moore,  90  K.  C.  41;  Gov- 
ernor V.  Tivitty,  12  N.  C.  153.  Pa, 
Freeman  v.  Apple,  99  Pa,  261;  Miller 
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contracliet  it,  nor  may  his  sureties.^  But  the  purchaser  is  neithen 
bound  by  the  return  nor  protected  by  it.^"  The  legal  effect  of  a  return 
may  always  be  inquired  into  and  determined.^^ 

After  an  execution  has  been  returned,  the  ofEeer  has  no  control  ovei 
it  or  authority  under  it.^^ 

j.  Return  of  Extent. — (I.)  Necessity  for.  —It  is  an  essential  re- 
quisite to  the  purchaser's  title  that  the  return  of  an  extent  of  an  exe- 
cution on  land  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  from  which  the  writ 
issued.^* 

(II.)  Time  for.  —  The  return  must  be  made  within  the  life  of  the  exe- 
cution.^* 

(ni.)  Form  and  Sufficiency.  —  (A.)  In  General. —  All  the  material 
facts  necessary  to  show  that  the  law  has  "been  complied  with  should 
appear  from  the  officer's  return.^* 


V.  Com.,  5  Pa.  294;  Brownfleld  v.  Com., 

13  Serg.   &   E.   265.     Wis.— Mendelson 
V.  Paschen,  71  Wis.  591,  37  N.  W.  815. 

[a]  Deputy's  Return. — A  sheriff 
cannot  contradict  the  return  of  his 
deputy.  Sheldon  v.  Payne,  7  N.  Y. 
453. 

lb]  As  to  Delivery  of  Property. 
Evidence  that  the  sheriff  delivered  the 
property  by  an  agent  or  deputy,  will 
not  have  the  effect  of  contradicting  his 
return,  that  he  himself  delivered  it. 
Fatapsco  v.  Magee,  86  N.  C.  350. 

[c]  As  to  Title. — The  sheriff  is  pre- 
cluded from  the  assertion  of  a  different 
title  to  the  goods  seized  under  his 
execution  than  that  shown  to  have  been 
acquired  by  his  levy  of  the  process. 
Hopke  V.  Lindsay,  83  Mo.  App.  85. 

9.  Bagot  V.  State,  33  Ind.  262. 

10.  Meherin  v.  Saunders,  131  Cal. 
681,  63  Pac.  1084,  54  L.  E.  A.  272. 

11.  Holcomb  V.  Hays,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep, 
352,  62  8.  W.  1028;  Doe  v.  IngersoU,  11 
Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  249.  See  also 
Wildasin  v.  Bare,  171  Pa.  387,  33  Atl. 
365;  Appeal  of  Titusville  Novelty  Iron 
WTss.,  77  Pa.  103;  Hoffman  v.  Banner, 

14  Pa.  25. 

[a]  To  Interpret  Terms. — ^Parol  evi- 
dence admissible  to  enable  the  court  to 
understand  the  terms  used  in  the  de- 
scription of  the  property  levied  upon. 
Holcomb  V.  Hays,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  352, 
62  g!.  W.,1028. 

12.  Ala. — Chaney  «.  Burford  Lum- 
ber Co.,  132  Ala.  315,  31  So.  369.  Kan. 
Buist  V.  Citizens'  ^v.  Bank,  4  Kan. 
App.  700,  46  Pac.  718.  E.  I. — Eowley 
V.  Nichols,  14  E.  L  14. 

13.  Me. — Cutting  v.  Harrington,  104 
Me.  96,  71  Atl.  374,  129  Am.  St.  Eep. 


373;  Caldwell  v.  Blake,  69  Me.  458. 
N.  H.— Eaud  f.  Hadlock,  6  N.  H.  514. 
Vt.— Eussell  V.  Brooks,  27  Vt.  640. 

[a]  Against  Tax  Collector. — An  ex- 
tent against  a  delinquent  tax  collector 
for  revenues  collected  and  due  the  town 
treasury  does  not  require  a  return. 
Hacketfc  «.  Amsden,  57  Vt.  432. 

Necessity  for  return  generally,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  8,  b. 

14.  Hall  V.  Hall,  5  Vt.  304. 

fa]  The  time  of  returning  into  the 
clerk's  office  an  execution  extended  on 
land,  is  not  material,  if  it  has  been 
recorded  in  the  registry  of  deeds  with- 
in three  months  after  the  extent.  Emer- 
son V.  Towle,  5  Me.  197. 

Time  for  return  generally,  see  supra. 
II,  B,  8,  d. 

15.  Conn. — Bissell  v.  Nooney,  33 
Conn.  411;  Gamp  v.  Bates,  13  Conn.  1; 
Booth  V.  Booth,  7  Conn.  350.  Me. 
Muuroe  v.  Eeding,  15  Me.  153;  Tibbets 
V.  Merrill,  12  Me.  122.  Mass. — Picker- 
ing V.  Eeynolds,  111  Mass.  83;  Will- 
iams V.  Amory,  14  Mass.  20.  N,  H. 
Avery  v.  Bowman,  39  N.  H.  393.  Vt. 
Sleeper  v.  Newbury  Sem.,  19  Vt.  451; 
Henry  v.  Tilson,  19  Vt.  447. 

Form  and  sufficiency  of  return  gen- 
erally. Pee  siipra,  II,  B,  8,  f . 

fa]  Should  Be  Sufficient  by  Itself. 
The  return  should  show  with  reason- 
able certainty  the  quantity  of  land 
levied  upon  without  the  aid  of  ex- 
trinsic facts  not  so  referred  to  as  to 
be  made  a  part  of  the  return.  Coe  v, 
Wickham,  33  Conn.  389. 

[b]  Should  Be  Specific— The  day 
the  extent  was  commenced  should  be 
stated,  it  is  insufficient  to  say  that  it 
was    commenced    within    thirty    days 
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(B.)  Description  or  Property. —  The  return  of  an  extent  should  de- 
scribe the  land  levied  upon  by  metes  and  bounds;"  but  the  descrip- 
tion is  suiSeient  if  it  describes  the  land  with  such  certainty  that  there 
can  be  no  mistake  as  to  its  location,^'  or  if  the  return  contain  a  refer- 
eiice  to  some  place  w*here  such  description  may  be  made  certain.^* 

(C.)'  Appraisement.  —  The  return  of  the  ofScer  must  show,  either  ex- 
pressly or  by  necessary  inference,  that  all  the  statutory  requirements 
in  relation  to  the  appraisement  have  been  complied  with.^^  But  if  the 
certificate  of  appraisement  be  attached  to  and  made  a  part  of  the  re- 
turn, the  facts  therein  shown  need  not  be  set  out  in  the  return.^" 

(IV.)   Ajnendments.  —  The  officer  has  the  right  to  amend  his  retum^^ 


after   judgment.     Cooper   v.  Bisbee,   4 
N.  H.  329. 

[c]  Inferential  Statements. —  (1) 
The  return  is  sufScient  if  a  levy  is 
shown  from  the  acts  set  out  without 
siJecifically  averring  it.  Cowls  v.  Hast- 
ings, 9  Meto.  (Mass.)  476.  (2)  The 
return  of  the  extent  of  an  execution 
upon  real  estate  must  expressly  state 
every  fact  which  the  statute  makes 
essential  to  its  validity,  or  every  such 
fact  must  be  necessarily  implied  in 
what  is  stated.  Avery  v.  Bowman,  39 
N.  H.  393. 

[d]  Notice. — Under  a  statute  which 
jirovides  that  notice  of  levy  should  be 
given  to  the  execution  defendant's  at- 
torney in  the  absence  of  the  former, 
a  return  is  insufficient  which  shows  that 
notice  was  left  at'  defendant's  usual 
place  of  abode.  Wellington  v.  Fuller, 
38  Me.  61. 

16.  Conn. — Eels  v.  Day,  4  Conn.  95. 
Me. — Roop  V.  Johnson,  23  Me.  335. 
Mass. — Hedge  v.  Drew,  12  Pick.  141, 
22  Am.  Dec.  416;  Boylston  v.  Carver, 
11  Mass.  515. 

fa]  Insufficient  Description. — A  re- 
turn which  merely  states  the  quantity 
of  land  levied  upon,  without  mention- 
ing its  location  or  giving  its  bound- 
aries, is  insufficient.  Eels  v.  Day,  4 
Conn.  95. 

As  to  description,  generally,  see  su- 
pra, IT,  B,  8,  f,   (III). 

17.  Eoop  V.  Johnson,  \  23  Me.  335; 
Buck  V.  Hardy,  6  Me.  162;  Lyford  v. 
Thurston,  16  N.  H.  399. 

[al  Inconsistency  in  Description, 
If  the  description  of  the  land  in  an  ex- 
t(*.nt  be  sufficient  to  ascertain  the  land 
intended,  it  will  pass  although  some 
particulars  in  the  description  do  not 
agree.     Morse  v.  Dewey,  3  N.  H.  535. 

fb]  Iiand  extended  upon  by  an  ez:e- 
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cution  is  sufficiently  set  out  by  metes 
and  bounds,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  if  it  be  described  as  bounded 
by  the  lands  of  other  persons,  provided 
its  situation  can  be  ascertained.  Mo- 
Conihe  v.  Sawyer,  12  N.  H.  396. 

18.  Me.— French  v.  Allen,  50  Me. 
437;  Eoop  V.  Johnson,  23  Me.  335.  Mass. 
Boylston  v.  Carver,  11  Mass.  515;  Her- 
ring V.  Polley.  8  Mass.  113.  Vt. — Hyde 
V.  Barney,  17  Vt.  280,  44  Am.  Dec.  335: 
Maeck  v.  Sinclear,  10  Vt.  103. 

[a]  Several  Writs. — An  officer  hav- 
ing more  than  one  writ  for  and  against 
the  same  parties,  may  extend  upon  the 
same  parcel  of  land  without  specifying 
in  each  return  distinct  boundaries. 
Baldwin  v.  Foot,  1  Tyler  (Vt.)  14. 

19.  Conn.— Coe  v.  Wickham,  33 
Conn.  389;  Metcalf  v.  Gillet,  5  Conn. 
400.  Me.— Huntress  v.  Tiney,  39  Me. 
237;  Pitch  v.  Tyler,  34  Me.  463.  Mass. 
Allen  V.  Thayer,  17  Mass.  299.  N.  H. 
AVhittier  v.  Varney,  10  N.  H.  291.  Vt. 
Day  &  Co.  v.  Boberts,  8  Vt.  413. 

[a]  Notice  to  Debtor. — (1)  The  re- 
turn of  an  extent  must  show  that  the 
debtor  was  duly  notified  to  choose 
an  appraiser.  Means  v.  Osgood,  7  Me. 
146.  (2)  But  if  the  return  state  that 
the  debtor  neglecte.i  to  choose  an  ap- 
praiser it  is  sufficient,  as  this  state- 
ment carries  the  inference  that  he  had 
notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  the 
appraisement.  Blanchard  v.  Brooks,  12 
Pick.  (Mass.)  47;  Daniels  v.  Ellison,  3 
N.  H.  279. 

Recital  as  to  appraisement  generally, 
see  supra,  TI,  B,  8,  f,   (II),   (B). 

20.  Fitch  V.  Tyler,  34  Me.  463;  Will- 
iams V.  Amory,  14  Mass.  20. 

21.  Bates  v.  Willard,  10  Mete. 
(Mass.)   62. 

As  to  amendments  generally,  see  su- 
pra, II,  B,  8,  g. 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFOECEMENT  OF    255 

of  an  extent,  by  leave  of  eourt,"^  -ndthin  a  reasonable  time^'  as  to 
matters  of  form;^*  as,  for  example,  to  add  his  signature,^'  change  a 
date,^^  or  correct  a  clerical  error  ;^'  providing  the  return,  before  be- 
ing amended,  is  not  a  nullity,^^  and  the  rights  of  innocent  third  parties 
are  not  affected  thereby. ^^  However,  an  amendment  as  to  a  fact  ma- 
terial to  the  title  will  be  permitted,  even  as  against  third  persons,  if  the 
return  show  on  its  face  a  compliance  with  all  the  requirements  of  the 
statute.^" 

(V.)  Record.  —  The  ofBcer's  return  of  an  extent  on  lands  must  be 
filed  for  record  in  accordance  with  the  statute.^^  This  is  essential  to 
preserve  the  lien^^  and  to  pass  the  title,'^  but  not  as  between  the  exe- 
cution creditor  and  debtor.^*  The  fact  of  recording  need  not  appear 
from  the  return.^^ 


22.  Pratt  v.  Wheeler,  6  Gray  (Mass.) 
520;  Baker  v.  Davis,  22  N.  H.  27.  j 

23.  Giliuan  v.  Stetson,  16  Me.  124; 
Euss  V.  Gilman,  16  Me.  209;  Libbey  v. 
Copp,  3  N.  H.  45. 

[a]  After  Registry. — ^Me. — Howard 
V.  Turner,  6  Greenl.  106.  Mass. — Bates 
V.  Willard,  10  Mete.  62.  N.  H.— Whit- 
tier  v.  Varney,  10  N.  H.  291. 

[b]  After  Term  of  Office. — ^Pitch  v. 
Tyler,  34  Me.  463. 

[c]  Fending  Action  for  the  Land. 
Howard  v.  Turner,  6  Greenl.  (Me.)  106; 
Brown  y.  Washington,  110  Mass.  529. 

24.  See  the  following:  Me.— Will- 
iamson V.  Wright)  75  Me.  35;  Pitch  v. 
Tyler,  34  Me.  463.  Mass.— Pratt  v. 
V(rheeler,  6  Gray  520.  N.  H. — Saunders 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  61  N.  H.  31. 

25.  Briggs  ».  Hodgdon,  78  Me.  514, 
7   Atl.   387. 

26.  Bveleth  v.  Little,  16  Me.  374. 

27.  Peaks  v.  GifCord,  78  Me.  362,  5 
Atl.  879;  Brown  v.  Washington,  110 
Mass.  529. 

28.  Me.— Peaks  v.  GifEord,  78  Me. 
362,  5  Atl.  879.  Mass. — ^Brown  v.  Wash- 
ington, 110  Mass.  529;  Pratt  v.  Wheeler, 
6  Gray  520.  N.  H. — Saunders  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  61  N.  H.  31;  Derry  Bank  v. 
Webster,  44  N.  H.  264. 

29.  Me. — Briggs  v.  Hodgdon,  78  Me. 
514,  7  Atl.  387;  Gilman  v.  Stetson,  16 
Me.  124.  Mass.— Bates  v.  Willard,  10 
Mete.  62.  N.  H.— Saunders  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  61  N.  H.  31 ;  Avery  v.  Bow- 
man,' 39  N.  H.  393. 

30.  Knight  v.  Taylor,  67  Me.  591; 
Smith  V.  Knight,  20  N.  H.  9. 

fa]  An  officer  will  be  permitted  or 
directed  to  amend  his  return  of  an  ex- 
tent, in  order  to  perfect  the  title,  ac- 
cording to  the  justice  and  truth  of  the 


case,  when  no  rights  of  third  persons 
have  intervened,  and  the  evidence  is 
full  and  satisfactory;  and,  even  as 
against  third  persons,  the  return  may 
and  will  be  thus  amended,  if  it  contain 
in  itself  sufficient  matter  to  show  that, 
in  making  the  levy,  all  the  requisitions 
of  the  statute  were  probably  complied 
witk.  Avery  v.  Bowman,  39  N.  H. 
393. 

SIV  Me. — Stevens  v.  Bachelder,  28 
Me.  218.  N.  H.— Morse  v.  Child,  7  N. 
H.  581.  Vt.— Hubbard  v.  Dewey,  2  Aik. 
312. 

As  to  filing  or  recording  the  return 
generally,  see  supra,  II,  B,  8,  e,   (IV). 

[a]  Before  Next  Term. — If  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  levy  cannot  be  com- 
pleted so  that  record  can  be  made  prior 
to  the  return  day .  of  the  execution,  it 
should  be  done  as  soon  after  as  may 
be  practicable,  and  at  least  prior  to  the 
next  term  of  court.  Morse  v.  Child,  7 
N.  H.  581. 

[b]  Before  Actual  Return. — The  rec- 
ord, in  the  town  clerk's  office,  of  an 
execution  levied  upon  real  estate,  and 
the  return  thereon,  is  to  be  made  within 
the  life  of  the  execution  and  before 
the  return,  and  if  not  so  made  the  levy 
is  void.     Little  v.  Sleeper,  37  Vt.  105. 

32.  Spencer  v.  Champion,  13  Conn. 
11. 

33.  Conn. — Tapliff  v.  Davis,  1  Boot 
556.  Mass. — Sargent  v.  Peirce,  2  Meto. 
80;  McGregor  v.  Brown,  5  Pick.  170. 
N.  H.— Morse  v.  Child,  7  N.  H.  581; 
Sullivan  v.  McKean,  1  N.  H.  371.  Vt. 
Perrin  v.  Eeed,  33  Vt.  62. 

34.  Stevens  v.  Bachelder,  28  Me. 
218;  Perrin  v.  Eeed,  33  Vt.  62. 

35.  Finch  v.  Bishop,  13  Conn.  576. 
[aj     But  see  Jewitt  v.  Guyer,  38  Vt, 
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(VI.)  conclusiveness.  —  The  officer's  return  of  an  extent  on  realty  is 
conclusive  upon  the  officer,^"  parties,^''  and  all  claiming  under  them,^^ 

k.  Enforcing  Return.  —  The  officer  may  be  compelled,  on  applica- 
tion to  the  court  by  the  execution  plaintiff,  to  make  his  return;"^  and 
this  may  be  done  either  by  motion,*"  by  contempt  proceedings,*^  or  by 
a  special  action  to  enforce  the  forfeitures  and  penalties  prescribed  by 
law  for  not  making  a  return.*^  Mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  a 
sheriff  to  make  return  of  an  execiition,  where  he  has  been  ordered  by 
the  court  to  withhold  its  return  pending  the  final  determination  of  an- 
other action  involving  property  affected  by  the  lien  of  the  judgment 
upon  which  the  execution  had  issued.*^ 

9.  Alias  and  Pluries  Writs.  —  a.  Definition  and  Nature.  —  An 
alias  writ  is  a  second  writ  issued  where  one  of  the  same  kind  has  been 
issued  before  in  the  same  cause.**  It  is  in  itself  an  original,  and  does 
not  stand  in  lieu  of  the  first  writ.*" 

A  pluries  writ  is  one  issued  subsequently  to  the  original  and  to  an 
alias  writ.** 


209,  wherein  the  court  says  the  return 
must  state  that  a  copy  was  filed  with 
the  town  clerk  in  order  to  create  a 
valid  lien,  though  not  essential  to  sub- 
sequent proceedings. 

36.  Me.— Allen  «.  Doyle,  33  Me.  420. 
N.  H.— Ladd  v.  Wiggin,  35  N.  H.  421, 
69  Am.  Dec.  551.  Vt.— Swift  v.  Cobb, 
10  Vt.  282. 

As  to  conclusiveness  generally,  see 
supra,  II,  B,  8,  i. 

37.  Me.— Mansfield  v.  Jack,  24  Me. 
98.  Mass. — ^Bott  v.  Burnell,  11  Mass. 
163.  N.  H.— Ladd  V.  Wiggin,  35  N.  H. 
421,  69  Am.  Dee.  551.  Vt. — Hathaway 
V.  Phelps,  2  Aik.  84. 

38.  Me.— Mansfield  v.  Jack,  24  Me. 
98.  Mass. — ^Bott  v.  Burnell,  11  Mass. 
163.  N.  H.— Ladd  v.  Wiggin,  35  N.  H, 
421,  69  Am.  Dee.  551.  Vt.— StpvenS  v. 
Brown,  3  Vt.  420,  23  Am.  Dec.  215. 

39.  See  the  cases  cited  infra,  this 
section. 

40.  Shindler  v.  Blunt,  1  Sandf.  (N. 
Y.)  683;  In  re  Dawson,  20  Abb.  N.  C. 
(N.  Y.)  188;  Holmes  v.  Eogers,  50  Hun 
600,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  501,  18  N.  Y.  St. 
652;  National  Exch.  Bank  of  Boston  v. 
Burkhalter,  20  N.  Y.  Supp.  593. 

41.  Eowe's  Admr.  f.  Hardy's  Admr., 
97  Va.  674,  34  S.  E.  625. 

See  generally  the  title,  "Contempt." 

42.  Rowe'fl  Admr.  v.  Hardy's  Admr., 
97  Va.  674,  34  S.  E.  625,  75  Am.  St. 
Eep.  811. 

See  generally  the  title,  "Penalties, 
Forfeitures  and  Fines." 
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43.  State  v.  Hartman,  26  Wash.  524, 
67  Pae.  223. 

As  to  remedy  of  mandamus  generally, 
see  the  title  "Mandamus." 

44.  Swift  V.  Flanagan,  12  How.  Pr, 
(N.  Y.)  438. 

[a]  The  term  alias  necessarily  im- 
ports that  a  prior  execution  issued. 
Pollard  V.  Cocke,  19  Ala.  188. 

[b]  An  execution  issuing  upon  a 
forthcoming  bond  is  not  an  alias.  Cap- 
erton  «.  Martin,  5  Ala.  217. 

[c]  "A  venditioni  exponas  is  in  its 
nature  and  operation,  as  to  the  prop- 
erty on  which  the  levy  may  have  been 
made,  an  alias  execution;  it  merely 
commands  and  authorizes,  as  to  real 
estate,  the  completion  of  the  execution 
already  begun."  Beebe  v.  United 
States,  161  U.  S.  104,  10  Sup.  Ct.  532, 
40  L.  ed.  636;  Dryer  v.  Graham,  58  Ala. 
623.  But  the  fieri  facias  clause  at- 
tached to  a  Writ  of  venditioni  exponas 
has  not  the  force  of  an  alias  fieri  facias, 
but  is  dependent  upon  the  result  of  the 
sale  under  the  venditioni  exponas  when, 
if  such  sale  be  insufacient  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  execution,  it  for  the  first 
time  becomes  operative.  Dunn  v.  Nich- 
ols, 63  N.  C.  107. 

As  to  necessity  for  return  of  original 
before  Issuance  of  alias,  see  infra,  II, 
B,  9,  c,  n,  (A). 

45.  Kellogg  &  Co.  v.  Buckler,  17 
Ga.  187. 

46.  Swift  V.  Flanagan,  12  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)   438. 

[a]    A  pluries  writ  "technically  prS- 
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A  sttbstitute  or  renewed  writ  is  one  issued  after  the  loss  or  destruc- 
tion of  the  first,  to  take  its  place.*'  It  is  not  considered  strictly  an  alias 
writ.*' 

b.  On  What  Eounded.*^  —  There  must  be  a  valid,  subsisting  judg- 
ment upon  which  to  issue  an  alias  or  pluries  writ.""  But  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  judgment  should  expressly  provide  for  the  issuance  of 
an  alias  execution.^^ 

c.  Issuance  of. — (I.)  Right  to.  Generally. — The  fact  that  statutes 
have  remained  silent  as  to  the  propriety  of  issuing  an  alias  or  have 
provided  that  the  original  may  be  renewed  or  reissued  does  not  take 
away  the  power  of  the  clerk  to  issue  an  alias.®^  Where  satisfaction  of 
the  judgment  was  not  obtained  by  the  original  writ,  the  creditor  is 
entitled  to  the  issuance  of  an  alias  or  pluries  writ.^'  Where  the  first 
writ  issued  for  too  small  an  amount,  an  alias  may  issue  for  the  bal- 
ance if  the  discrepancy  was  due  to  mistake,^*  but  not  where  it  was  due 
to  plaintiff's  directions.^^  The  forfeiture  of  a  forthcoming  bond  given 
upon  the  interposition  of  a  claim,  does  not  deprive  the  execution  plain- 
tiff of  the  right  to  sue  out  an  alias  or  pluries  execution  on  his  original 
judgment.^^     Generally  the  plaintiff  cannot  arbitrarily  abandon  one 


supposes  two  or  more  writs  isued  and 
returned  before  it."  Sellers  v.  Hayes, 
17  Ala.  749;  Hamilton  v.  Lyman,  9 
Mass.  14,  17. 

47.  Del. — Morrison  v.  Taylor,  4 
Penne.  211,  55  Atl.  335.  Ga. — Cooper 
V.  Huff,  .55  Ga.  119;  KeUogg  &  Co.  v. 
Buckler,  17  Ga.  187;  Eushin  v.  Shields 
&  Ball,  11  Ga.  636,  56  Am.  Dec.  436. 
N.  Y.— White  v.  Lovejoy,  3  Johns.  448. 

48.  Conn. — Roberts  v.  Church,  17 
Conn.  142.  Ga. — Freeman  v.  Coleman, 
88  Ga.  421,  14  S.  E.  551;  Milner  v. 
Akin,  58  Ga.  555;  Walls  v.  Smith,  19 
Ga.  8.  N.  Y. — ^White  v.  Lovejoy,  3 
Johns.   448. 

[a]  In  Georgia  (1)  it  is  designated 
by  statute  as  an  alias  writ  in  lieu  of 
the  lost  original  (Ward  v.  Miller,  143 
Ga.  164,  84  S.  B.  480),  (2)  and  the  fact 
that  it  is  called  a  copy  is  immaterial. 
Ward  V.  Miller,  143  Ga.  164,  84  S.  E. 

480.  ■      ; 

49.  Foundation  for  -writ  of  execu- 
tion generally,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  b. 

50.  Lowry  v.  Eichards,  62  Ga.  370. 
fa]    Iioss      of      Judgment     Record. 

Where  the  original  execution  has  been 
returned  unsatisfied,  an  alias  may  be 
issued  although  the  record  of  the  judg- 
ment is  lost.  Childress  v.  Marks,  2 
Baxt.   (Tenn.)   12. 

51.  Eiddell  v.  Ebinger,  6  La.  Ann. 
407;  Weddington  v.  Carver,  45  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  68,  100  8.  W.  786.  Compare  supra, 
II,  B,  1,  b,  (I),  (B). 


52.  Walter  v.  Greenwood,  29  Minn. 
87,  12  N".  W.  145;  Yetzer  v.  Young,  3 
S.  D.  263,  270,  52  N.  W.  1054. 

53.  Steele  v.  Thompson,  62  Ala.  323; 
Steele  v.  Murray,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  179, 
may  have  another  writ  of  the  same  or 
of  a  different  sort,  at  his  election. 

fa]  Abandonment  or  Removal  With- 
out Consent  of  Plaintiff. — If  the  levy 
be  abandoned  by  the  sheriff,  with  the 
consent  of  the  defendants,  without  the 
concurrence  or  authority  of  the  plain- 
tiff; or  if  the  property  is  eloigned  or 
removed  by  the  defendant  out  of  the 
reach  of  the  sheriff,  withput  the  con- 
sent of  the  sheriff  or  the  plaintiff,  the 
latter  may  sue  out  a  new  execution. 
Walker  v.  Com.,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  13. 

54.  Haw. — Hackfeld  v.  Ludovico,  10 
Hawaii  348.     N.  Y. — ^People  v.  Judges, 

1  Wend.  73.     Eng. — Hunt  v.  Passmore, 

2  Dowl.  P.  C.  414. 

55.  Todd  V.  Botehford,  86  N.  Y.  517 
(will  not  issue  for  collection  of  inter- 
est); People  V.  Onondaga,  3  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)    331. 

[a]  'Where  Execution  Plaintiff  In- 
structed Under  Misapprehension. — How 
I  ever  in  Bank  of  Sheboygan  v.  Trilling, 
75  Wis.  163,  43  N.  W.  830,  the  court 
allowed  an  alias  for  an  amount  which 
the  plaintiff  had  instructed  the  sheriff 
not  to  collect,  such  instruction  having 
been   given   through   misapprehension. 

56.  Patton  v.  Hamner,  33  Ala.  307. 
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execution  and  needlessly  subject  the  defendant  to  the  costs  incident  to 
an  alias,^'  except  with  the  consent  of  the  defendant,"'  but  he  may 
abandon  one  which  has  been  irregularly  or  improperly  issued  or  exe- 
cuted and  thereafter  have  an  alias  issued."^  And  the  fact  that  plain- 
tiff has  suffered  property  taken  under  the  original  writ  to  be  released, 
will  not  estop  him  from  procuring  an  alias."" 

Substituted  or  Duplicate  Writs —  Statutes  in  the  various  jurisdictions 
enact  that  if  an  outstanding  execution  be  lost  or  destroyed  previous  to 
the  satisfaction  thereof,  a  duplicate  execution  as  of  the  day  of  the 
lost  execution  may  be  issued."^ 

(II.)  Prerequisites  to.sz — (A.)  Necessity  for  Eetdrn  op  Pride  Writ. 
An  alias  is  not  to  be  issued  until  the  return,  unsatisfied,  in  whole  or  in 


57.  Ark. — Trapnall  v.  Richardson,  13 
Ark.  543.  Ind.— Mclver  v.  Ballard,  96 
Ind.  76.  la. — McWilliams  v.  Myers,  10 
Iowa  325.  N.  Y.— McChain  v.  DufEy,  2 
Duer  645.  Va.— Baird  v.  Eice,  1  Call 
(5   Va.)    18. 

[a]  ATjandonment  of  Sale.' — A  judg- 
ment creditor  who  purchases  the  prop- 
erty at  the  sherifE's  sale  cannot  treat 
such  sale  aa  a  mere  nullity  and  have 
another  execution  issued  for  the  col- 
lection of  his  judgment.  Harpham  v. 
Worthington,  100  Iowa  313,  69  N.  W. 
535. 

58.  Walker  v.  Com.,  18  Gratt.  (59 
Va.)    13. 

[a]  If  the  defendants  in  an  execu- 
tion be  a  principal  and  Iiis  sureties, 
and  the  property  levied  on  be  that  of 
the  sureties,  the  plaintiff  may,  with  the 
consent  of  the  sureties  only,  abandon 
the  levy  and  afterwards  sue  out  execu- 
tions against  all  the  defendants.  Walker 
V.  Com.,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  13. 

59.  Mass. — Slater  v.  Lamb,  150 
Mass.  239,  22  N.  E.  892;  Dewing  «.  Dur- 
ant,  10  Gray  29.  N.  Y. — Cairns  v. 
Smith,  8  Johns.  337;  Green  v.  Burke, 
23  Wend.  490,  levy  made  by  a  con- 
stable who  is  a  minor.  Pa. — MeKeeby 
V.  Webster,  170  Pa.  624,  32  Atl.  1096 
(writ  prematurely  issued);  Bole  v.  Bo- 
gardis,  86  Pa.  37;  Burns  v.  Toner,  9 
Phila.  37,  29  Leg.  Int.  68,  goods 
claimed  by  third  person. 

[a]  WTiere  a  levy  under  a  fieri  fa- 
cias has  been  abandoned,  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  sell  the  property,  an  alias 
fieri  facias  must  be  issued  and  a  new 
seizure  made  and  new  notice  of  the 
time  of  the  sale  gi\'en.  Eoman  v, 
Denny,  19  La.  Ann.  521. 

60.  lU.— Howard  «.  Bennett,  72  111. 
297.  Ind. — Cooley  «.  Harper,  4  Ind. 
454.    Midi.— Lustfield  v.  Ball,  103  Mich. 
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17,  61  N.  W.  339.  Miss.— Parker  v. 
Dean,  45  Miss.  408.  Tenn. — Telford  v. 
Cox,  15  Lea  298.  Tex. — GorneUus  v. 
Burford,  28  Tex.  202. 

[a]  Belease  Because  of  Chattel 
Mortgage. — Where  an  execution  is  re- 
turned by  the  sheriff  with  his  certificate 
showing  a  levy,  and  a  release  and  res- 
toration of  the  property  because  sub- 
ject to  chattel  mortgage  which  the 
judgment  creditor  refused  to  pay,  a 
second  execution  may  be  issued  by  the 
clerk.  Yetzer  v.  Young,  3  S.  D.  263, 
52  N.  W.  1054. 

fb]  Levying  Alias  Writ  on  Same 
Property. — ^Although  the  levy  is  re- 
leased because  plaintiff  refuses  to  give 
an  indemnifying  bond  to  the  sheriff, 
this  fact  does  not  prevent  the  levy  of 
an  alias  writ  upon  the  same  property. 
Clark  V.  Reiniger,  66  Iowa  507,  24  N. 
W.   16. 

61.  Fla.— Hart's  Est.  v.  Smith,  20 
Fla.  58.  Ga. — ^Freeman  v.  Coleman,  88 
6a.  421,  14  S.  E.  551;  Torrent  v.  Suiter, 
67  Ga.  32;  Milner  v.  Akin,  58  Ga.  555; 
Walls  v.  Smith,  19  Ga.  8;  Kellogg  &  Co, 
V.  Buckler,  17  Ga.  187;,  Eushin  v. 
Shields,  11  Ga.  636,  56  Ain.  Dee.  436. 
la.— Code  (Sup.  1907),  §3955.  N.  Y. 
White  V.  Lovejoy,  3  Johns.  448,  no  stat- 
ute referred  to.  R.  I. — Gen.  Laws,  1909, 
ch.  303,  §5. 

As  to  lost  or  destroyed  process  and 
the  issuance  of  duplicates,  see  the  title 
"Process." 

62.  As  to  prerequisites  to  issuance 
of  writ  generally,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1, 
i,   (TI). 

As  to  filing  of  transcript  as  prerequis- 
ite to  issuance  of  execution  upon  judg 
ment  of  an  inferior  court,  see  supra, 
II.  B,  1,  i,   (IV). 

As  to  docketing  of  judgment  as  pre- 
requisite to  issuance  outside  of  county 
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part,  of  the  first  writ,^'  or  until  after  the  original  has  been  legally  ex- 


of  venue,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  g,  (II). 

As  to  issuance  of  writ  in  county  of 
venue  as  prerequisite  to  issuance  out- 
side, see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  g,  (III). 

63.  U.  S.— Ross  V.  Duval,  13  Pet.  45, 
59,  10  L.  ed.  51;  Tayloe  v.  Thomson,  5 
Pet.  358,  369,  8  L.  ed.  154;  Corning  v. 
Burdick,  4  McLean  133,  6  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  3,246.  Ala.— Civ.  Code,  1907, 
§4087;  Steele  v.  Thompson,  62  Ala.  323. 
Ark.— Dig.  St.,  1904,  §3212;  Penning- 
ton's Exr.  V.  Yell,  11  Ark.  212.  '  Cal. 
Town  of  Hayward  v.  Pimental,  107 
Cal.  386j  40  Pac.  545.  Conn.— "Woods 
V.  Brzezinski,  57  Conn.  471,  18  Atl.  252. 
Fla.— Gen.  St.,  1906,  §1613;  Jordan  v. 
Petty,  5  Fla.  326.  111.— County  Court 
V.  Buck,  27  111.  440;  Evans  v.  Landon, 
6  HI.  307.  Ind. — Cool,ey  v.  Harper,  4 
Ind.  454.  la.— Code,  1897,  §4031; 
Clark  V.  Eeiniger,  66  Iowa  507,  24  N. 
W.  16;  Downard  v.  Crenshaw,  49  Iowa 
296.  Ky.— St.,  1909,  §1652.  La.— Hud- 
son V.  Dangerfield,  2  La.  63;  State  v. 
Judge  Court  of  Probates,  3  Hob.  355; 
Mackey  v.  Trustees,  3  Mart.  N.  S.  390. 
Me.— Belcher  v.  Kaowlton,  89  Me.  93, 
35  Atl.  1019;  Rice  v.  Cook,  75  Me.  45; 
Darling  v.  Rollins,  18  Me.  405.  Md, 
Waters  v.  Caton,  1  Harr.  &  McH.  407. 
Mass. — Rev.  Laws,  1902,  p.  1595; 
Chesebro  v.  Barme,  163  Mass.  79,  39  N. 
E.  1033;  Slater  v.  Lamb,  150  Mass.  239, 
22  N.  E.  892.  Mich.— Howell 's  Ann. 
St.,  1913,  §13,002;  Friyer  v.  McNaugh- 
ton,  110  Mich.  22,  67  N.  W.  978;  Miller 
V.  Hanley,  94  Mich.  253,  53  N.  W.  962; 
Nelson  v.  Ferris,  30  Mich.  497;  Presi- 
dent, etc.  Farmer's  &  M.  Bank  v.  King- 
sley.  2  Dougl.  379,  389;  Spafford  v. 
Beach,  2  Dougl.  150.  Minn. — Walter  v. 
Greenwood,  29  Minn.  87,  12  N.  W.  145. 
Miss. — Locke  v.  Brady,  30  Miss.  21; 
McGehe  v.  Handley,  5  How.  625;  Tutt's 
Admr.  r.  Fulgham,  5  How.  621.  Mo. 
Howell  V.  Sherwood,  242  Mo.  513,  147 
S.  W.  810;  Clemens  v.  Brown,  9  Mo. 
718;  Lindell  i'.  Benton,  6  Mo.  361; 
Dowsman  v.  Potter,  1  Mo.  518.  Neb. 
Reynolds  v.  Cobb,  15  Neb.  378,  19  N. 
W.  503,  execution  returned  after  levy 
.ind  before  sale  releases  the  i^roperty 
from  the  levy  and  gives  judgment  cred- 
itor right  to  issue  alias.  N.  J. — Lloyd 
V.  Wyckofle,  n  N.  J.  L.  218;  Trenton 
Delaware  Bridge  Co.  v.  Ward,  4  N.  J.  L. 
320.  N.  Y.— Ledyard  v.  Buckle,  5  Hill 
571;  Cumpston  v.  Field,  8  Wend.  382; 


Swift  V.  Flanagan,  12  How.  Pr.  438; 
Cairns  v.  Smith,  8  Johns.  337;  DorJand 
V:  Borland,  5  Cow.  417.  N.  C— Pell's 
Rev.,  1908,  §618.  Pa,— Purd.  Dig.,  vol. 
2,  p.  1577;  Mover  v.  Sekenger,  16  W. 
N.  C.  242;  Landouzy  v.  Seelos,  4  AY.  N. 
C.  151.  S.  C. — Jenkins  v.  Mayrant,  3 
McCord  560.  S.  V. — Yetzer  v.  Young, 
3  S.  D.  263,  52  N.  W.  1054.  Tenn. 
Schaller  v.  Wickerham,  7  Coldw.  376; 
Union  Bank  v.  McClung,  9  Humph.  91; 
Daley  v.  Perry,  9  Yerg.  442;  Wiseman 
V.  Bean,  2  Heisk.  390.  And  see  Hogs- 
head V.  Carruth,  5  Yerg.  227,  wherein 
an  alias  iyrit  was  issued  after  a  return, 
but  before  a  disposition  of  the  levy 
niadei  upon  real  property,  the  court 
holding  that  a  levy  upon  real  property 
not  being  a  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment, an  alias  writ  might  be  issued. 
Tex. — Spiller  v.  Holinger  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  148  S.  W.  338.  Va.— Sutton  v. 
Marve,  81  Va.  329.  Wis.— St.,  1898, 
§2968.  Eng.— Oviat  v.  Vyner,  1  Salk. 
318,  91  Eng.  Reprint  281;  Chapman  v. 
Bowlby,  8  Mees.  &  W.  249.  Can. 
Smith  V.  Jones,  7  N.  Bruns.  176. 

fa]  Reason  for  Eule. — The  court 
should  see  what  has  been  done  under 
the  first  writ  so  as  to  be  able  to  give 
proper  directions  for  the  enforcement 
of  the  second.  Cumpston  v.  Field,  3 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  382;  Cairns  v.  Smith,  8 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  337. 

fb]  An  execution,  ordinarily,  must 
be  regarded  as  existing  until  it  has 
been  returned;  and  in  cases  where  tha't 
cannot  be  done,  it  devolves  upon  the 
party  in  interest  to  allege  and  prove 
facts,  showing  that  a  second  execution 
might  lawfully  issue.  Merritt  1J, 
Grover,  57  Iowa  493,  10  N.  W.  899. 

[c]  Alias  writs  of  possession,  being 
executed  upon  specific  property  only, 
may  be  issued  without  the  necessity  of 
a  previous  return  of  the  original. 
Cumpston  v.  Field,  3  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
'-'■f'i;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Thompson  v. 
Stiles,   9   Johns.    (N.   Y.)    391. 

[d]  A  statute  providing  that  only  one 
execution  shall  be  in  existence  at  the 
s.ime  time,  is  mandatory;  and  the  fact 
that  the  first  execution  was  ordered  re- 
turned, but  was  not,  does  not  make  a  ' 
second  execution,  issued  before  the  first 
one  was  returned,  legal,  and  a  sale 
therundcr  valid.  Merritt  v.  Grover,  61 
Iowa  99,  15  N.  W.  860. 
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tinguished  as  a  writ,^*  either  by  virtue  of  its  quashal  or  otherwise. 
A  pluries  writ  may  not  issue  until  after  the  return  of  the  alias.®^ 
Where  nothing  appears  to  the  contrary,  it  will  be  presumed  that  a 

previous  execution  was  regularly  issued,^^  and  that  the  return  thereon 

was  made  before  the  issuance  of  the  alias  or  pluries.^' 

The  return  on  the  original  or  upon  the  alias  must  show  or  the  fact 

be  established  that  the  writ  remains  wholly  or  partly  unsatisfied,^'  or 


[e]  A  levy  of  execution  upon  money 
constitutes  a  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment, tliough  not  paid  over  by  the 
sheriff  until  the  determination  of  an- 
other suit,  where  it  was  stipulated  by 
the  judgment  creditor  that  it  should  be 
held  by  the  sheriff  to  abide  the  result 
tliereof;  and  in'  such  case  the  judg- 
ment creditor  would  not  be  entitled  to 
the  issuance  of  an  alias  execution  for 
the  purpose  of  recovering  interest  on 
the  sum  the  sheriff  had  been  withhold- 
ing. Adams  v.  Nat.  Bank  of  Commerce, 
Sn  Wash.  20,  70  Pac.  105. 

[f]  A  return  which  shows  that  the 
sheriff  has  paid  the  judgment  because 
of  his  liability  due  to  his  negligent  de- 
lay in  collecting  an  execution,  and  has 
tal^en  an  assignment,  from  the  plaintiff 
to  a  third  person  in  trust  for  himself, 
the  judgment  is  not  .  thereby  extin- 
guished, and  no  oppression  appearing, 
the  assignee  is  entitled  to  an  alias  exe- 
cution thereupon.  Heileg  v.  Lemley,  74 
N.  C.  250. 

Tg]  Where  alias  issues  on  what  is 
virtually  a  new  judgment,  being  on 
the  remainder  of  several  notes,  it  need 
not  await  the  return  of  the  original. 
Martin  v.  McBri^de,  2  Phila.  (Pa.)  343. 

[h]  An  alias  writ  issued  after  the 
return  day  but  before  the  actual  return 
of  the  original  is  valid.  Supplee  v. 
Ashby,  8  W.  N.  C.   (Pa.)  4®7. 

[i]  Two  or  More  Writs  to  Different 
Counties. — See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  i,  (III). 

64.  IT.  S. — Corning  v.  Burdiek,  4  Mc- 
Lean 133,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,246.  Conn. 
Eoberts  v.  Church,  17  Conn.  142.  N.  J. 
Eammel  v.  Watson,  31  N.  J.  L.  281. 

[a]  Where  a  first  execution  is  found 
to  be  so  defective  as  to  be  invalid,  it 
niay  be  treated  as  void,  and  another 
issued.  Woods  v.  Brzezinski,  57  Conn. 
471,  18  Atl.  252;  Mitchell  v.  Duncan,  7 
Fla.  13. 

fb]  When  an  execution  has  been 
quashed  at  the  instance  of  the  claim- 
ant, as  defective  because  not  conform- 
ing to  the  judgment,  the  clerk  may  is- 
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sue  another  execution  which  does  eon- 
form  to  the  judgment;  and  whether  it 
be  called  an  original  or  an  alias  makes 
no  difference.  Westbrook  v.  Hays,  89 
Ga.  101,  14  S.  B.  879.  See  also  Lee's 
Admr.  v.  Thompson,  132  Ky.  608,  116 
S.  W.  775. 

[c]  Where  the  execution  of  the  first 
wnt  is  enjoined  because  of  an  irregu- 
larity in  the  proceedings,  an  alias  may 
be  issued  after  the  return  of  the  first 
and  a  correction  of  the  irregularities. 
Smith  V.  Purvea,  20  La,  Ann.  278; 
V/right  V.  EousseUe,  6  La.  Ann.  73. 

65.  Mass. — ^Hamilton  v.  Lyman,  9 
Mass.  14,  17.  Mich. — Howell's  Ann. 
St.,  1913,  §13002.  N.  Y.— Swift  v.  Flan- 
agan, 12  How.  Pr.  43,8. 

66.  Beebe  v:  United  States,  161  IT. 
S.  104,  16  Sup.  Ct.  532,  40  L.  ed.  633; 
Pollard  v.  Cocke,  19  Ala.  188;  Sellers 
V.  Hayes,  17  Ala.  749. 

67.  Douglass  v.  Owens,  5  Eich.  (S. 
C.)    534. 

68.  Cal. — Tevis  v.  Hicks,  38  Cal. 
234.  lU.— Marshall  v.  Moore,  36  HI. 
.■!21;  People  v.  Brayton,  37  111.  App. 
319.  la. — Downard  v.  Crenshaw,  49 
Iowa  296.  Mass. — King  v.  Goodwin,  16 
Mass.  63.  IMich. — ^Friyer  v.  McNaugh- 
ton,  110  Mich.  22,  67  N.  W.  978.  Minn, 
Hastings  Bk.  v.  Eogers,  13  Minn.  407. 
Ore.— Wright  v.  Young,  6  Ore.  87.  Pa, 
Missimer  V-  Ebersole,  87  Pa.  109.  Tenn. 
Carroll  v.  Fields,  6  Yerg.  305.  Tex. 
Cornelius  v.  Buford,  28  Tex.  202.  Va, 
Sutton  V.  Marye,  81  Va.  329. 

As  to  return  of  writ  generally,  see 
supra,  TI,  B,  8. 

fa]  Where  the  return  fails  to  dis- 
close facts  from  which  the  court  can 
clearly  determine'  whether  or  not  the 
writ  has  been  fully  executed,  and  it  is 
made  to  appear  to  the  court,  by  affi- 
davits, not  contradictory  of  the  return, 
but  explanatory  therof,  that  the  writ 
has  not  been  fully  executed,  it  is  com- 
petent and  proper  for  the  court  to 
order  and  direct  an  alias  writ  to  be 
issued.     Tevis  v.  Hicks,  38  Cal.  234. 
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if  the  return  shows  a  satisfaction  of  the  writ,  an  alias  cannot  subse- 
quently issue,  until  such  satisfaction  has  been  set  aside.^^  By  statute, 
however,  in  soime  states,  the  execution  plaintiff  may  sue  out,  at  his  own 
costs,  a  second  execution,  though  the  first  writ  has  not  been  returned,^" 
or  executed.'^ 

Where  Alias  Is  of  Different  Nature  Prom  Original.  —  A  plaintiff  having 
sued  out  a  fieri  facias  may  omit  to  execute  it  and  take  out  a  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum  before  the  former  writ  is  returnable,^^  but  if  he  execute 
the  fieri  facias,  he  cannot  sue  out  a  capias  until  he  has  returned  the 
first  writ/*  If  the  fieri  facias  is  returned  satisfied  in  part  only,  the 
judgment  creditor  may  sue  out  an  elegit  without  the  necessity  of  a  re- 
turn nihil  of  the  first  writ/*  And  while  the  defendant  is  imprisoned, 
an  execution  against  his  property  cannot  issue/^ 

(B.)  Necessity  toe  Disposition  of  Levy.  —  "Where  a  levy  is  made  upon 
sufficient  property,  the  execution  plaintiff  cannot  issue  another  writ 
while  such  levy  remains  undisposed  of.'"    If  the  life  of  the  first  writ 


69.  Ala. — McMiehael  v.  Branch 
Bank,  14  Ala.  496.  lU. — Brassier  v. 
Martin,  133  111.  278,  24  N.  E.  518; 
Watson  V.  Eeissig,  24  111.  281,  76  Am. 
Dee.  746;  Hughes  v.  Streeter,  24  111. 
647.  76  Am.  Dec.  777.  Kan. — ^McNeal 
V.  Hunt,  6  Kan.  App.  670,  50  Pac.  63. 
La. — Brooks  v.  Hardwick,  5  La.  Ann. 
675.  ^  Me.— Soule  v.  Buck,  55  Me.  30. 
Neb. — Ziegler  v.  McCormick,  13  Neb. 
25,  13  N.  W.  28.  N.  Y.— Adams  v. 
Smith,  5  Cow.  280.  N.  C. — Aycock  v. 
Harrison,  63  N.  C.  145.  Ohio. — Wilson 
V.  Stilwell,  14  Ohio  St.  464.  Pa.— Ped- 
dle V.  Hollingshead,  9  Serg.  &  E.  277. 

70.  Ala. — ^Fryer  v.  Dennis,  3  Ala. 
254;  Webb  v.  Bumpass,  9  Port.  201,  33 
Am.  Dec.  310.  Ark.— Dig.  St.,  1904, 
§3211.  Miss. — Jennings  v.  Dennis,  6 
Smed.  &  M.  379.  Va. — Coleman  v. 
Cocke,  6  Band.  (27  Va.)  618,  18  Am. 
Dec.  757.     W.  Va.— Code,  1913,  |5120. 

71.  Ala. — ^Fryer  v.  Dennis,  3  Ala. 
254;  Webb  v.  Bumpass,  9  Port.  201. 
Miss. — Jennings  v.  Dennis,  6  Smed.  & 
M.  379.  Va. — Coleman  v.  Cocke,  6  Band. 
(27  Va.>  618,  18  Am.  Dec.  757. 

72.  Ind.— Steele,!).  Murray,  1  Blackf. 
179.  Mass. — Chesebro  v.  Barme,  163 
Mass.  79,  39  N.  E.  1033.  Va.— Cole- 
man V.  Cocke,  6  Band.  (27  Va.)  618,  18 
Am.  Dec.  757.  Bng. — Miller  v.  Par- 
nell,  6  Taunt.  370,  128  Eng.  Reprint 
1078;  Dicas  v.  Warne,  10  Bing-.  341, 
25  E.  C.  L.  158.  See  Franklin  v.  Hbdg- 
kinson,  3  Dowl.  &  L.  554. 

73.  Turner  v.  Walker,  3  Gill  &  J. 
CMd.)  377,  22  Am.  Dec.  329;  Miller  v. 
Parnell,  6   Taunt.   370,   128   Eng.   Ee- 


print  1078;  Wilson  v.  Kingston,  2  Chit- 
ty   (Bng.)   203. 

[a]  Where  the  fieri  facias  is  parti- 
ally satisfied,  an  alias  capias  ad  satis- 
faciendum issuing  for  the  full  amount  ' 
is    erroneous.      Dennis    v.    Wells,    Cro. 
Eliz.  344,  78  Eng.  Beprint  593. 

[b]  In  Lawes  v.  Codrington,  1  Dowl. 
(Eng.)  30,  it  was  held  that  where  a 
fieri  facias  has  issued,  and  a  levy  less 
than  the  plaintiff's  debt  has  been  made, 
a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  cannot  is- 
sue till  after  the  return  day  of  the  fieri 
facias;  although  in  fact  the  sheriff  has 
made  a  return  to  it,  and  the  capias  ad 
eatisfacdendum  recites  the  w;rit  andj 
the  sheriff's  return. 

74.  Coleman  v.  Cocke,  6  Band.  (27 
Va.)  618. 

75.  Steele  v.  Murray,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
179;  Kennedy  v.  Duncklee,  1  Gray 
(Mass.)  65.  See  Mich.  Pub.  Acts,  1899, 
p.  339. 

As  to  issuance  of  execution  against 
the  person,  see  infra,  II,  C. 

76.  Ark.— Anderson  v.  Fowler,  8 
Ark.   388.     Del.— Fiddleman   v.   Biddle, 

I  Har.  500.  HI. — Babooek  v.  McCam- 
ant,  53  111.  214;  Marshall  v.  Moore,  36 
111.  321;  Ambrose  v.  Weed,  11  111.  488, 
Ind. — Garrison  v.   State,  110  Ind.   145, 

II  N.  E.  2;  Eichey  v.  Merritt,  108  Ind. 
347,  9  N.  E.  368;  Mclver  v.  Ballard, 
96  Ind.  76;  Doe  ex  dem.  Mace  v.  But- 
ton, 2  Ind.  309;  Macy  v.  Hollingsworth, 
7  Blackf.  349.  la. — Downard  v.  Cren- 
shaw, 49  Iowa  296;  Mc Williams  v.  My- 
ers, 10  Iowa  325.  Ky. — Allen  v.  John- 
son,  4   J.   J.   Marsh.   235;    Hopkins   v. 
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under  which  the  levy  was  made  has  expired  or  it  has  been  returned 
without  a  sale  of  the  property,  the  levy  is  disposed  of  by  a  writ  of 
venditioni  exponas,"  or  by  its  statutory  substitute,  an  alias  execution/^ 
(III.)  Time  of  Issuance's  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  the  time  within 
which  an  alias  ;writ  may  be  issued  is  limited  by  statute.*"  But  in  the 
absence  of  statute  the  general  rule  is  that  an  alias  or  pluries  writ  may 
issue  at  any  time  while  the  judgment  remains  in  force.*^    At  common 


Chambers,  7  Mon.  257.  Mjci.— Friyer 
V.  McNaughton,  110  Mieh.  22,  67  N.  W. 
978.  N.  Y.— Peck  v.  TifEany,  2  N.  Y. 
451;  Cumpston  i;.  Field,  3  Wend.  382. 
N.  0.— Scott's  Exr.  v.  Hill,  6  N.  C. 
143.  Ohio. — ^Arnold  v.  Puller's  Heirs,  1 
Ohio  458;  Sturgeon  v.  Mason,  8  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  118,  4  Ohio  Oir.  Dec.  353; 
Cutler  V.  Brinker,  Tapp.  343.  Pa. 
Gray  v.  Krugerman,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  290; 
Burns  v.  Toner,  9  Phila.  37,  29  Leg. 
Int.  68;  Shier  v.  Hettle,  1  W.  N.  C.  6. 
Tex. — ^Bryan's  Admr.  v.  Bridge,  18  Tex. 
149.  Va.— Sutton  v.  Marye,  81  Va. 
329. 

[a]  Reason  for  Rule. — The  require- 
ment that  the  levy  made  under  the 
first  writ  shall  be  first  discharged  is 
nece'esary  to  prevent  abuse  and  op- 
pression. Cairns  v.  Smith,  8  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)   337. 

[b]  Levy  Sufficiently  Disposed  of. 
If  a  sheriff,  having  levied  upon  per- 
sonal property,  leaves  it  in  the  hands 
of  the  execution  defendant  for  safe 
keeping,  and  the  latter  loses  it,  or 
converts  it  to  his  own  use,  such  loss 
or  conversion  is  a  sufficient  disposition 
of  the  levy  t«  authorize  the  issuing 
of  another  execution.  Cooley  v.  Harper, 
4  Ind.  454;  Peek  v.  Tiffany,  2  N.  Y. 
451. 

[c]  In  Moll  «.  The  Bark  "George," 
1  Hawaii  495,  the  court  allowed  a 
second  execution  to  issue  against  the 
property  of  the  judgment  deJ)tor,  al- 
though a  levy  had  been  made  under 
the  first  execution,  and  it  did  not  ap- 
pear to  be  insufficient,  the  libelants 
having  stated,  under  oath,  that  they 
had  reason  to  believe  that  means  would 
be  taken  to  render  their  first  levy 
abortive. 

77.  Ill.^Babcock  v.  McCamant,  53 
111.  214;  Marshall  v.  Moore,  36  111.  321. 
Ind. — Eichey  v.  Merritt,  108  Ind.  347, 
9  N.  E.  368.  Ohio.— Cutler  v.  Brinker, 
Tapp.  343;  Sturgeon  v.  Mason,  8  Ohio 
Cir.   Ct.   118,  4  Ohio   Cir.  Dec.   353. 

[a,]  The  use  of  an  alias  instead  of 
a  venditioni  exponas  is  not    such    an 
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irregularity  as  will  render  the  proceed- 
ings void.  Kerr  v.  Ssuth  Park  Comrs., 
8  Biss.  276,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,733; 
Baldwin  v.  Dreyfus,  92  Miss.  94,  45  So. 
428. 

78.  See  the  statutes  and  the  fol- 
lowing: U.  S. — Beebe  v.  United  States, 
161  U.  S.  104,  10  Sup.  Ct.  532,  40  L. 
ed.  636,  Alabama.  Kan. — Eitehie  v. 
Higginbotham,  26  Kan.  645.  Miss. 
Baldwin  v.  Dreyfus,  92  Miss.  94,  45 
So.  428.  S.  D.— Yetzer  v.  Young,  3  S. 
D.  2G3,  52  N.  W.  1054. 

[a]  Under  the  statute  the  property 
may  be  sold  under  an  alias  execution 
in  the  same  form  as  the  original  and 
no  clause  of  venditioni  exponas  is 
necessary.  Eitehie  v.  Higginbotham,  26 
Kan.    645. 

[b]  Where  sale  enjoined  and  orig- 
ilial  writ  returned  for  this  reason. 
Eain  v.  Young,  61  Kan.  428,  59  Pac. 
1068. 

[c]  Venditioni  Exponas  or  AUas 
Execution. — An  alias  writ  with  the  in- 
dorsements thereon  of  the  prior  levy 
is  as  efficacious  as  a  formal  venditioni 
exponas,  and,  as  said  in  Dryer  v.  Gra- 
ham, 58  Ala.  623,  "It  rests  in  the 
election  of  the  plaintiff  in  execution 
to  take  out  an  alias  execution,  or  a 
writ  of  venditioni  exponas.  If  he  de- 
sires merely  a  sale  of  the  property  on 
which  a  levy  has  been  made,  and  not 
of  other  property,  or  the  acquisition 
of  a  lien  on  other  property,  a  ven- 
ditioni exponas  is  the  proper  writ. 
The  venditioni  exponas  continues  the 
lien  of  the  execution  which  has  been 
levied,  as  to  the  property  on  which 
the  levy  was  made,  whether  the  prop- 
erty be  real  or  personal."  Beebe  v. 
United  States,  161  U.  S.  104,  16  Sup. 
Ct.  532,  40  L.  ed.  633. 

79.  As  to  time  of  issuance  of  orig- 
inal ■writ,  see  supra,  II,  B,  1,  f. 

80.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Belcher  v.  Knowlton,  89  Me.  93,  35 
Atl.  1019;  Simpson  v.  Sutton,  61  N.  C. 
112. 

81.  Ala. — Jewett    v.    Hoogland,    30 
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law,  the  succeeding  writs  were  connected  with  the  original  by  continu- 
ances entered  upon  the  record,*''  and  it  was  unnecessary,  therefore,  at 
any  time  within  the  period  of  the  life  of  the  judgment  while  the  par- 
ties to  the  judgment  were  living,  to  proceed  by  scire  facias  to  obtain  an 
alias  execution  to  enforce  the  judgment,  if  the  original  writ  had  been 
issued  and  returned  unsatisfied  within  the  time  allowed.^'  After  the 
return  of  an  execution,  the  judgment  creditor  need  not  wait  until  the 
return  day  before  issuing  an  alias.** 


Ala.  716.  Fla.— Jordan  v.  Petty,  5  Fla. 
326.  Ky. — Payne  v.  Payne's  Exr.,  8 
B.  Mon.  391.  Md.— Mitchell  v.  Chest- 
nut, 31  Md.  521.  Miss. — Abbey  v. 
Commercial  Bank,  31  Miss.  434;  Bank 
of  Mississippi  v.  Catlett  's  Exrs.,  5  How. 
175.  Mo. — Clemens  v.  Brown,  9  Mo. 
718;  Lindell  v.  Benton,  6  Mo.  361; 
Dowsman  v.  Potter,  1  Mo.  518.  Mont. 
Northern  Pae.  E.  Co.  v.  Bender,  13 
Mont.  432,  34  Pae.  848.  N.  J.— Claf- 
lin  V.  Voorhees,  35  N.  J.  L.  484.  N.  Y. 
McSmith  v.  Van  Deusen,  9  How.  Pr. 
245;  Pierce  v.  Craine,  4  How.  Pr.  257; 
Flanagan  v.  Tinen,  53  Barb.  587. 

[a]  A  writ  issued  by  the  clerk 
without  authority  does  not  constitute 
such  a  writ  as  will  affect  the  time 
.within  which  an  alias  may  issue. 
Seavy  v.  Bennett,  64  Miss.  735,  2  So. 
177. 

[b]  Right  Not  Affected  by  Laches. 
Gay  V.  Gay,  123  HI.  221,  13  N.  E.  813. 

[c]  The  institution  of  proceedings 
supplementary  to  execution,  and  after  a 
return  of  execution  against  property, 
does  not  preclude  the  issuing  of  an- 
other execution  upon  the  same  judg- 
ment. The  two  proceedings  having  the 
same  object  in  view — the  collection  of 
the  judgment — may  be  pursued  concur- 
rently. Smith  V.  Mahony,  3  Daly  (N. 
Y.)  285;  Smith  v.  Davis,  63  Hun  100, 
17  N.  Y.  Supp.  614. 

82.  TT.  S. — Erwin's  Lessee  v.  Dundas, 
4  How.  58,  11  L.  ed.  875.  Ala.— Scull 
V.  Godbolt,  4  Ala.  326.  Ky. — Craig  v. 
Johnson,  Hard.  520.  Miss. — Abbey  v. 
Commercial  Bank,  31  Miss.  434;  Bank 
of  Mississippi  v.  Catlett 's  Exrs.,  5  How. 
175.  N.  Y.— Swift  V.  Flanagan,  12 
How.  Pr.  438;  Pierce  v.  Craine,  4  How. 
Pr.  257.  Pa. — Lewis  v.  Smith,  2  Serg. 
&  E.  142.  Eng. — ^Franklin  v.  Hodgkin- 
son,  3  Dowl.  &  L.  554. 

[a]  "Such  continuances  were  not, 
in  fact,  entered  when  the  writs  were 
issued,  for  the  reason  that  the  entr}' 
might  be  made  afterwards,  even  after 


objection  taken,  so  as  to  cure  the  ir- 
regularity." Swift  V.  Flanagan,  12 
How.  Pr.  (N,  Y.)  438.  See  Ala.— Scull 
V.  Godbolt,  4  Ala.  326.  111. — Lampsett 
V.  Whitney,  3  HI.  441,  holding  that 
continuances  from  term  to  term  were 
not  necessary.  Miss.— rBank  of  Mis 
sissippi  V.  Catlett 's  Exrs.,  5  How.  175, 
Pa.— Lewis  V.  Smith,  2  Serg.  &  E.  142, 

[a]  No  formal  entry  of  such  COU' 
tinuances  is  necessary,  as  they  are  pre 
sumed  to  be  entered.  Bank  of  Missis 
sippi  V.  Catlett 's  Exrs.,  5  How.  (Miss.) 
175. 

[b]  If  such  continuances  are  filled 
in,  the  creditor  may  have  his  alias 
execution  issued  without  the  necessity 
of  a  return  of  the  original.  Lewis  V, 
Smith,  2  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  142. 

83.  Ala.— Scull  V.  Godbolt,  4  Ala. 
326.  111. — Lampsett  v.  Whitney,  3  111. 
441.  Ky. — Nicholson  v.  Howsley,  Litt. 
Sel.  Cas.  300;  Craig  v.  Johnson,  Hard. 
520.  Mass. — Hamilton  v.  Lyman,  9 
Mass.  14.  Miss. — Abbey  v.  Commercial 
Bank,  31  Miss.  434;  Bank  of  Missis- 
sippi V.  Catlett 's  Exrs.,  5  How.  175. 
N.  Y.— Swift  V.  Flanagan,  12  How.  Pr. 
438;  Pierce  v.  Craine,  4  How.  Pr.  257; 
Thorp  V.  Fowler,  5  Cow.  446.  Pa. 
Shaw  V.  Eichards,  2  Miles  163;  Young 
V.  Taylor,  2  Binn.  218.  Eng. — ^Frank- 
lin V.  Hodgkinson,  3  Dowl.  &  L.  554. 

[a]  An  alias  or  pluries  writ  cannot 
be  issued  for  the  same  term  to  which 
the  original  is  issued.  Shaffer  v.  Wat- 
kins,  7  Watts  &  S.   (Pa.)   219. 

[b]  If  an  execution  is  issued  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  defendant  the  lien  may 
be  continued  after  his  death  by  an 
alias  or  pluries.  But  if  there  be  a 
chasm  by  the  lapse  of  a  term,  an  alias 
cannot  issue,  but  the  judgment  must 
be  revived  by  scire  facias  against  the 
personal  representative.  Erwin's  Les- 
see V.  Dundas,  4  How.  (U.  S.)  58,  11 
L.  ed.  875;  Boyd  v.  Dennis,  6  Ala.  65; 
Fryer  v.  Dennis,  3  Ala.  254. 

84.  Ala.' — ^Berry  v.  Perry,    81    Ala. 
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But  where  the  right  of  execution  is  stayed  or  suspended  for  some 
reason,  an  alias  or  pluries  writ  cannot  be  issued  during  such  period  f^ 
and  after  the  expiration  of  the  period  within  which  execution  may  issue 
as  of  course*^  a  revivor  is  necessary.*^ 

(IV.)  Procuring  Issuance. —  It  has  been  held  necessary  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  have  the  alias  issue  under  leave  of  eourt,^^  though  this  would 
seem  to  be  unnecessary  if  the  propriety  of  issuing  the  alias  appears  on 
the  face  of  the  record.*^  And  in  some  jurisdictions,  an  alias  or  pluries 
writ  is  issued  upon  an  application  to  the  clerk  of  the  court,  who  issued 
the  original.^"    Statutes  sometimes  require  an  application  to  obtain  a 


103,  1  So.  118.  Ark.— Pennington's 
Exrs.  V.  Yell,  11-  Ark.  212,  52  Am. 
Dec.  262.  N.  J. — Eammel  v.  Watson,  31 
N.  J.  L.  281. 

85.  See  notes  following. 

[a]  Will  not  issue  (1)  while  a  forth- 
coming bond  is  in  force,  though  such 
bond  is  irregular  (Downman  v.  Chinn, 
2  Wash.  [2  Va.]  189);  (2)  nor  while 
a  replevy  bond  is  in  force  (Taylor  v. 
Dundass,  1  Wash.  [1  Va.]  92),  such 
bonds  being  a  satisfaction  of  the  orig- 
inal judgment. 

[b]  Fending  Appeal. — No  alias  writ 
may  be  issued  while  an  appeal  from 
a  motion  quashing  the  levy  and  re- 
turn of  the  original  is  pending.  Bry- 
an's Admr.  v.  Bridge,  10  Tex.  149. 

86.  See  supra,  II,  B,  1,  f,  (I),  (II). 

87.  IMiss.  —  Abbey  v.  Commercial 
Bank,  31  Miss.  434.  N.  Y.— Eedmond 
V.  Wheeler,  2  Abb.  Pr.  117;  Saeia  v. 
Nestle,  13  How,  Pr.  572;  Swift  v. 
Flanagan,  12  How.  Pr.  438.  Pa. — Young 
V.  Taylor,  2  Binn.  218.  S.  C. — Garvin 
V.  Garvin,  34  S.  0.  388,  13  S.  B.  625. 

88.  Ala.^Harkins  v.  Clemens,  1  Port. 
30.  Cal.— Tevis  v.  Hicks,  38  Cal.  234. 
Cpnn. — Williams  v.  Cable,  7  Conn.  119. 
Fla.— White  v.  Staley's  Exrs.,  21  Pla. 
396.  Ky.— Mayo's  Heirs  v.  Chiles,  3 
T.  B.  Mon.  258.  See  Frankfort  Bank 
V.  Markley,  1  Dana  373,  holding  that 
an  alias  issued  by  the  clerk  without 
an  order  would  not  be  quashed  where 
the  facts  justifying  its  issuance  were 
proved  at  the  hearing  of  the  motion. 
Me. — Steward  v.  Allen,  5  Greenl.  103. 
Neb. — Zeigler  v.  McCormick,  13  Neb. 
25,  13  N.  W.  28.  N.  Y.— Swift  v.  Flan- 
agan, 12  How.  Pr.  438.  Vt. — Tudor  v. 
Taylor,  26  Vt.  444. 

[a]  Leave  is  required  only  in  case 
no  execution  has  been  issued  within  a 
certain  period  after  a  judgment  was 
recovered.  Claflin  v.  Voorhees,  35  N.  J, 
L.  484. 
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[b]  An  alias  fieri  facias  cannot 
regularly  issue  without  an  order  of  the 
court  for  that  purpose,  which  order 
should  set  forth  all  the  previous  pro- 
ceedings which  had  taken  place  under 
the  original  execution.  Where  an 
alias  execution  has  been  issued  by  the 
clerk,  without  such  order,  the  objec- 
tion to /the  regularity  of  the  proceed-  , 
ings  comes  too  late,  after  the  parties 
had  litigated  a  claim  case  under  such 
alias  fieri  facias.  The  defect  will  be 
considered  as  having  been  waived. 
Watson  V.  Taylor  &  Co.,  9  Ga.  275. 

[c]  Direction  in  Order. — The  court, 
in  its  order  directing  the  alias  writ  to' 
issue,  should  specifically  direct  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  officer  in  the  execution 
of  the  writ.  Tevis  v.  Hicks,  38  Cal. 
234. 

[d]  Where,  by  mistake,  partial  pay- 
menti  has  been  endorsed  on  the  re- 
turned writ,  a  new  writ  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  judgment,  issued  by  the 
clerk,  will  not  be  quashed  on  motion, 
where  the  mistake  is  shown,  even 
though  the  clerk  should  have  waited 
for  an  order  of  court.  Frankfort  Bank 
»   Markley,  1  Dana  (Ky.)   373. 

89.  Conn. — Johnson  v.  Huntington, 
13  Conn.  47.  Ga. — ^Westbrook  v.  Hays, 
89  Ga.  101,  14  S.  E.  879.  R.  I.— Mc- 
Manaman's  Petition,  16  E.  I.  358,  16 
Atl.  148,  1  L.  E.  A.  561. 

90.  Steele  v.  Thompson,  62  Ala.  323. 

[a]  No  particular  form  of  applica- 
tion is  necessary.  "The  application 
may  be  oral  or  written.  If  the  clerk 
deems  it  necessary  for  his  protection, 
he  may  require  that  it  be  reduced  to 
writing.  But  if  it  is  oral,  and  he 
makes  no  objection  on  that  ground 
when  it  is  made,  he  cannot  subsequent- 
ly excuse  his  failure  to  coipply  with 
it,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  in 
writing."  Steele  V.  Thompson,  62  Ala. 
323,  327. 
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substitute  or  renewed  writ  to  be  based  upon  the  affidavit  of  the  execu- 
tion creditor,^^  or  his  attorney,"^  or  agent,®^  or  by  the  officer  to  whom 
the  writ  was  issued,^*  or  by  a  purchaser  at  the  sale,  where  the  writ  is 
lost  before  its  return. °'  Upon  satisfactory  proof  of  the  loss  or  destruc- 
tion of  the  Writ,  the  court  will  grant  an  order  for  the  issuing  of  another 
writ  in  lieu  of  the  lost  one,^"  or  upon  the  filing  of  such  affidavit,  the 
clerk  of  the  court  may  issue  the  duplicate  writ.^^    Where  an  affidavit 


91.  Ga. — Torrent  v.  Suiter,  67  Ga. 
32;  Milner  v.  Akin,  58  Ga.  555.  la. 
Code  Snpp.,  1907,  §3955.  R.  I.— Gen. 
Laws,  1909,  ch.  303,  §5. 

92.  Ga.  Code,  1910,  §5321;  Iowa 
Code,  Supp.  1907,  §3955. 

93.  Ga.  Code,  1910,  §5321;  Iowa 
Code,  Supp.  1907,  §3955. 

94.  Iowa  Code,  Supp.  1907,  §3955. 

95.  Morrison  v.  Taylor,  4  Penne. 
(Del.)   211,  55  Atl.  335. 

[a]  Form  of  Petition  ty  Purchaser 
at  Sale  for  Issuance  of  Substitute  Writ. 
"The  petition  of  A.  B.  -respectfully 
represents:  That  the  above  stated  judg- 
ment was  duly  recovered  in  this  Hon- 
orable Court,  being  No.  151,  September 
Term,  A.  D.  1901.  That  thereafter 
a  writ  of  levari  facias,  being  No.  12 
to  the  November  Term,  1901,  of  said 
court,   was   issued    directed   to    X.   T., 

then  Sheriff  of  county.     That 

in  obedience  to  the  command  in  the 
said  writ  of  levari  facias  contained, 
the  said  sheriff  did  give  due  and  pub- 
lic notice,  and  expose  the  lands  and 
premises  in  the  said  writ  mentioned  at 
public   sale  and  sold  the   same   on  the 

day  of  ,  A.  D.  190—,  to 

your  petitioner  for  the  sum  of  $ . 

That  your  petitioner  duly  paid  to  the 
said  X.  Y.,  then  sheriff,  the- said  sum 

of  $ .    That  thereafter  the  said 

X.  Y.,  sheriff  as  aforesaid,  by  deed 
poll  bearing  date  the  day  of 


-,  A.  D.  190 — ,  conveyed  the 
said  lands  and  premises  to  your  peti- 
tioner in  fee  simple,  as  hf  the  said 
deed   poll   recorded   in   the    office    for 

recording  of  deeds,  etc.,  in  and  for 

county,  in  Deed  Eecord,  etc.,  appears. 
That  the  said  writ  of  levari  facias, 
being  No.  12  to  the  Nov.  Term,  1901, 
has  been  in  some  way  lost,  and  that 
the  same  has  never  been  returned  by 
the  said  X.  Y.  to  this  Honorable  Court. 
Your  petitioner  therefore  prays  that 
the  prothonotary  of  this  court  may  be 


directed  to  prepare  a  duplicate  or  sub- 
stitute writ  to  take  the  place  of  the 
said  writ  so  lost  as  aforesaid;  and  that 
the  said  X.  Y.,  late  sheriff,  may  be 
authorized  to  make  return  thereon  of 
the  said  sale  to  your  petitioner  as 
aforesaid;  said  return  to  be  made  at 
the  term,  ?90 — ,  of  this  Hon- 
orable Court;  and  hat  your  petitioner 
may  have  such  other  or  further  relief 
as  the  nature  of  the  ease  may  require." 
Morrison  v.  Taylor,  4  Penne.  (Del.) 
211,  55  Atl.  335. 

96.  Torrent  v.  Suiter,  67  Ga.  32; 
Milner  v.  Akin,  58  Ga.  555;  E.  I.  Gen. 
Laws,  1909,  ch.  303,  §5. 

[a]  In  Term  Time  or  Vacation. 
Such  order  may  be  made  either  in  term 
time  or  vatatiou.  Torrent  v.  Suiter, 
67  Ga.  32;  Milner  v.  Akin,  58  Ga. 
555. 

[b]  Order  Granting  Eight  To  Issue 
Substitute    Writ. — "And    now,   to-wit, 

this  day  of  ,  A.  D. 

190 — ,  the  foregoing  petition  having 
been  read,  and  it  appearing  to  the 
court  that  the  said  writ  of  levari 
facias  in   the   said  petition  mentioned 

being  .No.  ,  12    to.  the   term, 

190 — ,  was  duly  issued  and  delivered 
to  X.  Y.,  then  sheriff;  and  it  further 
appearing  that  the  said  X.  Y.  in  pur- 
suance of  the  directions  of  the  said 
writ  sold  the  lands  and  premises  there- 
in mention  unto  A.  B.,  and  that  the 
said  A.  B.  has  paid  therefor;  and  it 
further  appearing  that  the  said  X.  Y., 
then  sheriff,  has  executed  and  deliv- 
ered unto  the  said  A.  B.,  a  deed  of 
said  lands  and  premises;  and  it  fur- 
ther appearing  that  the  said  writ  of 
levari  facias  has  been  lost.  It  is 
thereupon  ordered  by  the  court,  that 
the  prothonotary  of  this  court  do  is- 
sue a  substitute  writ  in  lieu  of,  and 
to  take  the  place  of  the  one  so  lost  as 
aforesai(J."  Morrison  v.  Taylor,  4 
Penne.   (Del.)    211,  55  Atl.  335. 

97.  Iowa  Code,  1907,  §3955. 
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is  required  for  the  issuance  of  the  original  execution,  it  may  suffice 
for  the  issuance  of  an  alias.*^ 

By  Scire  Facias. —  Where  there  is  no  real,  but  only  an  apparent,  sat- 
isfaction of  the  execution  hy  reason  of  a  mistaken  or  fruitless  levy, 
the  judgment  creditor  may  have  a  writ  of  scire  facias  against  the  de- 
fendant,"" and  if  the  debtor  fails  to  show  sufficient  cause  why  another 
execution-  should  not  issue,  an  alias  execution  will  be  issued  for  the 
amount  then  due  on  the  judgment.^ 

Wlio  May  Demand  Issuance.  —  An  assignee  of  the  judgment  may  de- 
mand the  issuance  of  an  alias  or  pluries  writ.^ 

Notice.  —  Notice  of  motion  for  leave  to  issue  an  alias  or  substitute  a 
new  writ  is  required,  where  the  writ  is  returned  satisfied  by  a  defective 
levy.^ 


98.  Johnson  v.  Holloway,  82  111.  334, 
before  justice  of  the  peace. 

99.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Poole,  5 
Fed.  412.  Conn. — Cowles  •».  Bacon,  21 
Conn.  451,  56  Am.  Dec.  371;  Ensworth 
V.  Davenport,  9  Conn.  390;  Langdon  v. 
Langdon,  1  Koot  403.  Ky.— Scott  v. 
Maupin,  Hard.  122.  Me. — Prescott  v. 
Prescott,  65  Me.  478;  Soule  v.  Buck, 
55  Me.  30;  Grosvenor  v.  Chesley,  48 
Me.  369;  Pillsbury  v.  Smyth,  25  Me. 
427;  Steward  v.  Allen,  5  Greenl.  103. 
Mass.— Habib  v.  Evans,  222  Mass.  480, 
111  N.  E.  362;  Perry  v.  Perry,  2  Gray 
326;  Dennis  v.  Arnold,  12  Mete.  449; 
Flagg  V.  Dry  den,  7  Pick.  52;  Kendrick 
V.  Wentworth,  14  Mass.  57;  Hatch  v. 
Green,  12  Mass.  195.  N.  H.— Coos  Bank 
V.  Brooks,  2  N.  H.  148.  Vt.— Baxter  v. 
Tucker,  1  D.  Chip.  353. 

[a]  "The  creditor's  right  to  this 
remedy  accrues  upon  the  happening  of 
some  event,  by  which  it  can  be  made 
legally  to  appear,  that  the  property  or 
estate,  on  which  the  first  execution 
had  been  levied,  did  not  at  the  time 
of  the  levy  belong  to  the  debtor,  in 
consequence  of  which  the  creditor  has 
lost  his  satisfaction."  Baxter  v.  Tuck- 
er, 1  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  353. 

[b]  Scire  Facias  Only  Kemedy  After 
Return  of  Writ. — "Where,  after  the  exe- 
cution is  returned  as  satisfied,  the  levy 
proves  to  be  invalid,  scire  facias  is 
the  only  remedy  to  obtain  a  new  writ. 
Me. — Grosvenor  v.  Chesley,  48  Me.  369. 
Mass.— Habib  v.  Evans,  222  Mass.  480, 
111  N.  E.  362.  N.  H.— Green  v.  Bailey, 
3  N.  H.  33. 

[c]  Defective  or  Void  Levy. — (1) 
Scire  facias  is  not  the  appropriate 
remedy  to  obtain  a  new  execution, 
when  the  former  execution  has  been 
levied  in  a  defective  manner,  especially 
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where  the  defect  does  not  appear  upon 
the  face  of  the  levy.  Eoyce's  Admrs. 
V.  Strong,  11  Vt.  248.  (2)  And  where 
the  levy  is  void  because  the  execution 
does  not  conform  to  the  judgment, 
scire  facias  is  not  the  appropriate 
remedy.  Prescott  v.  Prescott,  65  Me. 
478. 

As  to  proper  remedy  where  levy 
proves  invalid  before  a  return  of  the 
writ,  see  supra,  III,  B,  1,  a,  (I). 

1.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Poole,  5 
Fed.  412.  Conn.— Cowles  v.  Bacon,  21 
Conn.  451,  56  Am.  Dec.  371;  Langdon 
V.  Langdon,  1  Root  453.  Me. — Pres- 
cott V.  Prescott,  65  Me.  478;  Steward 
V.  Allen,  5  Greenl.  103.  Mass. — Habib 
v.  Evans,  222  Mass.  480,  111  N.  -E. 
362;  Flagg  v.  Dryden,  7  Pick.  52.  Vt. 
Baxter  v.  Tucker,  1  D.  Chip.  353. 

2.  Steele  v.  Thompson,  62  Ala.  323; 
Guiterman  v.  Coutant,  112  N.  Y.  Supp. 
900. 

As  to  who  may  demand  issuance  of 
an  original  writ  of  execution,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  1,  d. 

3.  Conn. — "Williams  v.  Cable,  7  Conn. 
119.  Mass. — Newcomb  v.  Newcomb,  12 
Gray  28.  But  see  Chase  v.  Chase,  105 
Mass.  385,  where  it  is  held  that  the 
court  may  dispense  with  the  necessity 
for  such  notice.  N.  Y. — Todd  v.  Botch- 
ford,  86  N.  Y.  517;  Douw  v.  Burt,  1 
Wend.  89.  Wis. — Bank  of  Sheboygan 
V.  Trilling,   75  Wis.   163,  43  N.  W.  30. 

[a]  Notice  of  motion  to  substitute 
for  a  lost  writ  not  required.  Lowry  v. 
Eichards,  62  Ga.  370. 

[b]  Jii  a  foreclosure  case  notice  is 
not  required  if  the  application  be  made 
within  six  years  of  the  enti;y  of  the 
decree  of  foreclosure.  Sandford  v. 
Wellborn,  85  N".  J.  Bq.  577,  96  Atl. 
1018. 
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d.  Form  and  Sufficiency  of  Writ.^  —  An  alias  or  pluries  writ  of 
execution  is  generally  governed  by  the  same  rules  which  apply  to  the 
original,^  as  to  the  parties,^  amount,'  signature,*  conformity  to  judg- 
ment," direction  to  the  officer,"  bill  of  costs,^^  with  such  modifications 
as  the  changed  conditions  and  circumstances  require.  It  should  appear 
on  the  face  of  the  writ  whether  it  is  an  original,  an  alias  or  a  pluries,^'^ 
but  a  mere  indorsement  of  "alias"  or  "pluries"  on  an  original  wril; 
will  not  alter  its  eharacter.^^  If  an  alias  or  pluries  writ,  it  should  sJiow 
on  its  face  the  number  of  previous  executions,^*  and  the  proceedings 


4.  For  forms  of  alias  and  pluries 
writs,  see  9  Standard  Pkoo.  732. 

5.  Harlan  v.  Harlan,  14  Lea  (Tenn.) 
107. 

As  to  form  and  sufficiency  of  writ 
generally,  see  supra,  II,  B,  2. 

6.  Jackson  v.  Scandland,  65  Miss. 
481,  4  So.  552;  Brem  v.  Jamjeson,  70 
N.  C.  566. 

7.  See  supra,  U,  B,  2,  e. 

[a]  Deduction  of  Amount  Collected, 
The  alias  should  direct  that  the  whole 
sum  of  the  judgment  be  recovered,  less 
the  amount  recovered  on  the  original. 
Fairbanks  v.  Devereaux,  48  Vt.  550; 
Chapman  v.  Bowlby,  8  Meea.  &  W. 
(Eng.)   249. 

[b]  Interest. — An  alias  should  not 
be  issued  to  collect  interest  on  the 
judgment  where  the  original  writ  con- 
tained no  provision  therefor.  Todd  v. 
Botchford,  86  N.  Y.  517. 

8.  Huggins  V.  Ketchum,  20  N.  C. 
550;  Fairbanks  v.  Devereaux,  48  Vt, 
550. 

9.  Fairbanks  V.  Devereaux,  48  Vt. 
550;  Lee  v.  Neilson,  3  U.  C.  L.  J.  (Can.) 
72. 

10.  Maupin  v.  Emmons,  47  Mo.  304. 
[a]    The  form  of  the  mandate  in  an 

alias  writ  is  "we  command  you,  as 
before  we  have  commanded  you,"  but 
in  a  pluries  writ  it  takes  the  form, 
"we  command  you  as  we  have  often 
(pluries)  commanded  you  before." 
See  Bouvier's  Law  Diet.;  Kellogg  & 
Co.  V.  Buckler,  17  Ga.  187. 

11.  See  eases  following. 

[a]  The  statute  (1)  requiring  that 
executions  shall  contain  an  itemized 
statement  of  the  biU  of  costs  applies 
to  alias  and  pluries  writs  of  execution 
as  well  as  original  executions.  Marks 
V.  Wood,  133  Ala.  533,  31  So.  978.  (2) 
The  amount  of  the  costs  taxed,  how- 
ever, is  not  the  same  in  the  alias  as 
in  the  original.     Sheppard  v.  Melloy, 


12  Ala.  561.     See  also  Bryan  v.  Smith, 
3  111.  47. 

12.  Scott  V.  Allen,  1  Tex.  508. 

[a]  The  omission  of  the  statement 
that  the  writ  is  an  alias,  will  not  in- 
validate it.  Woods  V.  Brzezinsik,  57 
Conn.  471,  18  Atl.  252;  Graves  v.  Hall, 

13  Tex.  379. 

[b]  A  writ  is  sufl&ciently  shown  to 
be  an  alias  where  there  is  a  command 
in  it  to  collect  "fifty  cents  for  a  for- 
mer writ."  Bellows  v.  Sowles,  71  Vt. 
214,  44  Atl.  68. 

13.  Ga.— Walls  v.  Smith,  19  Ga.  8. 
N.  Y. — Jackson  v.  Sternbergh,  1  Johns. 
Cas.  153.  N.  C. — Simpson  v.  Simpsou, 
64  N.  C.  427. 

14.  McMichael  v.  Knapp,  7  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)  413;  Vernon's  Sayles'  Tex.  Civ. 
St.,  1914,  §3729,  subd.  ,7;  Driscoll  v. 
Harris,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  603,  21  S.  W. 
629. 

[a]  Former  levies  need  not  be  re- 
cited when  the  property  taken  under 
them  has  been  sold  and  those  writs 
fully  execute^,  the  clerk  having  en- 
dorsed the  previous  credits  and  charges 
upon  the  alias.  Howell  v.  Sherwood, 
242  Mo.  513,  147  S.  W.  810. 

[b]  In  Bellows  v.  Sowles,  71  Vt. 
214,  44  Atl.  68,  it  was  held  that  a 
command  in  the  writ  to  collect  for  a 
former  writ  sufficiently  showed  that  it 
was  an  alias. 

[c]  Failure  (1)  to  state  in  the  exe- 
cutions the  number  of  executions  pre- 
viously issued  did  not  render  the  last 
execution  void.  It  was  a  mere  irreg- 
ularity. Corder  v.  Steiner  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  54  S.  W.  277.  (2)  Alias  per- 
mitted to  be  amended  at  creditor's 
cost  to  recite  the  original.  McMichael 
V.  Knapp,  7  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  413.  (3) 
And  a  second  execution  will  not  be 
quashed  merely  because  it  is  not  en- 
titled an  alias  execution.  Woods  v, 
Brzezinski,  57  Conn.  471,  18  Atl.  252; 
Bushong  V.  Taylor,  82  Mo.  660. 
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thereunder.'''  An  alias  or  pluries  writ  will  not  be  rendered  void  by 
mere  irregularities  or  inaccuracies."  The  issuance  of  an  alias  writ  be- 
fore the  return  of  the  original  is  merely  irregular,  and  does  not  render 
the  writ  void." 

e.    Operation  and  Effect.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  the  issuance  of 
'an  alias  writ  after  a  levy  made  and  returned  waives  the  benefit'*  of  the 


[d]  The  alias  writ  must  recite  the 
issuance  of  the  original  and  the  return 
thereof.  N.  Y. — Cumpstou  v.  Field,  3 
Wend.  382.  Eng. — Chapman  v.  Bowl- 
by,  8  Mees.  &  W.  249.  Can. — Smith  v. 
Jones,  7  N.  Bruns.  176. 

15.  Conn. — Johnson  v.  Huntington, 
13  Conn.  47.  N.  M.— Ann.  St.,  1915, 
§2211.  N.  Y. — McMiehael  v.  Knapp,  7 
Cow.  413.  Eng. — Chapman  v.  Bowlby, 
8  Mees.  &  W.  249. 

[a]  An  alias  should  recite  that  the 
original  was  not  satisfied  in  whole. 
Oviat  V.  Vyner,  1  Salk.  318,  91  Eng. 
Eeprint  281;  Smith  v.  Jones,  7  N.  Bruns. 
(Can.)   176. 

[b]  A  failure  to  recite  the  proceed- 
ings under  the  first  writs  will  not  ren- 
der the  alias  void.  Such  defect  may 
be  amended.  Johnson  i>.  Huntington, 
18  Conn.  47;  Coleman  i>.  Mansfield,  1 
Miles  (Pa.)  56. 

16.  U.  S. — Sehroeder  v.  Young,  161 
U.  S.  334,  16  Sup.  Ct.  512,  40  L.  ed. 
721.  Ga.^-Ruakin  v.  Shields,  11  Ga. 
636.  Ind. — ^Doe  ex  Sem.  Mace  v.  But- 
ton, 2  Ind.  309,  52  Am.  Dec.  510.  Me. 
Bryant  v.  Johnson,  24  Me.  304.  N.  J. 
Eammel  v.  Watson,  31  N.  J.  L.  281. 
N.  Y. — McMiehael  v.  Knapp,  7  Cow. 
413.  Tex. — Graves  v.  Hall,  13  Tex. 
379. 

[a]  But  under  a  statute  providing 
that  an  alias  may  issue  upon  the  amount 
then  due  on  the  judgment  without  in- 
terest, an  alias  writ  calling  for  inter- 
est is  void.  Haskell  v.  Littlefield,  155 
Mass.  320,  29  N.  E.  626. 

17.  Fla.— White  v.  Staley's  Exrs., 
21  Ela.  396.  Ind.— Doe  ex  dem.  Mace 
V.  Dutton,  2  Ind.  309,  52  Am.  Dec. 
510.  Mich. — Miller  v.  Hanley,  94  Mich, 
253,  53  N.  W.  962.  N".  J.— Rammel  v. 
Watson,  31  N.  J.  L.  281.  S.  C— State 
V.  Page,  1  Spears  408,  40  Am.  Dec. 
608.  Tenn. — Wiseman  v.  Bean,  2  Heisk. 
390. 

[a]  Where  a  levy  made  is  released 
and  the  sheriff  endorses  a  nulla  bona 
return  upon  the  writ  but  fails  to  re- 
turn it,  it  has  been  held  that  the  is- 
suance of  an  alias  before  the  return 
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in  such  case,  is  a  mere  irregularity 
and  not  sufficient  to  render  the  levy 
made  under  it  invalid.  The  court  may 
direct  a  return  nunc  pro  tunc  of  the 
preceding  writ.  Miller  v.  Hanley,  94 
Mich.  253,  53  N.  W.  962. 

[b]  An  amendment  of  the  return  of 
the  original  execution  may  be  had  to 
make  the  issuance  of  the  alias  regular. 
Rammel  v.  Watson,  31  N.  J.  L.  281'. 

[c]'  Issuance  by  Clerk.  —  "Where 
there  is  a  power  in  the  clerk  to  issue 
more  than  one  (writ)  upon  the  return 
of  the  original,  the  issue  by  bim  of  an 
execution  without  a  return  of  a  former 
one  is  an  irregularity  merely  in  the 
exercise  of  a  granted  power,  which  can- 
not be  attacked  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding for  the  recovery  of  property 
sold  under  it,  and  is  only  voidable. 
..  .  .  But  where  the  power  does  not 
exist  in  the  clerk,  either  because  it 
was  not  originally  vested  in  him,  or 
that  by  its  exercise  in  a  single  in- 
stance he  has  exhausted  the  power,  an 
execution  issued  by  him  is  void." 
White  V.  Staley's  Exrs.,  21  Fla.  396. 

[d]  A  prior  levy,  not  amounting  to 
a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  having 
been  made,  the  issuance  of  a  subse- 
quent execution  before  a  return  of  the 
former,  or  other  proceedings  to  effect 
a  vacation  of  the  levy  having  been 
had,  will  be  considered  at  most  but  an 
error  which  will  render  the  execution 
voidable  and  not  void.  Doe  ex  dem. 
Mace  V.  Dutton,  2  Ind.  309,  52  Am.  Deo. 
510. 

18.  Kerr  v.  South  Park  Comrs.,  8 
Biss.  276,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,733;  Yar- 
borough  V.  President,  etc.  of  the  State 
Bank,  13  N.  C.  23.  But  see  Brasfield 
V.  Whitaker,  11  N.  C.  309. 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  Issuance  of 
an  alias  writ  before  the  return  of  the 
original  execution  as  an  abandonment 
of  the  levy,  see  supra,  II,  B,  4,  n,  (I), 

[a]  An  alias  writ  issued  to  another 
county  does  not  waive  or  abandon  the 
levy  made  under  the  original  in  a  dif- 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF     269 

levy.     The  issuance  o£  an  alias  and  pluries  writs  preserves  the  lien 
of  the  original  execution.^' 

C.  Against  Person.^"  —  1.  Nature  and  Purpose  of  Remedy." 
Imprisonment  for  debt  was  the  rule  of  the  common  law;^^  but  Avith 
the  exception  of  certain  specified  cases,  saved  generally  iDy  the  stat- 
utory^^ or  constitutionaP*  provisions  upon  the  subject,  it  has  been 
abolished.^^  If  a  party,  therefore,  seeks  to  imprison  his  debtor,  he  must 
bring  the  case  clearly  within  one  of  the  enumerated  exceptions.^*  Exe- 
cution against  the  body,  or  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,  as  the  process 
was  usually  called,^'  is  an  extraordinary  remedy^®  long  known  to  the 


ferent  county.     Hicks  v.  Ellis,  65  Mo. 
176. 

19.  IT.  S. — ^Beebe  v.  tTnited  States, 
161  V.  S.  104,  10  Sup.  Ct.  532,  40  L. 
ed.  636;  Erwin's  Lessee  v.  Dundas,  4 
How.  58,  11  L.  ed.  875.  Ala.— Boyd  v. 
Dennis,  6  Ala.  55;  Collingsworth  v. 
Horn,  4  Stew.  &  P.  237,  24  Am.  Dec. 
753.  Ind. — ^Doe  ex  dem.  Murphy  v. 
Hayes,  4  Ind.  117.  N.  C— Brasfield  v. 
Whitaker,  11  N.  C.  309. 

[a]  A  venditioni  with  an  alias  fieri 
facias  clause,  is  the  proper  writ  to  keep 
up  the  lien  created  by  the  levy,  and 
the  relation  of  the  process,  to  the  teste 
of  the  original  fieri  facias.  Yarbor- 
ough  V.  President,  etc.  of  State  Bank, 
13  N.  C.  23. 

20.  On  judgment  in  justice's  court, 
see  the  title  "Justices  of  the  Peace." 

Execution  against  property,  see  su- 
pra, II,  B. 

As  to  arrest  on  mesne  process,  see 
the  title  "Arrest  In  Civil  Cases." 

21.  Definitions  of  execution,'  see  gen- 
erally supra,  II,  A. 

22.  See  the  following:  HI. — Strode 
V.  Broadwell,  36  111.  419.  Mass. 
Frost's  Case,  127  Mass.  550.  N.  Y. 
Davids  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.,  104 
App.  Div.  23,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  285. 

23.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  La. — Chaffe  &  Sons  v. 
Handy,  36  La.  Ann.  22;  Anderson  v. 
Brinkley,  1  La.  Ann.  126.  Mass. 
Frost's  Case,  127  Mass.  550.  N.  Y. 
Elwood  V.  Gardner,  45  N.  Y.  349,  355, 
10  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  238;  People  ex  rel. 
Latorre  v.  O'Brien,  3  Abb.  Dec.  552; 
Moak  V.  De  Forrest,  5  Hill  605. 

24.  See  generally  the  constitutions  of 
the  several  states,  and  th-e  following: 
lU.— Strode  v.  Broadwell,  36  111.  419; 
Maher  v.  Huette,  10  111.  App.  56.  Ind. 
Baker  v.  State,  109  Ind.  47,  9  N.  E.  711. 
Nev. — Ex  parte  Bergman,  18  Nev.  831, 
4  Pac.  209. 


25.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Ken- 
nedy V.  Rice,  1  Ala.  11.  La. — Ander- 
son V.  Brinkley,  1  La.  Ann.  126;  Thorn- 
hill  V.  Christmas,  10  Rob.  543.  N.  Y. 
Frost  V.  Brisbin,  19  "Wend.  11,  32  Am. 
Dec.  423.  N.  C. — Kinney  v.  Laugh- 
enour,  97  N.  C.  325,  2  S.  E.  43.  Tenn. 
State  f.  Paint  Rock  Coal,  etc.  Co.,  92 
Tenn.  81,  20  S.  JT.  499,  36  Am.  St. 
Rep.  68;  Graham  v.  Merrill,  5  Coldw. 
622,  632;  Gasget  v.  Scott,  9  Yerg.  244; 
Dwyer  v.  Foster,  4  Yerg.  533.  Tex. 
Loekridge  v.  Baldwin,  20  Tex.  303,  70 
Am.  Dec.  385. 

26.  HI.— Marshall  Tield  &  Co.  v. 
Freed,  191  111.  App.  619.  N.  Y.— El- 
wood i>.  Gardner,  45  N.  Y.  349,  355,  10 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  238.  S.  0.— Martin 
V.  Hutto,  82  S.  C.  432,  440,  64  S.  E. 
421. 

27.  See  note  following. 

[a]  "A  ■capiat  ad  satisfaciendum  is 
defined  to  be  a  judicial  writ  of  execu- 
tion, which  issues  out  on  the  record  of 
a  judgment.  And  by  the  writ  the  sher- 
iff is  commanded  to  take  the  body  of 
the  defendant  in  execution,  and  him 
safely  keep,  so  that  he  have  his  body 
in  court  at  the  return  of  the  writ  to 
satisfy  the  plaintiff  his  debt  and  dam- 
ages."   People  V.  Hoffman,  97  111.  234. 

28.  Baker  v.  State,  109  Ind.  47,  9  N. 
E.  711. 

fa]  This  remedy  should  not  be  con- 
fused with  provisional  arrest,  effected 
at  common  law  by  a  capias  ad  respond- 
endum. Provisional  arrest  secures  sim- 
ply the  defendant 's  presence  at  the  time 
of  trial  and  is  employed  before  judg- 
ment, while  execution  against  the  per- 
son is  a  means  employed  after  judg- 
ment to  obtain  a  satisfaction  thereof. 
See  definition  of  these  writs  in  Bou- 
vier's  L.  Diet.,  and  as  to  provisional 
arrest  in  civil  cases,  see  2  Standard 
Pkoc.  922  et  seq. 
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common  law.^^  The  issuance  of  such  a  writ  is  not  regarded  as  a  suit 
at  law.'"  It  forms,  however,  a  part  of  a  "proceeding  at  law"  within 
the  meaning  of  that  expression  as  ordinarily  used.^^  It  is  usually  re- 
garded as  a  civil,  rather  than  a  criminal,  proceeding,^^  the  primary 
purpose  of  which  is  the  collection  of  the  amount  due.^^  At  the  same 
time,  there  is  a  marked  resemblance  between  such  a  proceeding  and  a 
criminal  prosecution,^*  and  it  is  sometimes,  at  least,  intended  as  a  pun- 
ishment for  dishonest  debtors.^^ 

2.  Conditions  Precedent.  —  a.  General  Statement.  —  There  are  a 
number  of  matters  which  precede  the  issuance  of  an  execution  against 
the  person  in  point  of  time  and  yet  are  not  conditions  precedent  as  that 
expression  is  ordinarily  understood.  Hence,  matters  relating  to  the 
afBdavit  or  complaint,^®  the  certificate  of  the  court  in  "wilful  and 
malicious  act"  cases, -^^  the  order  of  court  directing  the  issuance  of  the 
writ,'*  and  the  verdict  in  an  action  of  tort,^^  are  discussed  elsewhere  in 
this  article. 

,  b.  Previous  Execution  Against  Property  and  Demand  for  Satisfac- 
tion.—  At  common  law  an  execution  against  the  debtor's  property, 
and  one  against  his  person  may  issue  simultaneously,*"  "but  the  plain- 
tiff may  not  proceed  under  both  writs  at  the  same  time.*^    Statutes  in 


29.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sanford,  83 
111.  App.  58. 

30.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sanford,  83 
111.  App.  58. 

31.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sanford,  83 
111.  App.  58,  under  a  statute  providing 
for  an  appeal  in  a  suit  or  proceeding  at 
law  or  in  chancery. 

32.  Baker  v.  State,  109  Ind.  47,  9 
N.  B.  711;  Burkett  v.  Holman,  104  Ind. 
6,  3  N.  B.  406;  Hobson  v.  Watson,  34 
Me.  20,  56  Am.  Dee.  632. 

[a]  In  Indiana  it  is  considered  a 
"civil  action"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  code  for  the  purpose  of  applying 
the  doctrine  of  res  judicata  to_  a  sec- 
ond application,  on  grounds  identical 
with  the  first.  Baker  v.  State,  109  Ind. 
47,  9  N.  E.   711. 

33.  Hobson  v.  "Watson,  34  Me.  20,  56 
Am.  Dee.  632.  See  also  Frost's  Case, 
127  Mass.  550,  holding  that  such  pro- 
ceedings are  "merely  proceedings  in 
the  course  of  a  civil  suit  for  the  col- 
lection of  a  debt,  to  which  the  twelfth 
article  of  the  Declaration  of  Eights  hag 
no  application." 

84.  Weber  v.  Goldenberg,  10  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  72. 

35.  In  re  Prime,  1  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
296,  1  Edm.  Sel.  Cas.  479. 

36.  Infra,  II,  C,  8,  b. 

37.  Infra,  n,  C,  8,  c. 

38.  Infra,  II,  C,  8,  d. 

39.  Infra,  II,  C,  8,  e. 
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40.  lU.— Marshall  Field  &  Co.  v. 
Freed,  191  111.  App.  619.  Pa.— Lan- 
caster Supply  Co.  V.  Butt,  22  Pa.  Dist. 
170;  Young  v.  Taylor,  2  Binn.  218.  S.  0. 
Miller  v.  Bagwell,  3  McCord  429;  State 
V.  Guignard,  1  McCord  176;  Alkin  v. 
Bolan,  1  Brev.  537.  Eng. — Dicas  v. 
Warne,  1  Scott  537,  25  E.  C.  L.  164. 

41.  Ky. — Leavison  v.  Eosenthal,  3 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  132.  N.  C— McNair  v. 
Eagland,  17  N.  C.  42,  22  Am.  Dec.  728. 
Pa. — Young  v.  Taylor,  2  Binn.  218.  S.  C. 
Miller  v.  Bagwell,  3  McCord  429;  State 
V.  Guignard,  1  McCord  176. 

I  [a]  When  a  levy  has  been  made  (1) 
.upon  property  of  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  may  not  abandon  it  and  pro- 
ceed upon  an  execution  against  the  de- 
fendant's  person  (Bank  of  Pennsyl- 
vania V.  Latshaw,  9  Serg.  &  E.  [Pa.J 
9),  (2)  nor  mlay  he  levy  his  execution 
against  the  defendant 'is  person  while 
the  former  levy  remains  in  force.  Mc- 
Nair V.  Eagland,  17  N.  C.  42,  22  Am. 
Dec.  728. 

[b]  The  Reason. — Such  a  rule  "is 
necessary,  that  the  of&cer  may  know 
the  sum  for  which  he  detains  the  pris- 
oner." McNair  v.  Eagland,  17  N.  0. 
42,  22  Am.  Dec.  728. 

[c]  The  proper  practice  is  to  call  on 
the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  the 
levy  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  if, 
by  reason  of  prior  liens,  it  is  found  al- 
togethei  woithless  as  a  means  of  sat- 
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a  number  of  states  now  provide  that  an  execution  against  the  person  of 
a  judgment  debtor  cannot  issue  until  an  execution  against  his  prop- 
erty has  been  taken  out  and  returned,*^  wholly  or  partly  unsatisfied,** 


Isfaction,  the  rule  will  be  made  ab- 
solute, after  which  the  ca.  sa.  will  be 
regular.  Bank  of  Pennsylvania  v.  Lat- 
Shaw,  9  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  9. 

42.  XT.  S.— The  Delaware,  01c.  240, 
7  Ted.  Cas.  ISo.  3,762.  Ga. — Craig  v. 
Adair,  22  Ga.  373.  El.— McDonald  r. 
Wilkie,  13  111.  22,  54  Am.  Dec.  423; 
Marshall  Field  &  Co.  v.  Freed,  191  111. 
App.  619.  La. — Chaffe  &  Sons  v. 
Handv,  36  La.  Ann.  22.  Md. — Turner 
V.  "Walker,  3  Gill  &  J.  377,  22  Am.  Dee. 
329.  N.  Y.— Matter  of  Langslow,  167 
N.  T.  314,  321,  60  N.  E.  590;  N.  Y. 
Guaranty  &  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Rogers,  71 
If.  Y.  377;  Lehman  v.  Mayer,  68  App. 
Div.  12,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  194;  Bergman 
V.  Noble,  45  Hun  133,  19  Abb.  N.  C.  62, 
12  av.  Proc.  256;  O'Shea  v.  Kohn,  38 
Hun  149;  Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36  Hun  233. 
N.  C. — Carroll  v.  Montgomery,  128  N. 
C.  278,  38  S.  E.  874;  Kinney  v.  Laugh- 
enour,  97  N.  C.  325,  2  S.  E.  43.  S.  C. 
Martin  v.  Hutto,  82  S.  C.  432,  440,  64 
S.  E.  421. 

[a]  The  Reason.— (1)  "All  the 
possibilities  of  collecting  the  judgment 
out  of  the  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor  must  be  exhausted  before  re- 
sort can  be  had  to  this  extreme  action" 
of  execution  against  the  person  (Berg- 
man V.  Noble,  45  Hun  [N.  Y.]  133),  (2) 
since  "to  make  the  two  remedies  con- 
current would  be  oppressive,  and  it  was 
deemed  reasonable  that  an  effort  to  sat- 
isfy the  debt  out  of  the  property  of  the 
judgment  debtor  should  be  made  before 
subjecting  him  to  imprisonment."  New 
York  Guaranty  &  Ind.  Co.  v.  Eogers, 
71  N.  Y.  377. 

[h]  Where  property  has  been  sold 
under  a  fieri  facias  there  is  additional 
reason  for  such  a  requirement.  In  such 
a  case  a  return  is  necessary  that  the 
officer  executing  the  ca.  sa.  may  know 
the  amount  for  which  he  holds  the 
body  of  the  defendant.  Turner  v.  Wal- 
ker, 3  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  377,  22  Am.  Dec, 
329. 

[c]  Execution  against  property  need 
not  issue  to  other  counties  than  that 
in  which  the  defendant  resides.  O'Shea 
V.  Kohn,  38  Hun  (N.  Y.)  149. 

[d]  An  execution  to  a  county 
vbere  the  defendant  Is  confined  as  a 


prisoner  under  criminal  process  is  not 
a  sufficient  compliance  with  a  statute 
requiring  the  issuance  to  the  county 
where  the  defendant  resides,  since  the 
term  "residence,"  whether  taken  in 
the  sense  of  domicile  or  of  abode,  im- 
plies a  place  where  the  party  is  situ- 
ated through  choice.  American  Surety 
Co.  T'.  Cosgrove,  40  Misc.  262,  81  N.  Y. 
Supp.  945. 

[e]  In  Michigan  this  prerequisite 
may  be  dispensed  with  by  order  of 
court.  Sink  v.  Circuit  Judge,  146 
Mich.  121,  109  N.  W.  115. 

[f]  The  effect  of  failure  to  comply 
with  this  prerequisite  is  to  make  the 
process  void,  there  being  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  issue  it.  Bergman  v.  Noble,  45 
Hun  (N.  Y.)'  133,  19  Abb.  N.  C.  62,  12 
Civ.   Proc.   256. 

[g]  A  return  unsatisfied,  without 
actual  levy,  is  a  sufficient  compliance. 
Falce  V.  Edgerton,  3  Abb.  (N.  Y.)  229, 
5  Duer  681;  In  re  Mowry,  12  Wis.  52, 
sirice  the  sheriff  may  not  believe  that 
the  available  property  will  pay  the 
costs  of  levy  and  sale. 

As  to  recital  in  writ  showing  this 
condition  to  have  been  complied  with, 
see  infra,  II,  C,  9,  d,  (I). 

43.  111. — ^Huntington  v.  Metzger,  158 
111.  272,  41  N.  B.  881;  McDonald  v. 
Wilkie,  13  HI.  22,  54  Am.  ThBC  423; 
Marshall  Field  &  Co.  v.  Freed,  191  111. 
App.  619.  La. — Casson  v.  Curetou,  12 
Mart.  (O.  S.)  435.  N.  Y.— Matter  of 
Langslow,  167  N.  Y.  314,  321,  60  N.  E. 
590;  Lehman  v.  Mayer,  68  App.  Div. 
12,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  194;  Bergman  v. 
Noble,  45  Hun  133,  19  Abb.  N.  C.  62, 
12  Civ.  Proc.  256;  Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36 
Hun  233.  N.  C. — Kinney  v.  Laugh- 
enour,  97  N.  C.  325,  2  S.  E.  48.  S.  C. 
Martin  v.  Hutto,  82  S.  C.  432,  440,  64 
S.  E.  421. 

[a]  Where  an  execution  issues 
against  two  defendants  jointly,  and  a 
return  showing  nulla  bona  as  to  one 
and  a  stay  as  to  the  other  renders  im- 
proper an  execution  against  the  per- 
son of  the  former.  Casson  «.  Cureton, 
12  Mart.  O.  S.  (La.)  435. 

fb]  Waiver. — The  right  to  have  the 
property  execution  returned  before  the 
issuing  of  an  execution  against  the  per- 
son may  be  waived.  New  York  Guar- 
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unless  the  debtor  is  already  under  arrest  by  virtue  of  mesne  process.** 
Demand  for  Satisfaction.  —  Some  statutes  provide  that  an  execution 
may  issue  against  the  person  of  a  defendant  who,  after  demand  made 
therefor,  refuses  to  surrender  up  his  estate  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment.*®  The  demand  contemplated  is  an  unequivocal  one,  made 
in  a  manner  calculated  to  inform  the  debtor  that  he  mnist  comply 
therewith  or  suifer  arrest.*"  It  need  not  be  made  for  any  particular 
property  or  estate,  but  is  sufficient  if  it  be  for  the  debtor's  estate  gen- 
erally,*' especially  where  the  debtor  refuses  absolutely  to  so  apply  any 
of  his  estate.*^  Such  a  demand,  moreover,  is  only  necessary  in  those 
cases  where  the  debtor's  arrest  is  sought  upon  the  ground  of  his  unjust 
refusal  to  surrender  his  estate.*^  The  demand  may  be  made  by  the 
execution  plaintiff's  attorney,®"  or,  under  some  statutes,  by  the  officer 
holding  the  writ  of  execution.®^ 

,  c.  Previous  Arrest  on  Mesne  Process.  —  Where  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  arrest  the  body  of  the  defendant  under  an  execution  de- 
pends upon  the  nature  of  the  action,  the  granting  of  an  order  of  ar- 
rest before  judgment  is  not  necessary.^^    Under  statutes  in  some  states. 


anty  &  Ind.  Co.  v.  Eogers,  71  N.  T, 
377. 

44.  N.  Y.  Code  of  Civ.  Proc,  §1489. 

45.  See  the  statutes,  and  Huntington 
V.  Metzger,  158  III.  272,  280,  41  N.  E. 
881;  Fergus  v.  '  Hoard,  15  111.  357; 
Maher  v.  Huette,  10  III.  App.  56;  Stew- 
ard V.  Biddleeum,  2  N.  Y.  103.     , 

46.  Maher  v.  Huette,  10  HI.  App.  56. 
[a]    Sufficiency     of     Demand. — (1) 

Merely  reading  the  execution  to  the 
defendant  and  asking  him  to  pay  it  is 
not  sufficient.  Maher  v.  Huette,  10  111. 
App.  56.  (2)  But  a  demand  for  pay- 
ment, and  upon  its  refusal,  a  request 
that  property  he  pointed  out  in  which 
a  levy  might  be  made,  is  sufficient. 
Bulkley  v.  Finch,  37  Conn.  71. 

47.  Bulkley  v.  Knch,  37  Conn.  71; 
Steward  v.  Biddleeum,  2  N.  Y.  103. 

fa]  In  Louisiana  this  demand  must 
be  made  first  of  the  defendant,  and  if 
that  be  barren  of  results,  then  upon  the 
judgment  creditor  to  point  out  prop- 
erty of  the  debtor.  Conway  v.  Jones, 
17  La.  413. 

48.  Steward  v.  Biddleeum,  2  N.  T. 
103. 

[a]  By  absenting  himself  or  remov- 
ing his  property  the  defendant  as  ef- 
fectually refuses  to  surrender  his  prop- 
erty as  though  a  personal  demand  and 
refusal  had  been  made.  Fergus  v. 
Hoard,  15  111.  357. 

49.  Kltterman  v.  People,  181  111. 
App.  682. 
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[a]  For  example,  an  affidavit  show- 
ing such  a  demand  "is  not  a  prere- 
quisite to  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum,,  where  the 
judgment  is  recovered  in  an  action  of 
which  malice  is  the  gist,  but  such  writ 
is  properly  issued  upon  an  order  of  the 
court."  Kittermau  v.  People,  181  III. 
App.  682. 

.■50.  Steward  v.  Biddleeum,  2  N.  Y. 
103. 

[a]  After  the  institution  of  pro- 
ceedings, based  upon  the  demand  and 
refusal,  it  is  too  late  to  raise  an  ob- 
jection that  no  proper  person  was  pres- 
ent at  the  demand  to  receive  the  prop- 
erty, after  institution  of  proceedings 
based  upon  the  demand  and  refusal. 
Steward  v.  Biddleeum,  2  N.  Y.  103. 

51.  Maher  v.  Huette,  10  HI.  App. 
56;   Conway  v.  Jones,  17  La.  413. 

52.  Sherman  v.  Grinnell,  159  N.  T. 
50,  53  N.  E.  674;  Elwood  v.  Gardner,  45 
N.  Y.  349,  10  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  238; 
Steamship  Richmond  Hill  Co.  v.  Seager, 
31  App.  Div.  288,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  985, 
27  Civ.  Proc.  395,  6  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  65; 
Martin  v.  Hutto,  82  S.  C.  432,  64  S.  E. 
421. 

[a]  The  grounds  of  arrest  must  ap- 
pear from  the  essential  allegatiotis  of 
the  complaint;  it  is  not  sufficient  that 
they  appear  from  incidental  and  unnec- 
essary averments.  Elwood  v.  Gardner, 
45  N.  Y.  349,  352,  10  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
238;    "Wood   v.   Henry, ,  40   N.   Y.   124; 
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however,  in  eases  where  the  cause  of  arrest  is  extrinsic  and  does  not  ap- 
pear in  the  complaint,  an  execution  against  the  person  may  not  be  had, 
unless  an  order  of  fjrrest  has  been  granted  and  executed  before  judg- 
ment."^ But  even  in  these  states  it  is  sufficient  that  an  order  for  pro- 
visional arrest  has  actually  been  granted  and  executed,  and  has  not 
been  vacated,  though  the  defendant  was  not  liable  to  such  arrest  and 
might  have  had  the  order  vacated  upon  a  motion  before  judgment.** 

d.  Judgments  Which  Authorize  Execution  Against  the  Person. 
(I.)  General  Statement.  —  Execution  against  a  defendant's  person  will 
only  issue  upon  a  judgment  in  personam,*"  which  has  not  become  dor- 
mant,"" and  which  was  recovered  in  an  action  in  which  such  an  execu- 
tion is  proper."''  Local  reqiairements,  as,  for  example,  that  the  judg- 
ment shall  be  obtained  in  a  certain  manner,"^  shall  not  be  for  less  than 
a  certain  amount,"^  and  shall  state  that  the  defendant  is  subject  to 
arrest,""  must  be  complied  with. 


Eichtmeyer  v.  Eemsen,  38  N.  T.  206; 
Smith  V.  Knapp,  30  N.  T.  581,  588; 
Aetna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Shuler,  28  Hun  (N. 
Y )   338 

53.  111.— People  v.  Healey,  128  HI. 
9,  20  N.  E.  692,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  90; 
People  I'.  Hoffman,  97  111.  234.  N.  Y. 
Chapin  v.  Foster.  101  N.  Y.  1,  3  N.  E. 
786;  Prouty  v.  Swift,  51  N.  Y.  594; 
Elwood  V.  Gardner,  45  N.  Y.  349,  10 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  238;  "Wood  v.  Henry, 
49  N.  Y.  124.  S.  0.— Martin  v.  Hutto, 
82  S.  C.  432,  64  S.  E.  421.  S.  I>.— Grif- 
fith V.  Hubbard,  9  S.  D.  15,  67  N.  W, 
850. 

As  to  provisional  arrest  generally^ 
Bee  2  Standard  Pboc.  922. 

54.  Smith  v.  Knapp,  30  N.  Y.  581. 
[a]     Should  such  order  of  arrest  be 

actually  vacated,  however,  the  parties 
are  relegated  to  the  same  position  as 
though  no  order  of  arrest  had  been 
made.  Stelle  v.  Palmer,  11  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)    62. 

55.  Hill  V.  Bowman,  14  La.  445. 

fa]  Where  personal  service  of  pro- 
cess was  not  made,  jurisdiction  being 
acquired  by  attachment,  an  execution 
against  the  defendant  may  not  issue. 
Clark  V.  Holliday,  9  Mo.  711. 

56.  Strawbridge  v.  Mann,  17  Ga 
454. 

57.  Winton  v.  Kirby,  7  S.  D.  461, 
64  N.  W.  528;  Winton  v.  Knott,  7  S. 
D.  179,  63  N.  W.  783. 

58.  Cal. — Davis  v.  Eobinson,  10  Cal, 
411.  HI.— Boos  V.  White,  64  111.  App. 
177.  N.  C— Ledford  v.  Emerson,  143 
N.  C.  527,  55  S.  E.  969. 

[a]  In  Illinois  (1)  it  is  necessary 
that  the  judgment  be  predicated  upon 


a  jury's  verdict  (Boos  v.  White,  64  HI. 
App.  177),  (2)  unless  the  judgment  is 
of  a  justice  of  the  peace.  Boos  v.  White, 
64  111.  App.  177.  As  to  the  necessity 
of  verdict  of  a  jury  generally,  see  in- 
fra II,  C,  8,  e. 

59.  Me. — Kelley  v.  Morris,  63  Me. 
57.  Mass. — Hooper  v.  Cox,  117  Mass. 
1.  N.  H. — GJlman  v.  Perkins,  11  N.  H, 
343.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Costigan,  54  App. 
Div.  186,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  376. 

[a]  How  Amount  Computed. — ^Un- 
der a  statute  providing  that  such  a 
writ  shall  not  issue  where  the  amount 
of  the  original  debt  is  less  than  ten 
dollars,  it  has  been  held  that  the  debt 
must  be  of  this  amount,  exclusive  of 
interest.     Kelley  v.  Morris,  63  Me.  57. 

60.  Cal. — ^Davis  i>.  Eobinson,  10  Cal. 
411.  N.  Y.— Carpenter  v.  WiUet,  31  N. 
Y.  90,  28  How.  Pr.  225,  1  Keyes  510, 
1  Abb.  Dec.  312  (under  eh.  344,  Laws 
of  1857);  People  ex  rel.  Burroughs  v. 
Willett,  26  Barb.  78  (under  early  New 
York  statute);  Bacon  v.  Grossmann,  90 
App.  Div.  204,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  66  (under 
Municipal  Court  Act) ;  People  v.  Costi- 
gan, 54  App.  Div.i  186,  66  N.  Y.  Supp. 
376  (under  §1386,  Consol.  Act);  Etlioh 
V.  Stock,  67  Misc.  399,  123  N.  Y.  Supp. 
87  (under  Municipal  Court  Act,  Laws 
1902,  ch.  580,  §251);  Musica  v.  Amal- 
fitano,  56  Misc.  505,  107  N.  Y.  Supp. 
179,  under  Municipal  Court  Act,  §251. 
N.  C. — See  Ledford  v.  Emerson,  143  N. 
C.  527,  55  S.  E.  969,  Where  it  is  said 
that  when  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  is  established  "it  is  safer 
and  better  .  .  .  that  it  should  be  re- 
cited in  the  judgment  with   a  proper 
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(n.)  Decree  for  Alimony.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  a  decree  for  ali- 
mony may  be  enforced  by  an  execution  against  the  person,^^  while  in 
others  this  remedy  is  not  available."^ 

(in.)  Judgment  for  Costs.  —  A  defendant  is  liable  to  imprisonment 
for  costs  necessarily  incurred  in  an  action  in  which  execution  against 
his  body  might  have  been  had  for  the  principal  debt.'^  If  the  nature 
of  the  action  is  such  that  an  execution  against  the  person  might  have 
issued  upon  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff/*  such  an  execution 


Older  or  direction  as  to  the  issuing  of 
executions  to  enforce  it." 

fa]  Where  this  is  rectuired  it  Is  "an 
essential  part  of  the  judgment,  so  that 
if  it  is  omitted  in  a  proper  case  or  in- 
serted improperly,  the  judgment  may  be 
reversed  or  modified  on  appeal."  In 
rs  Zeitz,  12  Civ.  Free.  (N.  Y.)  423. 

As  regards  certificates  of  "wilful 
and  malicious  act,"  which,  in  some  jur- 
isdictions, are  attached  to  the  judg- 
ment, see  infra,  II,  C,  8,  c. 

[b]  In  New  York,  "in  the  muni- 
cipal court,  where  the  pleadings  may 
be  oral,  the  law  requires  when  an  exe- 
cution can  be  issued  against  the  person 
that  the  judgment  of  the  justice  must 
so  state,  and  then  the  clerk  must  en- 
ter such  fact  in  the  docket.  In  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  there  is  no 
such  provision  relating  to  courts  of 
record,  showing  that  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint  must  determine  whether 
execution  against  the  person  can  issue, 
and  there  is  no  provision  authorizing 
any  action  of  the  clerk  upon  the  sub- 
ject. In  the  lower  court  mentioned, 
where  the  pleadings  may  be  oral,  of 
course  the  record  contains  nothing  to 
indicate  whether  the  action  is  of  that 
character  or  not,  and  hence  there  must 
be  a  judicial  direction."  Bacon  v. 
Grossmann,  90  App.  Div.  204,  86  N.  Y. 
Supp.  66,  67. 

fc]  Amendment  of  Judgment. — (1) 
Under  a  statute  which  provides  that 
an  amendment  to  a  judgment  must  be 
made  either  at  the  close  of  the  trial, 
or  upon  two  day's  notice  of  motion,  a 
judgment  cannot  be  amended  in  the 
lower  courl;  by  inserting  the  words 
"Defendant  liable  to  arrest  and  impris- 
onment on  execution,"  where  the  stat- 
utory conditions  have  not  been  com- 
plied with  (Musica  v.  Amalfitano,  56 
Misc.  505,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  179),  (2) 
though  upon  an  appeal  from  an  order 
vacating  the  order  modifying  the 
judgment,  if  the  facts  disclosed  justify 
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the  issuance  of  that  process,  the  judg- 
ment could  be  modified  by  directing 
the  insertion  of  the  words  quoted  above. 
Musica  V.  Amalfitano,  supra.  (3)  In 
the  absence  of  some  such  provision  a 
party  may  have  the  judgment  amended 
in  this  regard  if  he  moves '  promptly 
upon  discovering  the  omission  (Blair 
V.  Eussell,  14  Bush  [Ky.]  412),  (4)  al- 
though it  has  been  held  that  such  an 
application  at  a  subsequent  term  comes 
too  late.  Purdy  v.  Squires,  14  Ky.  L, 
Eep.  271. 

61.  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  166  Mass.  226, 
44  N.  E.  143;  Chase  v.  Ingalls,  97  Mass. 
524;  Sheaf e  v.  Laighton,  36  N.  H.  240; 
Sheafe  v.  Sheafe,  36  N.  H.  155. 

62.  Elmer  v.  Elmer,  150  Pa.  205,  24 
Atl.  670. 

[a]  Where  alimony  awarded  in  a 
lump  sum,  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  a 
simple  money  judgment  for  the  en- 
forcement of  which  an  ordinary  execu- 
tion is  the  only  remedy.  White  o. 
White,  130  Cal.  597,  62  Pac.  1062,  80 
Am.  St.  Eep.  150. 

63.  Ex  parte  Bergman,  18  Nev.  331, 
4  Pac.  209;  Smith  v.  Duffy,  37  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  506;  Finkemaur  v.  Dempsey,  8  N. 
Y.  Civ.  Proc.  418. 

[a]  Where  defendant  exempt  from 
arrest  for  principal  debt  he  is  also  ex- 
empt from  arrest  for  costs.  In  re 
Pierce's  Appeal,  103  Pa.  27. 

64.  Davids  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  E. 
E.  Co.,  104  App.  Div.  23,  93  N.  Y.  Supp. 
£85. 

fa]  "The  controlling  determination 
is  the  tortious  character  of  the  cause 
of  action,  and  not  the  mere  considera- 
tion whether  or  not  the  arrest  and  im- 
prisonment of  the  defendant  would  for 
any  reason,  such  as  incorporation  or 
otherwise,  be  a,  practical  possibility. 
Indeed,  in  the  early  case  of  Miller  v. 
Seherder,  2  N.  Y.  262,  it  was  held  that 
where  a  complaint  united  causes  of  ac- 
tion upon  contract  and  in  tort,  so  that 
the   defendant   would   have   been  >x- 
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may  issue  on  a  judgment  entered  against  him  for  the  costs,^^  provided 
such  costs  were  awarded  upon  a  -final  judgment,"*  and  no  statute  ex- 
pressly relieves  either  party  in  an  action  of  tort  from  the  collection  of 
costs  in  this  manner."^  The  converse  is  also  true,  that  in  an  action  in 
which  an  execution  against  the  defendant's  person  will  not  issue,  costs 
adjudged  against  the  plaintiff  may  not  be  recovered  in  this  manner,*^ 
and  in  some  jurisdictions  a  judgment  for  costs  is  considered  as  a  simple 
judgment  for  debt  and  accordingly  execution  will  not  issue  against  the 
plaintiff's  person  for  the  collection  thereof. "^ 

3.  In  Federal  Courts.  —  By  act  of  congress  the  issuance  of  execu 
tion  against  the  person  from  a  United  State^  court  is  made  to  depend 
upon  the  law  of  the  state  in  which  the  court  sits,'"    Hence  in  states 


empted  from  imprisonment  on  execu- 
tion under  a  judgment  rendered  against 
him,  he  could  nevertheless  imprison  the 
plaintiff,  who  failed  in  the  action,  upon 
execution  for  the  costs."  Davids  v. 
Brooklyn  Heights  E.  Co.,  104  App.  Div. 
23,  93  "N.  Y.  Supp.  285,  holding  that 
the  fact  that  the  defendant  was  incor- 
porated did  not  alter  the  rule  in  this 
case,  the  cause  of  action  being  one  in 
tort,  for  which  the  master  is  liable  for 
the  wrongful  act  of  his  servant,  and 
in  which  an  execution  against  the  per- 
son may  issue. 

[b]  Where  a  previous  order  of  ar- 
rest is  necessary  to  authorize  the  is- 
suance of  an  execution  against  a  de- 
fendant, and  none  is  obtained,  he  can- 
not have  an  execution  against  the  plain- 
tiff for  costs.  Purchase  v.  Bellows,  19 
Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  306,  affirming  14  Abb. 
Pr.  357,  23  How.  Pr.  421. 

65.  Nev. — Ex  parte  Bergman,  18 
Nev.  331,  4  Pac.  209.  N.  Y. — Losaw  v. 
Smith,  109  App.  Div.  754,  96  N.  Y. 
Supp.  191;  Davids  v.  Brooklyn  Heights 
E.  Co.,  104  App.  Div.  23,  93  N.  Y.  Supp. 
285;  Saffier  v.  Plaft,  86  App.  Div.  284, 
83  N.  Y.  Supp.  763,  13  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas. 
318;  Knapp  v.  Murphy,  20  App.  Div. 
83,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  1047,  4  N.  Y.  Ann. 
Cas.  313;  Miller  v.  "Woodhead,  52  Hun 
127,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  88,  17  Civ.  Proc.  102; 
Philbrook  v.  Kellogg,  21  Hun  238.  S.  D. 

'Winton  v.  Knott,  7  S.  D.  179,  63  N.  W. 
783. 

66.  Losaw  v.  Smith,  109  App.  Div. 
754,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  191,  under  §15, 
Code   Civ.   Proe. 

67.  Losaw  v.  Smith,  109  App.  Div. 
754,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  191,  holding  that 
§1487,  Code  Civ.  Proe.  applies  as  well 
to  the  collection  of  costs,  as  to  claims 
for  damages  recovered. 

[a]    Beference  may  "be  had  to  tlie 


affidavit  made  to  procure  the  order  of 
arrest,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether 
the  case  is  one  in  which  the  person  may 
be  arrested  on  a  ca.  sa.  Smith  v.  Knapp, 
30  N.  Y.  581,  588,  under  the  early  New 
York  Code.  See  Bacon  v.  Grossmann,  90 
App.  Div.  204,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  66. 

68.  Mx  parte  Beatty,  12  Wend.  (N, 
Y.)  229;  People  v.  Onondaga,  9  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  430;  Prince  v.  Camman,  8  Edw. 
Ch.   (N.  Y.)   413. 

69.  Ex  parte  Thayer,  11  E.  I.  160. 

70.  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1913,  §1636; 
Stuart  V.  Eeynolds,  204  Fed.  709,  123 
C.  C.  A.  13;  Mallory  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Fox, 
20  Fed.  409;  Low  v.  Durfes,  5  Fed.  256; 
TJnited  States  v.  Moller,  10  Ben.  189,  26 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,793;  Moore  v.  Wil- 
marth,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,781;  Moan  v. 
Wilmarth,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  399,  17  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  9,686;  Curtis  v.  Feste,  6  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  3,502. 

As  to  the  conformity  act  generally, 
see  the  title' "United  States  Courts." 

[a]  The  act  of  congress  is  not  pros- 
pective; it  adopted  only  the  state  laws 
existing  at  the  time  of  its  enactment. 
Catherwood  v.  GapetB,  2  Curt.  94,  5 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,-513;  Campbell  v.  Hadley, 
1  Spr.  470,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,358,  af- 
firming in  this  regard  In  re  Freeman,  2 
Curt.  491,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,083.  And 
see  Low  v.  Durfoe,  5  Fed.  256  (review- 
ing with  approval  the  opinion  in  Cath- 
erwood V.  Gapete,  supra);  and  TJnited 
States  V.  Tetlow,  2  Low.  159,  28  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,456;  Sadlier  v.  Fallen,  2 
Curt.  190,  21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,209. 

[b]  Penal  statutes,  such  as  those 
providing  for  imprisonment  as  punish- 
ment, cannot  be  enforced  in  the  United 
States  courts.  Curtis  v.  Feste,  6  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  3,502. 

[c]  But  where  this  writ  is  sought 
against  a  debtor  of  the  United  States, 
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where  imprisonment  for  debt  is  permitted  under  certain  conditions  and 
restrictions  the  same  conditions  and  restrictions  are  applicable  to  execu- 
tions against  the  person  issuing  out  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States.'' 
4.  Who  May  Have  Execution  Issued.'^  —  a.  Assignee.  —  The  as- 
signee of  a  judgment  may,  in  a  proper  case,  have  an  execution  against 
the  person  of  the  defendant  therein,'-  especially  where  it  appears  that 
some  of  the  grounds  for  the  issuance  thereof  accrued  after  the  assign- 
ment.'* 

b.  Sureiies.  —  In  some  states  a  surety  who  has  paid  a  judgment 
rendei-ed  against  his  principal  is  entitled  to  an  execution  against  the 
person  of  the  judgment  debtor.'^  It  has  been  held,  however,  to  the  con- 
trary.'® 

c.  Wage  Earner.  —  A  domestic  servant  is  a  "wage  earner"  within 
the  meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in  a  statute  giving  wage  earners  a 
right  to  resort  to  this  process." 

d.  Attorneys.  —  It  has  been  held  that  an  attorney  who  has  a  lien 
on  a  judgment  for  costs,  may  have  execution  against  the  person,  in  a 
proper  case.'^ 

e.  Interveners.  —  An  intervener  in  a  suit,  in  whose  favor  a  judg- 


state  la,ws  have  no  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tion; jurisdiction  to  issue  such  a  writ 
is  then  determined  by  reference  to  the 
acts  of  congress  relative  thereto. 
Moore  v.  Wilmarth,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,781;  Moan  v.  Wilmarth,  3  Woodb.  & 
M.  ,399,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,686. 

71.  United  States  v.  Moller,  10  Ben. 
189,  26  Fed.  Oas.  No.  15,793;  Curtis  v. 
Feste,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,502;  Cather- 
wood  V.  Gapete,  2  Curt.  94,  5  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,513. 

72.  As  to  issuance  by  joint  plaintiffs, 
see  infra,  II,  C,  9,  b,  (II). 

Who  may  have  execution  against 
property,  see  15  Standard  Proc.  747. 

73.  Lasher  v.  Carey,  182  111.  App. 
147;  Dougherty  v.  Gardner,  58  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  284;  King  v.  Kirby,  28 
Barb.  (N.  Y.)  49;  Miller  v.  Woodhead, 
52  Hun  127,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  88,  17  ttv. 
Proc.  102,  under  §1375,  Code  Civil 
Proc.  See  also  Moore  v.  U.  S.  Bar- 
ren Co.,  238  111.  544,  551,  87  N.  E. 
536,  where  the  court,  in  passing  upon 
the  right  of  an  assignee  of  a  judgment 
against  a  stockholder  on  a  stockholders' 
liability,  says  that  the  assignee  of  a 
judgment  is  entitled  to  "any  appro- 
priate legal  or  equitable  remedy  which 
might  have  been  employed  by  the  judg- 
ment  cre'litor. " 

[a]  Where  a  part  only  of  a  judg- 
ment is  assigned,  a  writ  will  issue  in 
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the  name  of  the  assignor,  though  at 
the  instance  of  assignee,  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  judgment.  Dougherty 
V.  Gardner^  8  Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  224. 
i  [b]  The  assignee  (1)  of  an  account 
for  goods  sold  may  not  have  an  exe- 
cution against  the  person,  based  on  an 
action  ex  delicto  connected  with  the 
sale  of  the  goods  (Birdsall  v.  Fuller, 
11  Hun  [N.  Y.]  204),  (2)  unless  by 
virtue  of  statute  such  a  cause  of  action 
would  pass  with  the  assignment.  Lash- 
er V.  Carey,  182  111.  App.  147. 

74.  King  V.  Kirby,  28  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
49,  action  for  fraud  and  false  repre- 
sentations. 

75.  Rapp  V.  Masten,  4  Eedf.  Sur. 
(N.  Y.)  76.  See  also  David  v.  Blun- 
dell,  40  N.  J.  L.  372,  holding  that  a 
surety  on  an  insolvent  debtor  bond 
who,  after  forfeiture,  has  paid  the 
same,  is  entitled  to  an  alias  execution 
against  the  person  of  the  debtor. 

[a]  The  Bule  Is  Based  on  Equitable 
DocMne  of  Subrogation. — Bapp  t).  Mas- 
ten,  4  Eedf.  Sur.  (N.  Y.)  76. 

76.  Elam  v.  Eawson,  21  Ga.  139,  be- 
cause at  common  law  this  was  not  the 
rule,  and  the  statute  must  be  construed 
in  support  of  personal  liberty. 

77.  Greenberg  v.  Laeov,  84  N.  Y. 
Supp.  930. 

78.  Parker  v.  Speer,  17  Jones  &  S, 
(N.  Y.)   1,  affirmmg  62  How.  Pr.  394. 
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ment  is  rendered,  may,  in  a  proper  case,  have  a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum 
to  enforce  his  judgment.''* 

5.  Against  Whom  Issued.^"  —  Statutes  in  some  states  exempt  cer- 
tain persons  from  arrest  on  executions  against  the  person.^^  Other 
statutes  provide  for  its  issuance  against  specified  persons.*^  But  it  will 
only  issue  against  those  as  to  whom  the  application  shows  grounds  for 
its  issuance.*^ 

6.  From  What  Court  and  by  Whom  Issued.^*  —  What  courts  have 
authority  to  issue  an  execution  against  the  person  depends  to  some  ex- 
tent upon  constitutional  and  statutory  provisions.*^  A  statute  author- 
izing a  specified  court  to  issue  such  a  writ  applies  only  to  judgments 
of  that  court.**  The  statutes  variously  provide  for  the  issuance  of  this 
writ  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  the  judgment  is  rendered,*'  or 
properly  docketed.**  The  duties  of  the  clerk  in  such  matters  are  purely 
ministerial,**  unless  he  is  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  determin- 


79.  Chaffe  &  Song  v.  Handy,  36  La. 
Ann.  22. 

80.  Against  whom  execution  against 
property  issues,  see  15  Standard  Pkoc. 
749. 

As  to  issuance  against  joint  delators 
see  infra,  II,  G,  9,  b,  (II). 

81.  See  generally  the-  statutes.  See 
also  Quinby  v.  Duncan,  4  Harr.  (Del.) 
383,  and  the  title   "Privilege." 

As  to  attorneys  see  3  Standard  Peoc. 
851. 

[a]  A  statute  exempting  citizens  in- 
cludes non-resident  citizens.  Quinby  v. 
Duncan,  4  Harr.   (Del.)   383. 

82.  See  Chaffe  &  Sons  v.  Handy,  36 
La.  Ann.  22  (sh-sriff);  Miller  v.  Wood- 
head,  52  Hun  127,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  88, 
guardian  ad  litem. 

83.  Saunders  v.  Gallaher,  2  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  445. 

84.  As  to  who  issues  execution 
against  property,  see  15  Standard  Proc. 
743,  et  seq. 

85.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Kan. — In  re  Heath,  40 
Kan.  333,  19  Pac.  926,  district  judge 
at  chambers,  oi<  in  vacation  of  the 
court,  has  power  to  issue  such  a  writ 
in  a  proper  case.  Nev. — Ex  parte  Berg- 
man, 18  Nev.  331,  4  Pac.  209.  N.  J. 
Wire  V.  Browning,  20  N.  J.  L.  364. 
N.  Y. — See  People  ex  ret  Sharkey  v. 
Goodwin,  50  Barb.  562;  Latham  v.  Wes- 
tervelt,  26  Barb.  256;  People  ex  rel. 
Corlis  V.  Smith,  9  How.  Pr.  464;  Wil- 
son V.  Andrews,  9  How.  Pr.  39.  Ohio. 
Milson  E.  &  F.  Co.  v.  Konk,  54  Ohio 
St.  422,  43  N.  E.  919.  Pa.— Weber  v. 
Goldenberg,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  72.  Vt. 
Nichols  V.  Packard,  16  Vt.  147.    Wis. 


Mederaft  v.  Dart,  67  Wis.  115,  30  N. 
W.  223,  31  N.  W.  476;  In  re  Mowry, 
12  Wis.  52. 

[a]  The  supreme  court  (1)  cannot 
issue  such  a  writ.  Mederaft  v.  Dart, 
67  Wis.  115,  30  N.  W.  223,  31  N.  W. 
476.  (2)  In  Vermont  the  supreme  court 
has  no  jurisdiction  of  an  application 
for  the  issuance  of  such  a  writ.  Nich- 
ols V.  Packard,  16  Vt.  147. 

[b]  When  this  writ  is  sought  on 
ground  of  fraud  perpetrated  by  a  resi- 
dent of  the  state  it  does  not  defeat 
jurisdiction  to  issue  same  that  some  of 
the  acts  which  constitute  the  fraud 
complained  of  were  committed  during 
a  temporary  absence  from  the  state. 
So;  parte  Bergman,  18  Nev.  331,  4  Pac, 
209. 

86.  Mlson  E.  &  F.  Co.  v.  Eonk,  54 
Ohio  St.  422,  43  N.  B.  919. 

87.  La. — See  fthaffe  &  Sons  «.  Handy, 
36  La.  Ann.  22.  N.  Y. — See  Bacon 
V.  Grossmann,  90  App.  Div.  204,  86 
N.  Y.  Supp.  66;  People  v.  Costigan,  54 
App.  Div.  186,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  376. 
N.  0. — Kinney  v.  Laughenour,  97  N.  C, 
325,  2  S.  E.  43. 

88.  McAden  v.  Banister,  63  N.  C. 
478. 

[a]  When  not  docketed  where  ren- 
dered, the  docketing  in  another  county, 
being  void,  will  not  support  the  is- 
suance of  a  writ  from  the  latter.  Mc- 
Aden V.  Banister,  63  N.'  C.  478. 

89.  Bacon  •».  Grossmann,  90  App. 
Div.  204,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  66;  People 
V.  Costigan,  54  App.  Div.  186,  66  N.  Y. 
Supp.  376.  See  15  Standard  Peoc.  722, 
n.  40. 
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ing  the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit,  which  action  is  quasi-judicial.^" 
7.  Time  for  Issuance."^  —  In  the  absence  of  statute  the  execution 
plaintiff  has  a  reasonable  time  within  which  to  take  out  execution 
against  the  body,^^  which,  under  the  common  law,  was  a  year  from  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment.''^  Statutes  in  some  states  specify  a  time 
within  which  such  an  execution  shall  issue.'*  A  failure  to  issue  the 
same  within  the  time  therein  specified  will  not,  however,  deprive  the 
plaintiff  in  the  judgment  of  the  right  to  its  issuance, ^^  but  the  defend- 
ant may  be  discharged  from  custody  or  imprisonment  under  such  an 
execution  upon  a  proper  application,*®  unless  the  delay  is  sufficiently 


90.  Atkinson  i>.  Mieheaux,  1  Humph. 
(Tenn.)   312. 

[a]  A  person,  not  a  deputy  clerk, 
but  performing  temporarily  and  by 
courtesy  the  duties '  of  the  clerk,  may 
not  issue  an  execution  against  the  per- 
son. Atkinson  v.  Mieheaux,  1  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  312. 

91.  Time  for  issuance  of  execution 
against  property,  see  15  Standard  Pboc. 
750,  et  seq. 

92.  Norman  v.  Manciette,  1  Sawy. 
484,  18  Fed.  Gas.  No.  10,300. 

[a]  A  reasonable  time  is,  in  any 
event,  more  than  one  day.  Norman  v. 
Manciette,  1  Sawy.  484,  18  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  10,300. 

93.  Norman  v.  Manciette,  1  Sawy. 
484,  18  Fed.  Gas.  No.  10,300. 

[a]  If  the  defendant  had  been  ar- 
rested provisionally  upon  a  capias  ad 
respondendum  he  remained  in  custody 
until  he  was  charged  in  execution. 
Norman  v.  Manciette,  1  Sawy.  484,  18 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  10,300. 

94.  See  the  statutes  and  the  follow- 
ing: Smith  V.  Knapp,  30  N.  Y.  581, 
590;  Jenkins  v.  May  rant,  3  McCord 
(S.  0.)  560;  Primrose  v.  Becket,  3  Mc- 
Cord (S.  C.)  418,  involving  South  Gar- 
olina  Act  of  1815. 

[a]  Within  ten  days  after  return 
of  execution  against  the  property. 
Steamship  Richmond  Hill  Co.  v.  Seager, 
31  App.  Div.  288,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  985, 
27  Civ.  Proc.  395,  6  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas. 
65;  Perry  v.  Kent,  88  Hun  407,  34  N. 
Y.  Supp.  843,  affirmed  in  157  N.  Y. 
710,  53  N.  E.  1130. 

[b]  Within  three  months  after  en- 
try of  judgment.  Steamship  Richmond 
Hill  Go.  V.  Seager,  31  App.  Div.  288, 
52  N.  Y.  Supp.  985,  27  Civ.  Proc.  395, 
6  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  65;  Segelke  v. 
Pinan,  22  Abb.  N.  C.  458,  5  N.  Y. 
Siipp.  671;  Hobbs  v.  Bashford,  45  Hun 
592,   10   N.   Y.   St.   389;    De   Silva  v. 
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Holden,   11   N.   Y.   Civ.   Proc.   404,   22 
Jones  &  S.  532. 

[c]  When  a  previous  order  of  ar. 
rest  has  been  granted.  See  the  fol- 
lowing: U.  S.— Barnes  v.  Viall,  6  Fed, 
661,  involving  a  Rhode  Island  statute. 
N.  Y. — Sweet  v.  Norris,  110  N.  Y.  668, 
18  N.  B.  481  (affirming  45  Hun  595); 
People  V.  Gill,  85  App.  Div.  192,  83 
N.  Y.  Supp.  135;  Redner  v.  Jewett,  72 
Hun  598,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  273.  Eng, 
Blandford  v.  Foote,  1  Cowp.  72,  98  Eng, 
Reprint  973;  PuUen  v.  White,  3  Burr, 
1448,  97  Eng.  Reprint  921;  Russell  v. 
Stewart,  3  Burr.  1787,  97  Ens.  Reprint 
1099. 

95.  Steamship  Richmond  Hill  Co.  v, 
Seager,  31  App.  Div.  288,  52  N.  Y, 
Supp.  985,  27  Civ.  Proc.  395,  6  N.  Y, 
Ann.  Cas.  65.  See  also  Miuturn  v, 
Phelps,  3  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  446.' 

[a]  Under  a  Rhode  Island  statute  it 
was  said  by  the  United  States  court 
that  failure  to  obtain  execution  within 
this  prescribed  time  does  not  release 
the  debt;  "but  the  plaintiff  cannot 
lawfully  arrest  the  debtor  again  upon 
an  execution  issued  upon  the  samo 
judgment,  nor  can  he  evade  that  con- 
sequence by  arresting  him  upon  mesne 
process  in  an  action  on  the  judgment; 
but  he  may  again  imprison  his  debtor 
upon  a  second  judgment."  Barnes  v. 
Viall,  6  Fed.  661. 

96.  Norman  v.  Manciette,  1  Sawy. 
484,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,300;  Steam- 
ship Richmond  Hill  Co.  v.  Seager,  31 
App.  Div.  288,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  985,  27 
Civ.  Proc.  395,  6  N.  Y.  Ann.  Gas.  65, 
under    §572,    Code   Civ.   Proe. 

[a]  Season.  —  "Although  no  such 
execution  was  issued  within  the  three- 
months  named  (after  the  rendering  of 
judgment)  the  plaintiff  would  be  en- 
titled to  issue  his  execution,  and  then 
have  the  question  of  his  right  to  en- 
force it   determined  on  an  application 
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excused,*'^  or  the  time  has  been  extended  by  the  issuance  and  return 
unsatisfied  of  another  execution  within  the  prescribed  time.'*  If  the 
writ  issues  only  upon  an  order  of  court  attached  to  the  judgment,  the 
order  may  not  be  made  at  a  term  subsequent  to  the  one  at  which  judg- 
ment was  rendered.^'' 

In  determining  the  time  an  execution  is  issued,  reference  is  had  not  to 
the  teste,  but  to  the  signing  of  the  execution.^ 

8.  Procuring  Issuance.-  —  a.  General  Statement.  —  Statutes  reg- 
ulating the  proceedings  by  which  this  writ  is  procured  must  be  strictly 
complied  with,"*  and  this  compliance  should  be  made  to  appear  from 
the  record.* 


made,  either  to  discharge  defendant 
from  imprisonment,  or  to  relieve  him 
from  imprisonment  under  the  mandate, 
as  the  plaintiff  would  have  the  right 
upon  such  application  to  show  a  rea- 
sonable cause  why  it  should  not  be 
granted.  It  might  appear  that  the  de- 
fendant had  been  absent  from  the 
state  during  all  the  period  that  had 
elapsed  since  the  judgment  was  ■en- 
tered." Steamship  Eichmond  Hill  Co. 
V.  Seager,  31  App.  Div.  288,  52  N.  T. 
Supp.  985,  27  Civ.  Proc.  395,  6  N.  Y. 
Ann.  Cas.  65. 

97.  Lapham  v.  Oakland  Circuit 
Judge,  170  Mich.  564,  .136  N.  W.  594; 
Steamship  Eichmond  Hill  Co.  v.  Seager, 
31  App.  Div.  288,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  985, 
27  Civ.  Proc.  395,  6  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas. 
65;  Segelke  v.  Finan,  22  Abb.  N.  C. 
458,  5  N.  T.  Supp.  671;  Hobbs  v.  Bash- 
ford,  45  Hun  592,  10  N.  Y.  St.  389; 
Newgas  v.  Solomon,  20  Abb.  N.  C. 
(N.  Y.)  175. 

[a]  Delay  caused  by  pendency  of 
negotiations  for  settlement,  is  excus- 
able. Lapham  v.  Oakland  Circuit  Judge, 
170  Mich.  564,  136  N.  W.  594. 

98.  Quigley  v.  Baumann,  29  Misc. 
515,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  966.  And  see 
Steamship  Eichmond  Hill  Co.  v.  Seager, 
31  App.  Div.  288,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  985, 
27  Civ.  Proc.  395,  6  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas. 
65. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  statute  the 
taking  out  and  return  of  a  previous 
execution  does  not  extend  the  time. 
Primrose  v.  Becket,  3  McCord  (S.  C.) 
418. 

99.  Leavison  v.  Bosenthal,  5  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  132. 

As  to  when  an  order  of  court  is 
necessary,  see  infra,  II,  C,  8,  d.     ' 

1.  Jenkins  v.  Mayrant,  3  McCord 
(S.  C.)  560. 

2^   Procuring  issuance    of   execution 


against  property,  see  15  Standard  Pboc. 
775. 

3.  Del. — Johnson  v.  Temple,  4  Harr. 
446  (failure  to  first  issue  and  return 
a  fieri  facias);  Quinby  v.  Duncan,  4 
Harr.  383.  HI.— Von  Kettler  v.  John- 
sou,  57  111.  109;  Gorton  v.  Frizzell,  20 
111.  291;  Marshall  Field  &  Co.  v.  Freed, 
191  111.  App., 619;  Mahsr  v.  Huette,  10 
111.  App.  56.  Me. — Whiting  v.  Trafton, 
16  Me.  398.  Mass.— Williams  v.  Shil- 
laber,  153  Mass.  541,  27  N.  B.  767. 
Mich.— Badger  v.  Eeade,  39  Mjch.  771. 
N.  J. — See  Breithecker  v.  Dallas,  87  N. 
J.  L.  362,  94  Atl.  307.  N.  Y.— Auer- 
bach  V.  Rogan,  40  Misc.  695,  83  N.  Y. 
Supp.  154. 

See  also  the  cases  cited  throughout 
this  section. 

[a]  "We  cannot  take  anything  by 
intendment,  or  supply  deficiencies  in  a 
matter  which  the  legislature  deemed 
material."  Whiting  v.  Trafton,  16  Me. 
398. 

4.  Breithecker  v.  Dallas,  87  N.  J.  L. 
362,  94  Atl.  307. 

[a]  In  New  York  under  §39  of  the 
Municipal  Court  act,  which  provides, 
in  part,  that  "In  an  action  where  an 
execution  may  issue  against  the  person, 
.  .  .  unless  a  verified  complaint  is 
served  with  the  summons,  a  general 
reference  to  that  fact  must  be  indorsed 
by  the  clerk  upon  the  summons,  and 
upon  the  copy  to  be  served  on  the  de- 
fendant in  the  following  form,  'Plain- 
tiff claims  defendant  is  liable  to  ar- 
rest and  imprisonment  in  this  case,'  " 
a  failure  to  procure  this  indorsement 
in  a  case  where  the  pleadings  were  oral 
was  held  fatal  to  the  validity  of  the 
execution  even  though  this  question 
was  raised  in  the  course  of  the  trial 
by  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  provisional 
order  of  arrest.  Auerbach  v.  Eogin,  40 
Misc.  695,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  154. 
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h.  The  Affidavit  or  Complaint."  —  (I.)  Generally.*  — Under  statutory 
provisions  in  some  states,  upon  an  application  for  an  execution  against 
the  person  of  a  judgment  debtor,  an  affidavit  must  be  filed,  showing 
the  facts  relied  upon  as  a  basis  for  ordering  the  execution,'  though  in 
some  states,  an  affidavit  is  unnecessary  where  the  court  makes  a  cer- 
tificate that  the  cause  of  action  arose  from  the  wilful  and  malicious  act 
of  the  defendant,*  or  where  the  plaintiff's  verified  complaint,  either  of 
necessity  or  incidentally,  sets  forth  facts  showing  the  debtor  to  be 
guilty  of  fraud,  a  wilful  and  malicious  disregard  of  plaintiff's  rights, 
or  some  similar  recognized  cause  of  arrest,^  or  where  the  execution  is  for 


6.  Affidavit  for  provisional  arrest, 
see  2  Standard  Pboc.  927,  et  seq. 

6.  As  to  affidavit  for  provisional  ar- 
rest, see  2  Standard  Proc.  927,  et  seq. 

As  to  complaint  as  basis  for  pro- 
visional arrest,  see  2  Standard  Proc. 
9£2,  et  seq. 

7.  Ala. — Kenan  v.  Carr,  10  Ala.  867; 
O'Brien  v.  Lewis,  8  Ala.  666.  Del. 
Johnson  v.  Temple,  4  Harr.  446;  Quin- 
by  V.  Duncan,  4  Harr.  383;  Prom- 
berger  v.  Karsner,  1  Houst.  290.  Ga. 
Dozier  v.  Dozier,  30  Ga.  523.  HI. 
Huntington  v.  Metzger,  158  III.  272, 
41  N.  E.  881;  Doty  v.  Colton.  90  HI. 
453;  Tuttle  v.  Wilson,  24  HI.  553; 
Gorton  v.  Frizzell,  20  HI.  291;  Fergus 
V.  Hoard,  15  HI.  357.  See  also  Mar- 
shall Field  &  Co.  v.  Freed,  191  HI. 
App.  619.  Kan. — In  re  Heath,  40  Kan. 
833,  19  Pac.  926.  See  also  Newton 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Briggs,  6  Kan.  684. 
La. — See  Floranee  v.  Camp,  5  La.  280. 
Me. — Whiting  v.  Trafton,  16  Me.  398. 
Mich.— -Badger  v.  Eeade,  39  Mich.  771. 
And  see  Wilcox  v.  Ismon,  34  Mich. 
268.  N.  H.— Stearns  v.  Veasey,  33  N. 
H.  61;  Janes  v.  Miller,  21  N.  H.  371; 
Naramore  v.  Miller,  21  N.  H.  367; 
Kidder  v.  Farrar,  20  N.  H.  320.  N.  J. 
Kipp  V.  Chamberlin,  20  N.  J.  L.  656; 
Morgan  v.  Morgan,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  23. 
N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Dusenbury  v. 
Speir,  77  N.  Y.  144,  57  How.  Pr.  274 
(under  Non-Imprisonment  Act  of  1831, 
ch.  300,  §4) ;  Weaton  v.  Fay,  62  N.  Y. 
275;  People  ex  rel.  Valkenburgh  v. 
Becorder  of  Albany,  6  Hill  429.  See 
also  Hall  v.  McMahon,  10  Abb.  Pr.  103. 
N.  0.— Huntley  v.  Hasty,  132  N.  C.  279, 
43  S.  E.  844;  Magruder  v.  Shelton,  98 
N.  C.  545,  4  S.  E.  141,  2  Am.  St.  Rep. 
349;  Peebles  v.  Foote,  83  N.  C.  102; 
Brown  v.  Walk,  30  N.  C.  517.  Ohio. 
See  Gates  ■».  Maxon,  Kerr  &  Co.,  1  Ohio 
Dec.  (Reprint)  132.  R.  I. — Shaw  v. 
Silverstein,  21  E.  I.  500,  44  Atl,  931; 
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In  re  Keen,  15  E.  I.  294.  Tepn. — See 
Saunders  v.  Gallaher,  2  Humph.  445.  Vt. 
Adams  17.  Wait,  42  Vt.  16.  See  Con- 
verse V.  Washburn,  43  Vt.  129;  Davis 
V.  Dorr,  30  Vt.  97;  Blood  v.  Crandall, 
28  Vt.  396.  Wash.— Burrichter  v.  Cline, 
3  Wash.  135,  28  Pac.  367.  Eng.— Davis 
V.  Simmonds,  14  It.  B.  Ir.  364. 

[a]  In  Indiana  the  grounds  on  which 
the  execution  against  the  body  is  sought 
may  be  presented  by  affidavit  or  com- 
plaint. Baker  v.  State,  109  Ind.  47,  9 
N.  E.  711. 

[b]  In  Massachusetts  (1)  the  proper 
practice  is  to  file  an  affidavit  in  all 
actions  ex  contractu  (Noyes  v.  Man- 
ning, 162  Mass.  14,  37  N.  E.  768;  Wil- 
liams V.  Shillaber,  153  Mass.  541,  27 
N.  B.  767;  Atwood  v.  Wheeler,  149 
Mass.  96,  21  N.  E.  232;  Frost's  Case, 
127  Mass.  550;  Hildreth  v.  Brigham,  12 
Allen  71;  Abbott  v.  Tucker,  4  Allen 
72.  See  also  Radovsky  v.  Sperling,  187 
Mass.  202,  72  N.  E.  949;  Bailey  v. 
Bailey,  166  Mass.  226,  44  N.  E.  143), 
(2)  but  no  affidavit  is  necessary  in  an 
action  ex  delicto.  Hildreth  v.  Brigham, 
12  Allen   (Mass.)    71. 

[c]  Resident  Citizens  —  Joint  De- 
fendants.— Under  statutes  requiring  an 
affidavit  when  it  is  sought  to  arrest 
a  resident  citizen,  the  affidavit  must  be 
filed  where  the  execution  is  predicated 
on  a  poiiit  judgment,  if  any  one  of 
the  joint  judgment  debtors  is  a  resi- 
dent citizen,  even  though  the  particular 
debtor  whose  arrest  is  sought  is  a  non- 
resident. Fromberger  v.  Karsner,  1 
Hbust.  (Del.)  290. 

8.  Adams  v.  Wait,  42  Vt.  16. 

As  to  this  certificate  generally,  see 
infra,  II,  C,  8,  c. 

9.  Colo.— -Jahl  V.  Lewis,  57  Colo.  109, 
139  Pac.  1113.  111.— Nelson  v.  Swan- 
son,  186  HI.  App.  632;'  Kitterman  v. 
People,  181  111.  App.  682.  N.  Y.— El- 
wood  V.  Gardner,  45  N,  Y.  349,  10  Abb. 
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the  recovery  of  costs,"  or  to  enforce  a  decree  for  alimony.^*  Some 
states  also  do  not  require  a  new  affidavit  where  a  provisional  order  for 
the  debtor's  arrest  was  made  and  has  not  been  vacated;  the  affidavit 
which  was  filed  at  that  time  being  considered  sufficient  to  authorize  the 
issuance  of  the  capias  ad  satisfaciendum,'^  though  in  other  courts  this 
qualification  of  the  general  rule  is  not  followed.^'  Where  fraud  is  the 
basis  of  the  writ  it  must,  in  some  states,  be  alleged  in  the  complaint 
upon  which  the  judgment  is  founded  rather  than  in  a  subsequent  affi- 
davit." ' 

(n.)  Eeciulsites.is —  As  a  general  rule,  the  affidavit  should  follow  the 
terms  of  the  statute  or,  at  least,  the  language  employed  should  be  sub- 
stantially equivalent  thereto,'"  in  which  event  it  is  usually  considered 


Pr.  (N.  S.)  238,  where  the  court  seems 
to  restrict  this  rule  to  a  case  where 
the  cause  of  arrest  is  essential  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  complaint,  saying,  in 
part,  "it  is  not  necessary  or  proper  to 
set  forth  the  facts  constituting  the 
cause  of  arrest  in  the  complaint,  be- 
cause they  constitute  no  part  of  the 
cause  of  action."  N.  C. — Huntley  v. 
Hasty,  132  N.  C.  279,  43  S.  E.  844; 
Peebles  v.  Foote,  83  N.  C.  102. 

[a]  There  should  be  an  express  de- 
mand for  such  a  writ  in  the  complaint, 
for  in  case  of  a  default  judgment  it 
has  been  held  that  an  execution  against 
the  person  may  not  be  awarded  in  the 
labsenee  thereof.  Jahl  v.  Lewis,  57 
Colo.  109,  139  Pac.  1113. 

10.  Mass.  Eev.  Laws,  1902,  ch.  168, 
§26.  And  see  In  re  Stone,  129  Mass. 
156;  Hildreth  V.  Brigham,  12  Allen 
(Mass.)  71. 

11.  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  166  Mass.  226, 
44  N.  E.  143;  Chase  v.  Ingalls,  97  Mass. 
524;  Sheafe  v.  Laighton,  36  N.  H.  240. 

12.  Stewart  v.  Cunningham,  22  Ala. 
626;  Converse  v.  Washburn,  43  Vt.  129; 
Davis  V.  Dorr,  30  Vt.  97.  Compare, 
O'Brien  v.  Lewis,  8  Ala.  666. 

As"  to  affidavit  for  provisional  ar- 
rest, see  2  Standard  Proc.  927,  et  seq, 

[a]  Where  a  provisional  order  of 
arrest  is  vacated  before  execution  the 
execution  creditor  is  in  the  same  sit- 
uation as  though  the  order  had  never 
been  made.  Stelle  v.  Palmer,  11  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  T.)  62. 

13.  Stearns  v.  Veasey,  33  N.  H.  61; 
Janes  v.  Miller,  21  N.  H.  371;  Naramore 
V.  Miller,  21  N.  H.  367;  Kidder  v. 
Parrar,  20  N.  H.  320;  Gates  v.  Maxon, 
Kerr  &  Co.,  1  Ohio  Dec.  (Reprint)  132. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  "A  long 
time  may  have   elapsed   between   the 


commencement  of  the  suit  and  the  re- 
covery of  the  judgment.  Circumstances 
may  have  changed,  and  that  which  the 
plaintifE  might  conscientiously  have 
sworn  to,  when  his  action  was  brought, 
may  no  longer  be  true  in  his  belief.'' 
Janes  v.  Miller,  21  N.  H.  371. 

14.  TT.  S.— Mitchell  v.  Porter,  194 
Fed.  49,  114  C.  C.  A.  69.  Cal.— Payne 
V.  Elliot,  54  Cal.  339,  35  Am.  Eep.  80  f 
Davis  V.  Itobinson,  10  Cal.  411,  quoted 
with  approval  in  Mitchell  v.  Porter,  194 
Fed.  49.  N.  O. — Ledford  v.  Emerson, 
143  N.  C.  502,  527,  51  S.  E.  42.  And 
see  Copeland  v.  Fowler,  151  N.  C.  353, 
66  S.  E.  215,  where  the  court  says,  in 
part,  that  tke  issue  of  fraud  must  be 
"expressly  submitted"  to  the  jury. 

Compare,  2  Standard  Proc.  962,  963. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  in  these  jur- 
isdictions the  facts  upon  which  the  ar- 
rest is  made  must  b-e  determined  by  the 
jury.     Davis  v.  Eobinson,  10  Cal.  411. 

As  to  the  hearing  and  determination 
of  these  facts  generally,  see  infra,  II, 
C,  8,  f . 

[b]  Where  Grounds  of  Arrest  Oc- 
cur After  Filing  Complaint. — In  dis- 
cussing this  point  in  "fraud"  cases  it 
was  said  by  the  court  in  Davis  v.  Eob- 
inson, 10  Cal.  411:  "In  the  few  in- 
stances where  the  circumstances  author- 
izing an  arrest  occur  subsequently  to 
the  filing  of  the  complaint,  application 
should  be  made  to  the  court  either  to 
amend  the  original,  or  to  file  a  supple- 
mental complaint,  so  as  to  set  forth  the 
facts  upon  which  execution  against  the 
person  of  the  defendant  will  be  asked." 

15.  Bequlsites  of  affidavit  f'or  pro- 
visional arrest,  see  2  Standard  Proc. 
929,  et  seq. 

16.  ni.— Tuttle  V.  Wilson,  24  HI.  553; 
Gorton   V.   Frizzell,   20   111.   291.     Me. 
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suffieient.^^  The  return  unsaiisfied  of  an  execution  against  the  prop- 
erty, where  an  essential  prerequisite,  must  be  made  to  appear.^*  If 
the  statute  provides  several  grounds  of  arrest,  an  affidavit  setting  forth 
one  of  the  specified  grounds  is  sufjReient.^^ 

The  affidavit  should  not  be  in  the  alternative,^"  and  should  state 
facts,  not  conclusions,^^  which  facts  must  show  the  debtor  to  be  within 
the  statutory  exceptions  to  the  usual  prohibition  of  imprisonment  for 
debt."^  The  charges  preferred,  whether  by  affidavit  or  complaint, 
should  be  by  specific,  not  general,  averments.^^  Where  charges  of 
fraud  are  preferred  they  must  be  presented  with  such  fullness,  clear- 
ness and  precision  as  will  inform  the  defendant  of  the  nature  and  par- 
ticulars of  the  transaction  to  be  proved  against  him',  and  to  enable  him 


"Whiting  V.  Trafton,  16  Me.  398.  N.  J. 
Kipp  V.  Chamberlin,  20  N.  J.  L.  656. 
Ohio. — State  v.  Robinson,  1  Ohio  Dec. 
(Reprint)  483. 

[a]  Illustiations. — Where  a  statute 
provided  that  an  affidavit  should  state 
that  the  creditor  believes  the  debtor 
has  "estate,  lands  and  tenements,  goods 
and  chattels,"  an  affidavit  which 
stated  that  the  debtor  had  "property 
and  estate"  was  held  not  sufB.cient,  the 
latter  phrase  not  being  equivalent  to 
the  statutory  expression.  Tuttle  v. 
Wilson,  24  111.  553. 

17.  Ala. — Kenan  v.  Carr,  10  Ala. 
867.  aa. — Dozier  v.  Dozier,  30  Ga.  523. 
HI.— See  Fergus  v.  Hoard,  15  111.  357. 
La. — See  riorance  v.  Camp,  5  La.  280. 
Ohio. — State  v.  Eobinson,  1  Ohio  Dec. 
(Reprint)  483.  Vt.— Davis  v.  Dorr,  30 
Vt.  97. 

18.  Baker  v.  State,  109  Ind.  47,  9 
N.  E.  711.    See  supra,  II,  C,  2,  b. 

19.  Brown  v.  Walk,  30  N.  C.  517. 

20.  Ala.— Wade  v.  Judge,  5  Al^.  130. 
lU.— Gorton  v.  Prizzell,  20  111.  291. 
N.  Y. — People  ex  ret  Van  Valkenburgh 
V.  Recorder  of  Albany,  6  Hill  429. 

Compare,  2  Standard  Proc.  954. 

Form  of  averments  in  affidavit  for 
provisional  arrest,  see  2  Standard  Pkoc. 
933,  et  seq. 

,  [a]  An  affidavit  alleging  (1)  "that 
the  debtors  not  long  since  had  a 
farm,  a  store  of  goods,  or  some  other 
kind  of  corporeal  property,  etc.,"  is 
defective  on  this  ground  (People  ex  rel. 
Van  Valkenburgh  v.  Recorder  of  Al- 
bany, 6  Hill  [N.  Y.]  429),  (2)  as  is 
an  affidavit  which  avers  that  the  debtor 
"withholds  his  money  or  secretes  his 
property."  Gorton  v.  Frizzell,  20  111. 
292. 

'     21.    Mich. — Luton   v.    Newaygo    Cir- 
cuit Judge,  70  Mich.  152,  38  N.  W.  13. 1 
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And  see  Proctor  v.  Prout,  17  Mich.  473. 
N.  J.— Bowne  v.  Titus,  30  N.  J.  L.  340; 
Kipp  V.  Chamberlin,  20  If.  J.  L.  656. 
Ohio. — Luhrig  v.  Ludlum,  69  Ohio  St. 
311,  69  N.  E.  562,  100  Am.  St.  Rep. 
675;  Vore  v.  Woodford,  29  Ohio  St. 
249.  Wash.— Burrichter  v.  Cline,  3 
Wash.  135,  28  Pac.  367,  involving  §§116, 
117,  Code  of  1881. 

Compare  2   Standard   Proc.   944. 

[a]  Facts  Showing  Intent. — An  affi- 
davit that  the  debtor  has  disposed  of 
his  property  "with  intent  to  defraud 
his  creditors"  is  defective  on  this 
ground.  "He  could  only  swear  to  facts 
from  which  the  law  would  or  might 
draw  its  own  conclusion."  Kipp  v, 
Chamberlin,  20  N.  J.  L.  656.  Compare 
2  Standard  Proc,  946,  954. 

22.  Mass. — In  re  Blake,  106  Mass. 
501.  Mich. — Badger  v.  Reade,  39  Mich. 
771.  Ohio.-^Luhrig  v.  Ludlum,  69  Ohio 
St.  311,  69  N.  E.  562,  100  Am.  St.  Rep. 
675. 

[a]  If  the  debtor  be  under  guardian- 
ship as  an  insane  person  or  a  spend- 
thrift, an  affidavit  looking  towards  his 
arrest  which  avers  that  he  has  prop- 
erty, not  exempt  from  execution;  which 
he  does  not  intend  to  apply  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  dges  not 
charge  him  with  any  wrong  since  the 
entire  control  and  management  of  his 
property  is  in  his  guardian.  In  re 
Blake,  106  Mass.  501. 

23.  Cal.— Payne  v.  Elliot,  54  Cal, 
339,  35  Am.  Rep.  80;  Davis  v.  Eobin- 
son, 10  Cal.  411,  involving  complaints. 
Mass. — Frost's  Case,  127  Mass.  550. 
See  also  Radovsky  v.  Sperling,  187 
Mass.  202,  72  N.  E.  949.  Mich.— Badger 
V.  Reade,  39  Mich.  771,  involving  an 
affidavit.  N.  0. — Peebles  v.  Foote,  83 
N.  C.  102. 

[a]     A  Test. — These  averments  should 
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to  prepare  Eis  defense.^*    Merely  evidentiary  facts,  however,  need  not 
be  stated.^* 

In  some  states  the  affidavit  may  be  made  upon  information  and  be- 
lief;^® in  others,  while  the  affidavit  may  state  generally  the  gTo^^nds  of 
the  application  upon  belief  alone,"^  the  grounds  for  that  belief  must 
be  shown  by  a  statement  of  facts  with  which  the  affiant  is  personally 
fainiliar,^^  or,  in  other  words,  of  which  he  has  sufficient  knowledge  to 
testify  as  a  witness.^"  Where  the  affidavit  is  on  information  and  be- 
lief, the  sources  of  such  information  must  be  stated.'"  Where  the  writ 
is  sought  on  the  ground  that  the  debtor  withholds  his  money  or  secretes 
his  property  the  affidavit  should  show  that  defendant  had  property  or 
money  that  could  be  appropriated  to  the  particular  debt.^^  Gram- 
matical errors  which  do  not  destroy  the  meaning  of  the  words  used  Avill 
not  render  the  affidavit  defective.^^ 


be  -with  sufSlcient  fullness,  clearness 
and  precision  to  inform  the  debtor  of 
the  nature  and  particulars  of  the  trans-, 
action  to  be  proved  against  him,  and  to 
enable  him  to  prepare  his  defense. 
Prost's  Case,  127  Mass.  550. 

24.  Frost's  Case,  127  Mass.  550, 
in  which  the  court  reasoned  from  the 
analogous  question  of  the  sufficiency  of 
charges  of  fraud  in  this  respect  upon 
an  application  for  discharge  as  an  in- 
solvent, as  to  which,  see  infra,  II,  C, 

15,  1,   (11),  g. 

[a]  In  Eadovsky  v.  Sperling,  187 
Mass.  202,  72  N.  E.  949,  the  court,  in 
speaking  of  an  allegation  in  an  affi- 
davit attempting  to  set  up  the  ground 
of  fraud,  says:  "While  this  charge  is 
very  general,  and,  before  pleading,  the 
debtor  might  be  entitled  to  have  spe- 
cifications filed,  if  he  seasonably  re- 
quested, yet  in  the  absence  of  such  a 
request,  or  where  the  charge  can  ba 
made  specific  fey  its  reference  to  the 
action  or  otherwise,  the  charge  may  be 
regarded  as  sufficiently  definite  for  the 
purpose  of  the  examination  thereon." 
And,  to  the  same  efEeet,  Noyes  v.  Man- 
ning, 162  Mass.  14,  37  N.  E.  768. 

Averments  of  fraud  to  secure  pro- 
visional arrest,  see  2  Standabd  Pboc. 
946,,  963. 

25.  Luhrig  v.  Ludlum,  69  Ohio  St. 
311,  69  N.  E.  562,  100  Am.  St.  Bep. 
675. 

26.  Peebles  v.  Poote,  83  N.  C.  102; 
Gates  V.  Maxon,  Kerr  &  Co.,  2  Ohio 
Dec.  (Beprint)  132,  in  a  case  of  fraud. 
Compare  2  Standard  Pboc.  936,  939. 

27.  Proctor  c.  Prout,  17  Mich.  473. 

28.  Badger  v.  Eeade,  39  Mich.  771; 
Proctor  V.  Prout,   17  Micb.  473.     See 


also  Luton  v.  Newaygo  Circuit  Judge, 
70  Mich.  152,  38  N.  W.  13,  a  case  of 
provisional  arrest,  where  the  court,  in 
holding  an  afiidavit  to'  be  insufficient 
says:  "The  affiant  neither  states  facts 
positively  nor  states  the  circumstances 
upon  which  he  has  good  reason  to  be- 
lieve that  they  exist.  This  must  be 
done  in  order  to  give  the  court  juris- 
diction. ' ' 

[a]  Where  such  personal  knowledge 
cannot  fairly  be  presumed  from  thg 
facts  and  circumstances  related,  it 
should,  "in  some  manner,  be  affirma- 
tively shown  in  the  affidavit"  that  the 
affiant  possessed  the  requisite  personal 
knowledge  of  the  facts  averred.  Proc- 
tor V.  Prout,  17  Mich.  473.  Compare 
2  Standard  Proc.  939. 

29.  Badger  v.  Eeade,  39  Mich.  771; 
Proctor  V.  Prout,  17  Mich.  473.  See  2 
Standard  Proc.  929,  et  seq. 

[a]  The  hearsay  rule  of  evidence 
must  not  be  violated  in  the  affidavit. 
Proctor  V.  Prout,  17  Mich.  473. 

As  to  who  may  make  this  affidavit, 
see  infra,  II,  C,  8,  b,  (III). 

30.  Peebles  v.  Poote,  83  TST.  C.  102. 
See  also  De  Weerth  v.  Feldner,  16  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  295,  25  How.  Pr.  419;  Cook 
V.  Boach,  21  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  152;  and 
2  Standard  Proc.  939. 

31.  Tuttle  V.  Wilson,  24  111.  553; 
Gorton  v.  Prizzell,  20  111.  291.  Compare 
Fergus  v.  Hoard,  15  111.  357,  where  it 
is  said  that  it  is  to  be  implied  that  the 
debtor  has  property  from  a  statement 
that  he  refused  to  surrender  "his  prop- 
erty." 

32.  Stearns  v.  Hemenway,  162  Mass. 
17,  37  N.  E.  766;  Kellogg  v.  Leach,  162 
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(m.)  Who  May  Make.  —  In  case  a  creditor  is  incapable  of  taking  the 
required  oath  the  affidavit  of  one  who  appears  for  him  in  the  action,'* 
or  who  manages  such  creditor's  concerns,'*  will  be  sufficient.  Thus, 
where  the  creditor  is  a  corporation  such  an  affidavit  may  be  made  by 
its  agent.'^  So  where  the  creditor  does  not  personally  know  the  re- 
quisite facts  he  may  present  an  affidavit  by  one  who  does  know  the 
fact^.'"  In  the  absence  of  some  such  incapacity  on  the  part  of  the 
creditor,  the  right  of  an  agent  to  make  such  an  affidavit  is  restricted  to 
an  averment  of  the  amount  of  the  debt,'^  although  it  has  been  held  that 
an  affidavit  of  a  creditor  which  is,  standing  alone,  inadequate,  may  be 
supplemented  by  affidavits  of  his  agents.'' 

The  creditor's  attorney  is  authorized  by  the  statutes  of  some  states 
to  make  the  necessary  affidavit." 

(IV.)  Who  May  Administer  Oath.*" — The  officer  before  whom  the  affi- 
davit may  be  sworn  to  depends  upon  special  or  general  statutes  govern- 
ing such  matters.*^ 

(V.)    Amended  and  Supplemental  Affldavits.^z — Any  merely  formal  de- 


Mass.  45,  37  ]*T.  E.  767;  Abbott  v.  Tuck- 
er, 4  Allen  (Mass.)  72. 

[a]  An  Illustration. — An  affidavit 
which  states  that  "the  defendants," 
naming  them,  "has  property  . 
which  he  does  not  intend  to  apply," 
is  to  be  construed  distributively,  and 
as  if  it  had  said  that  "each  of  the 
defendants  has  property."  Kellogg  v. 
Leach,  162  Mass.  45,  37  N.  E.  767; 
Abbott  V.  Tucker,  4  Allen  (Mass.)   72. 

As  to  amendments  of  the  affidavit  in 
such  a  case,  see  infra,  II,  G,  8,  b,  (V). 

33.  Ex  parte  Sargeant,  17  Vt.  425, 
under  a  statute  requiring  that  the  plain- 
tiff file  an  affidavit  "stating  that  he 
believes. ' ' 

[a]  Where  the  creditor  is  an  idiot 
the  necessary  affidavit  may  be  made  by 
his  guardian  by  whom  the  action  is 
being  prosecuted.  Ex  parte  Sargeant, 
17  Vt.  425. 

34.  Ex  parte  Sargeant,  17  Vt.  425. 
Compare  2  Standaed  Peoc.  929. 

[a]  The  principle  upon  which  this 
rule  rests  is  expressed  by  the  court  in 
Ex  parte  Sargeant,  17  Vt.  425,  which 
was  decided  under  a  statute  which  pro- 
vided that  the  plaintiff  should  make 
affidavit  that  "he"  believed,  etc.  It 
was  there  said:  "But  when  there  ia 
no  such  person  who  can  take  the  oath, 
the  statute  will  engraft  an  exception 
on  itself  in  favor  of  the  agent  or  head 
of  the  corporation." 

35.  Ex  parte  Sargeant,  17  Vt.  425. 
See  a  Standard  Peoc.  930. 
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36.  Badger  v.  Eeade,  39  Mich.  771; 
Proctor  V.  Prout,  17  Mich.  473.  Com- 
pare 2  Standard  Peoc.  929,  930. 

37.  Hill  V.  Hunt,  20  N.  J.  L.  476. 

38.  In  re  Heath,  40  Kan.  333,  19 
Pac.  926.  Compare  2  Standard  Pboc. 
929,  n.  20;  930,  n.  26. 

[a]  Creditor's  Affidavit  Must  Be 
Filed. — "Whether  supplemented  by  the 
affidavit  of  others  or  sufficient  in  itself 
the  affidavit  of  the  creditor  must  be 
filed.  In  re  Heath,  40  Kan.  333,  19 
Pac.  926. 

As  to  amended  and  supplemental  af- 
fidavits generally,  see  infra,  11,  C,  8, 
b,  (V). 

39.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  In  re  Heath,  40  Kan. 
333,  19  Pac.  926;  Shaw  v.  Silverstein, 
'21  B.  I.  500,  44  Atl.  931. 

[a]  Agent  Not  an  Attorney. — Such 
a  statute,  however,  furnishes  no  such 
authority  to  an  agent  who  is  not  an 
attorney.  In  re  Heath,  40  Kan.  333,  19 
Pac.  926. 

40.  Before  whom  affidavit  for  pro- 
visional arrest  may  be  taken,  see  2 
Standard  Proc.  932. 

41.  See  2  Standard  Proc.  932,  and 
the  title  "Oath  and  Affirmation." 

[a]  Before  Clerk  of  Court. — ^Fergus 
V.  Hoard,  15  111.  357;  Atkinson  v. 
Micheaux,  1  Humph.  (Tenn.)  312,  Act 
of  1831,  ch.  40,  §6. 

42.  Supplementing  and  amending  af- 
fidavit for  provisional  arrest,  see  2 
Standard  Fboc.  961. 
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fects  m  the  affidavit  may  be  amended.*'  Facts  justifying  an  arrest 
which  are  not  set  up  in  the  original  affidavit  or  complaint,  may  be  shown 
by  an  amendment  thereof  or  a  supplement  thereto,  according  as  the 
facts  alleged  were  or  were  not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  filing  the 
original  pleading.** 

c.  Certificate  of  Wilful  and  Malicious  Act.  — (I.)  General  Statement. 
In  some  jurisdictions  the  issuance  of  the  execution  in  an  action  of  tres- 
pass or  trespass  on  the  case  is  predicated  upon  a  certificate  of  the 
court  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  through  the  wilful  and  malicious 
act  of  the  defendant.** 

(11.)   How  Obtained The  practice  in  obtaining  this  certificate  is 

usually  regulated  by  statutes  which  must  be  closely  followed.*'  It  is 
obtained  upon  a  motion  addressed  to  the  trial  eourt,*^  and  may  not  be 
made  by  a  court  sitting  as  an  appellate  tribunal.*^  Notice  in  a  pre- 
scribed form  is  sometimes  required  to  be  given  to  the  debtor,  requir- 
ing him  to  appear  and  submit  to  an  examination  as  to  the  charges 
brought  against  him.*^  A  notice  of  this  sort  is  not  necessary,  how- 
ever, to  answer  the  constitutional  requirement  of  "due  process  of 
law,"'''  and  need  not  be  given  unless  required  by  statute."^ 


43.  Doty  V.  Colton,  90  HI.  453. 

[a]  A  mistake  in  the  date  of  the 
jurat  and  the  omission  of  notarial  seal 
is  a  mere  clerical  error,  not  affflcting 
the ,  substance  of  the  afS.davit,  and 
therefore,  amendable.  Doty  v.  Colton, 
90  lU.  453. 

44.  Davis  v.  Eobinson,  10  Cal.  411; 
In  re  Heath,  40  Kan.  333,  19  Pae.  926. 
Compare  2  Standard  Pboc.  961. 

45.  Mass. — ^Williams  v.  Shillaber,  153 
Mass.  541,  27  N.  E.  767;  Webber  v. 
Davis,  5  Allen  393.  N.  H. — Leighton 
V.  Bills,  75  N.  H.  566,  78  Atl.  643; 
Cooley  V.  Eastman,  57  N.  H.  503;  Sam- 
son V.  Young,  50  N.  H.  62;  Nelson  v. 
Ladd,  47  N.  H.  343.  Vt.— Adams  v. 
"Wait,  42  Vt.  16;  Soule  v.  Austin,  35  Vt. 
515. 

[a]  That  the  cause  of  action  arose 
In  another  state  is  immaterial  in  such 
a  case.  Nelson  v.  Ladd,  47  N.  H. 
343. 

[b]  In  Massachusetts  an  exception 
is  made  in  the  case  of  an  execution  for 
costs.    Eev.  St.,  1902,  ch.  168,  §26. 

46.  Williams  v.  Shillaber,  153  Mass. 
541,  27  N.  E.  767;  Nichols  v.  Packard, 
16  Vt.  147. 

[a]  Customary  practice,  especially 
when  in  conflict  with  statutory  regula- 
tions, will  not  be  permitted  to  validate 
proceedings  to  obtain  this  certificate 
which  do  not  conform  to  the  practice 
as  expressly  provided  by  statute.    Wil- 


liams V.   Shillaber,  153  Mass.  541,  27 
N.  E.  767. 

47.  Leighton  v.  Bills,  75  N.  H.  566, 
78  Atl.  643.  And  see  Cooley  v.  East- 
man, 57  N.  H.  503;  Samson  «.  Young, 
50  N.  H.  62;  Nichols  v.  Packard,  16 
Vt.  147. 

48.  Nichols  V.  Packard,  16  Vt.  147. 

49.  Mass.  Eev.  Laws,  1902,  eh.  168, 
§18,  and  the  following  cases:  Williams 
V.  Shillaber,  153  Mass.  541,  27  N.  E. 
767;  Atwood  v.  Wheeler,  149  Mass.  96, 
21  N.  E.  232;  Way  v.  Brigham,  138 
Mass.  384;  Stewart  v.  Griswold,  134 
Mass.  391;  Carleton  v.  Akron  Sewer 
Pipe  Co.,  129  Mass.  40;  Frost's  Case, 
127  Mass.  550. 

[a]  Where  two  grounds  are  charged, 
and  only  one  requires  this  notice,  a 
certificate  issued  without  any .  such  no- 
tice will  be  deemed  to  have  been 
predicated  on  the  charge  which  re- 
quired no  notice.  Way  v.  Brigham, 
138  Mass.  384. 

[b]  Length  of  Notice. — See  Stew- 
art V.  Griswold,  134  Mass.  391. 

[c]  In  case  of  a  default  by  the  de- 
fendant, the  court  may,  where  the  lan- 
guage of  the  declaration  charges,  in 
substance,  that  the  cause  of  action  is 
one  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
statute,  issue  this  certificate  thereupon. 
Nelson  v.  Ladd,  47  N.  H.  343. 

50.  In  re  Keene,  15  E.  I.  294,  3  Atl, 
418. 

51.  In  re  Keene,  15  E.  I.  294,  3  Atl. 
418. 
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(in.)  Formal  Kectuisites.  —  Such  a  certificate  which  follows  the 
phraseology  of  the  statute  is  sufficient.^^ 

d.  Order  of  Court.^^  —  In  some  jurisdictions  an  execution  against 
the  person  issues  only  upon  an  order  of  court.^*  Usually^  however, 
where  the  debtor  has  been  provisionally  arrested,^^  or  where  facts  neces- 
sarily appearing  in  the  complaint  would  have  entitled  the  creditor  to 
siich  an  order  of  arrest,^*  no  order  directing  the  issuance  of  the  writ 
is  required.  But  where  the  facts  appearing  from  the  record  would 
not  have  authorized  a  provisional  order  of  arrest,  it  being  necessary  to 
present  additional  facts  by  affidavit,  an  order  must  be  obtained.^^  In 
some  states,  however,  a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  issues  on  a  judgment 
in  an  action  of  tort,'*  or  on  a  judgment  for  alimony,'^  -wdthout  a  previ- 
ous order  of  court.  The  court  should  recite  the  manner  in  which  the 
findings  or  conclusions  therein  contained  were  arrived  at.^" 


52.  Webber  v.  Davis,  5  Allen  (Mass.) 
393. 

[a]  Signature. — Where  the  eertifi 
cate  is  made  by  the  court,  in  contra- 
distinction to  a  judge  thereof,  it  may 
be  signed  by  the  clerk  upon  order  of 
the  court.  Leighton  v.  Bills,  75  N.  H. 
566,   78  Atl.  643. 

53.  As  to  order  for  provisional  ar- 
rest, see  2  Standard  Pkoc.  966. 

54.  Cal.— Stewart  v.  Levy,  36  Cal. 
159.  See  Davis  v.  Eobinson,  10  Cal. 
411.  N.  C. — Ledford  v.  Emerson,  143 
N.  C.  527,  55  S.  E.  969.  See  also  Hunt- 
ley V.  Hasty,  132  N.  C.  279,  43  S.  E. 
844.  Ohio.— -See  Hyatt  v.  Eobinson,  15 
Ohio  372.  R.  I. — In  re  Keene,  15  R.  I. 
294,  3  Atl.  418. 

[a]  In  Kentucky  it  is  only  in  the 
actions  for  tort  mentioned  in  §1,  art. 
3,  ch.  38,  Gen.  St.,  1873,  that  the  court 
must  note  at  the  foot  of  the  judgment 
that  the  writ  may  issue.  Purdy  v. 
Squires,  14  Ky.  L.  Rep.  271. 

55.  V.  S. — Norman  v.  Manciette,  1 
Sawy.  484,  18  Fed.  Gas.  No.  10,300. 
Ky. — Purdy  v.  Squires,  14  Ky.  L.  Rep, 
271.  See  also  Long  v.  Wood,  78  Ky. 
392,  involving  Ky.  Gen.  St.,  ch.  92, 
art.  11,  §18,  and  a  capias  pro  fine. 
N.  Y. — Elwood  V.  Gardner,  45  N.  T. 
349,  10  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  238;  Smith 
V.  Knapp,  30  N.  T.  581;  Bull  v.  Mel- 
liss,  13  Abb.  Pr.  241;  Lovee  v.  Car- 
penter, 3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  309;  Crowell 
V.  Brown,  9  Abb.  Pr.  107,  17  How.  Pr. 
68;   Ginoehio  v.  Pigari,  2  Abb.  Pr.  185, 

4  E.  D.  Smith  227.  See  also  Cheney 
V.   Garbutt,   1   Code  Rep.    (N.   S.)    166, 

5  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  467.  N.  C— Kin- 
ney V.  Laughenour,  97  N.  C.  325,  2  8. 
E.  43.    Ore.— Banning  v.  R07,  47  Ore. 

Vol.  XVI 


119,  82  Pac.  708,  114  Am.  St.  Rep. 
908.  S.  D. — ^Hermann  v.  Sherin,  8  S.  D. 
36,  65  N.  W.  434,  59  Am.  St.  Rep. 
744. 

[a]  Where  no  such  order  is  neces- 
sary a  motion  therefor  should  not  be 
denied  but  should  be  dismissed.  Bull 
V.  Melliss,  13  Abb.  P*.   (N.  Y.)   241. 

56.  N.  Y. — Corwin  v.  Freeland,  6  N. 
Y.  560;  Ginoehio  v.  Figari,  4  E. .  D. 
Smith  227;  Kloppeuburg  v.  Neefus,  4 
Sandf.  655;  Loekwood  v.  Van  Slyke,  18 
How.  Pr.  45;  Cooney  v.  Van  Rensselaer, 
1  Code  Rep.  38;  People  ex  rel.  Bur- 
roughs V.  Willett,  26  Barb.  78.  N.  C. 
Peebles  v.  Foote,  83  N.  C.  102.  S.  D. 
Winton  v.  Knott,  7  S.  D.  179,  63  N.  W. 
783;  Hermann  v.  Sherin,  8  S.  D.  36, 
65  N.  W.  434,  59  Am.  St.  Rep.  744 
Vt.— Adams  v.  Wait,  42  Vt.  16. 

[a]  Provided  the  complaint  has  been 
properly  verified,  and  that  the  judg- 
ment was  not  had  upon  a  default. 
Peebles  v.  Foote,  83  N.  C.  102. 

57.  People  ex  rel.  Burroughs  v.  Wil- 
lett, 26  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  78;  Alden  v. 
Sarson,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  102;  Hum- 
phrey V.  Brown,  17  How.  Pr.  (N,  Y.) 
481;  Banning  v.  Roy,  47  Ore.  119,  82 
Pao.  708,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  908. 

58.  Kintzel  v.  Olsen  (N.  J.  L.),  73 
Atl.  962. 

59.  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  166  Mass.  226, 
44  N.  E.  143. 

As  to  the  enforcement  of  judgments 
for  alimony  generally,  see  7  Standard 
Pkoc.  814. 

60.  Bowne  v.  Titus,  30  N.  J.  L. 
340. 

[a]  An  order  which  states  that  proof 
was  made  to  his  satisfaction  that  the 
defendant  had  fraudulently  contracted 
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e.  Verdict  in  Action  in  Tort.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  an  execution 
against  the  person  may  be  predicated  upon  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
in  an  action  in  tort,  stating  that  in  committing  the  tort  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  either  malice,  fraud  or  wilful  deceit."'^ 

f .  Trial  and  Determination  of  Grounds  of  Arrest.  —  Where  the  de- 
fendant is  charged  in  the  complaint  with  a  fraud  involved  in  the  cause 
of  action,^^  or  collateral  thereto,^^  he  is  entitled  to  a  jury  trial.  Charges 
preferred  by  affidavit  of  facts  extraneous  to  the  cause  of  action,'*  as 


a  debt  and  that  he  "had  property  or 
rights  or  credits,  moneys  or  effects,  either 
in  his  own  possession,  or  in  the  pos- 
session" of  others,  is  defective.  Bowne 
V.  Titus,  30  N.  J.  L.  340. 

[b]  The  order  should  certify  that 
probable  cause  is  shown  by  the  afS.- 
davit.  Hurd's  Eev.  St.  (111.),  1909, 
§62. 

61.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Mitchell  v.  Crowl,  57 
Colo.  405,  140  Pac.  793;  Coryell  v.  Law- 
son,  25  Colo.  App.  432,  139  Pac.  25. 

[a]  On  -Default.  —  Under  statutes 
providing  that  the  relief  awarded  in 
case  no  answer  be  filed  shall  not  ex- 
ceed that  expressly  asked  for  in  the 
complaint,  it  is  improper  to  order  the 
issuance  of  an  execution  against  the 
defendant's  person  unless  demand 
therefor,  be  made  in  the  complaint. 
Jahl  V.  Lewis,  57  Colo.  109,  139  Pac. 
1113. 

[b]  The  verdict  need  not  be  in  the 
exact  terms  of  the  statute;  it  is  enough 
that  it  clearly  appears  therefrom  that 
the  jury  considered  the  defendant  as 
being  guilty  of  some  cause  of  arrest 
provided  for  therein.  Mitchell  v.  Crowl, 
57  Colo.  405,  140  Pac.  793. 

62.  Cal. — Davis  v.  Robinson,  10  Cal. 
411.  N.  Y. — See  Corwin  v.  Preeland,  6 
How.  Pr.  241.  N.  C. — Copeland  v. 
Fowler,  151  N.  C.  353,  66  S.  E.  215; 
Ledford  v.  Emerson,  143  N.  C.  527,  55 
S.  E.  969. 

As  to  necessity  making  such  charge 
in  the  complaint  and  as  to  manner  of 
its  averment  generally,  see  supra,  II, 
C,  8,  b. 

[a]  In  California  there  is  a  distinc- 
tion to  be  observed  in  this  regard  be- 
tween cases  where  the  arrest  is  sought 
on  execution  and  an  arrest  pending  the 
action.  In  the  latter  case  a  determina- 
tion of  the  facts  by  a  jury  is  not  de- 
mandable.  Davis  v.  Robinson,  10  Cal. 
411. 

[b]  lu  Illinois  it  Is  not  necessary 


that  'a  judgment  in  the  justice 's  court 
be  based  upon  a  verdict  by  a  jury  in 
order  to  support  an  execution  against 
the  person.  Where  this  writ  is  sought 
on  a  ground  not  inhering  in  the  cause 
of  action,  but  one  arising  from  some 
extraneous  and  subsequent  conduct  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  the  writ 
may  issue  upon  an  affidavit.  Whether 
the  allegations  in  the  affidavit  are  truo 
is  a  matter  upon  which  the  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  a  hearing  and  a  jury 
trial.  The  imprisonment  cannot  be  con- 
tinued except  under  the  verdict  of  a 
jury.     Boos  v.  White,  64  111.  App.  177. 

63.  Ledford  v.  Emerson,  143  N.  C. 
502,  527,  51  S.  E.  42. 

64.  N.  J.— Bowne  i).  Titus,  30  N.  J,, 
L.  340;  Hill  v.  Hunt,  20  N.  J.  L.  476. 
Ohio. — See  Hyatt  v.  Robinson,  15  Ohio 
372,  401.  B.  I.— In  re  Keene,  15  R.  I. 
294,  3  Atl.  418.  See  also  Shaw  v.  Sil- 
verstein,  21  R.  I.  500,  44  Atl.  931. 

[a]  In  Michigan  (1)  the  facts  upon 
which  the  execution  issues  are  pre- 
sented by  affidavit  and  passed  upon  ex 
parte.  Proctor  v.  Prout,  17  Mich.  473. 
See  also  Badger  v.  Reade,  39  Mich.  771, 
(2)  "The  warrant  issues  and  the  re- 
spondent is  brought  in.  He  may  contro- 
vert the  allegation  and  verify  his  de- 
nial by  affi.davit.  The  whole  issue  is 
upon  the  allegations  of  the  complain- 
ant and  the  result  depends  upon  those 
and  their  truth,  which  is  held  admitted 
if  not  denied."  Badger  v.  Reade, 
supra. 

[b]  Due  Process  of  Law. — "The 
statute,  however  (referring  to  R.  I. 
Pub.  Stat.,  1909,  cap.  222,  §14)  does 
not  prescribe  any  notice,  and  to  give 
one  would,  in  many  cases,  defeat  the 
purpose  of  the  statute.  Notice  was  not 
necessary  to  answer  the  constitutional 
requirement  of  '  due  process  of  law, ' 
the  judgment  having  been  duly  recov- 
ered." In  re  Keene,  15  R.  I.  294,  3 
Atl.  418.  See  also  Shaw  v.  Silverstein, 
21  E.  L  500,  44  Atl.  931. 

Vol.  XVI 


288  JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 

well  as  all  questions  of  law^"  may  be  determined  by  the  court. 

Where  the  execution  is  issued  upon  a  certificate  of  the  court  declar- 
ing the  cause  of  action  to  have  arisen  from  the  wilful  and  malicious 
act  or  neglect  of  the  defendant,  the  allowance  or  refusal  thereof  be- 
comes a  matter  of  diseretion,*^  to  be  exercised  after  a  consideration  of 
all  the  facts  as  disclosed  at  the  trial. ^'  Furthermore  it  is  a  question 
solely  within  the  province  of  the  court;  the  opinion  of  the  jury  that 
the  act  or  omission  of  the  defendant  was  not  wilful  and  malicious  is 
not  material.^*  Tt  is  considered  unnecessary  for  the  court  to  separately 
hear  and  determine  the  grounds  of  arrest.®^  Where  the  charges  upon 
which  the  debtor's  arrest  is  sought  are  to  be  submitted  to  a  jury  and 
are  set  out  with  the  cause  of  action,  a  special  issue  thereon  should  be 
framed  and  submitted  to  the  jury,^"  unless  the  cause  of  action  is  of 
such  a  nature  that  the  questions  of  debt  and  cause  for  arrest  can  be 
tried  in  one  issue  so  as  to  have  a  clear  and  intelligible  finding  as  to 
each  of  them.'^  Under  the  statutes  in  some  states  the  proof  may  be 
made  either  before  the  court  or  a  commissioner,'^  whose  duty  it  is  to 
decide  upon  the  legality  and  credibility'''  as  well  as  the  sufficiency'*  of 
the  evidence.'^ 

g.  Mandamus  To  Compel  Issuance.'"'  —  The  issuance  of  a  capias 
may  be  compelled  by  mandamus  in  a  proper  case  for  such  a  writ," 
but  not  otherwise.'* 


65.  Huntington  v.  Metzger,  158  HI, 
272,  288,  41  N.  E.  881. 

[a]  For  example,  the  question  of 
the  sufficiency  of  the  affidavit  for  ar- 
rest or  of  the  return  of  the  sheriff  upon 
the  execution  against  the  property,  be- 
ing questions  of  law,  cannot  be  sub- 
mitted to  a  jury.  Huntington  v.  Metz- 
ger, 158  HI.  272,  288,  41  N.  E.  881. 

66.  Soule  V.  Austin,  35  Vt.  515,  519; 
Eobinson  v.  Wilson,  22  Vt.  35,  52  Am. 
Dee.  77. 

As  to  wheu  the  execution  issues  upon 
a  certificate  of  tbe  court,  see  supra, 
n,  C,  8,  c. 

67.  Stowe  V.  Powell,  46  Vt.  471. 

68.  Eobinson  v.  Wilson,  22  Vt.  35, 
52  Am.  Dee.  77. 

[a]  Afidavits  of  the  jurors  that 
they  did  not  consider  the  act  or  omis- 
sion of  the  defendant  wilful  or  ma- 
licious will  not  be  received  by  the 
court  in  determining  this  question. 
Eobinson  v.  Wilson,  22  Vt.  35,  52  Am. 
Dee.  77. 

69.  Eobinson  v.  Wilson,  22  Vt.  35, 
52  Am.  Dec.  77. 

[a]  A  further  and  separate  hearing 
is  not  Improper,  however,  and,  should 
the  mind  of  the  court  be  unsatisfied  at 
the  close  of  the  trial,  a  further  hear- 
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ing  may  be  had,  its  necessity  resting 
in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court. 
Eobinson  v.  Wilson,  22  Vt.  35,  52  Am. 
Dec.  77.  See  also  Ledford  v.  Emerson, 
143  N.  C.  502,  527,  51  S.  E.  42. 

70.  Davis  v.  Eobinson,  10  Cal^  411; 
Ledford  v.  Emerson,  143  N.  C.  502,  527, 
51  S.  E.  42,  expressly  repudiating  ,the 
dictum  to  the  contrary  in  Peebles  v, 
Poote,  83  N.  C.  102. 

As  to  special  issues  to  the  jury,  sea 
generally  the  title  "Issues  in  Pleading 
and  Practice." 

71.  N.  H. — Cooley  v.  Eastman,  57 
N.  H.  503.  N.  Y.— Blwood  v.  Gardner, 
45  N.  Y.  349,  10  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  238. 
N.  C— Ledford  v.  Emerson,  143  N.  C. 
502,  527,  51  S.  E.  42. 

72.  Hill  V.  Hunt,  20  N.  J.  L.  476. 

73.  Bowne  v.  Titus,  30  N.  J.  L.  340. 

74.  Hill  V.  Hunt,  20  N.  J.  L.  476. 

75.  An  attorney  of  record  in  the 
cause  may  not  sit  as  a  master  in  chan- 
cery to  de1?ermine  these  matters.  Mc- 
Gregor V.  Crane,  98  Mass.  530. 

76.  See  generally  the  title  "Iilan- 
damus." 

77.  People  v.  Greer,  43  HI.  213. 

78.  People  v.  Healy,  128  HI.  9,  20 
N.  E.  692,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  90,  refusing 
to  compel  the  issuahce  of  an  alias  writ. 
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9.  Form  and  Sufficiency  of  Writ.'^  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  form 
of  the  writ  of  execution  against  the  person  is  prescribed  by  statute  in 
a  number  of  jurisdictions,*"  and  in  such  case  need  contain  no  more 
than  the  statute  requires.*^  A  substantial  and  not  a  literal  compliance 
with  the  prescribed  forms  is  all  that  is  necessary.*^  But  any  substantial 


79.    Form  for  Execution  Against  the 
Person. — (Title    of    court    and    cause.) 

The  state  of ' —  (or  the  people  of 

the  state  of  ),  To  the  sheriff 

of county ,  greetings: 

Whereas,   judgment   was    rendered    on 

the  ^  day  of  ■ ,  19 — ,  in 

an  action  between  ,  as  plain- 
tiff,  and   ,    as     defendant,    in 

favor  of  the  said  plaintiff,  and  against 
the   said   defendant,   for   the     sum     of 

dollars,     as     damages,     and 

dollars  as  costs,  as  appears  by 

the  judgment  roll  in  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  said  court  (^as  to  necessity  of 
conforming  to  the  judgment,  see  infra, 
11,  C,  9,  b)';  and  whereas,  the  said 
judgment  was  docketed  in  this  county 

on  the  day  of  ,  19 — 

{as  to  necessity  of  recital  as  to  docJcet- 
ing,  see  infra,  II,  C,  9,  d,   [II],   [C]); 

and   the    sum    of   dollars    as 

damages  and  dollars  as  coats 

are  now  due  thereon,  with  interest  on 

dollars  from  the  day 

of 


-,  19^-,  at  the  rate  of 


percentum  per  annum;  and  whereas  an 
execution  against  the  property  of  the 

said   (the    debtor)    has   been 

duly  issued  to  you  and  returned  un- 
satisfied (as  to  the  necessity  of  recital 
of  issuance  and  retu'rn  of  prior  execu- 
tion against  property,  see  infra,  II,  C, 
9,  d,   [I]): 

"You   are   therefore    commanded    to 

arrest  the  said ,  the  defendant 

herein,  and  have  his  body  before  said 
court  at  its  next  term  to  be  held  for 
the  county  of  ■ at  the  court- 
house in ,  on  the day 

of  ,  19 — ,  and  commit  him  to 

the  jail  of  the  county,  until  he  shall 
pay  the  judgment,  or  be  discharged, 
according  to  law,  and  make  due  re- 
turn of  the  execution  to  this  court,  and 
how  this  writ  was  executed." 

Herein  fail  not,  and  have  you  then 
and  there  this  writ. 

Issued  on  the day  of  , 

19—. 

(Signed)    

Clerk  of  (here  insert  name  of  court). 

In  commenting  on  this  form,  the  court 


in  Kinney  v.  Laughenour,  97  N.  0.  325, 
2  S.  E.  43,  says:  "It  would  have  been 
well,  also,  ...  to  have  made  brief 
reference  to  the  cause  of  arrest,  al- 
though, perhaps,  this  is  not  essential." 
For  additional  forms  see  9  Standard 
Pboc.  937-940,  and  the  following:  Ind, 
Huntington  v.  Metzger,  158  111.  272,  41 
N.  E.  881.  N.  Y.— Wait's  Pr.,  vol.  4, 
p.  122.  See  involving  the  same,  Hutch- 
inson V.  Brand,  9  N.  Y.  208;  FuUerton 
V.  Fitzgerald,  18  Barb.  441.  N.  C. 
Kinney  v.  Laughenour,  97  N.  0.  325,  2 
8.  E.  43. 

Writ  or  warrant  for  provisional  ar- 
rest, see  2  Standard  Proc.  966. 

Form  and  sufficiency  of  execution 
against  property,  see  15  Standard  Proc. 
790,  et  seq. 

80.  See  the  following:  Ala.— Civ. 
Code,  1907,  §4077.  Ark.— Dig.  St.,  1904, 
§3204.  Conn.— Gen.  St.,  1902,  §898. 
lU.— Hurd's  Eev.  St.,  1909,  ch.  79,  §123. 
Ky.— St.,  1915,  §1651.  Mc— Eev.  St., 
1909,  §2173.  N.  H.— Pub.  St.,  1901,  ch. 
231,  §11.  N.  C— Houston  &  Co.  v. 
Walsh,  79  N.  C.  35.  B.  I.— Gen.  Laws, 
1909,  ch.  303,  112. 

[&]  In  Illinois. — The  sufficiency  of 
such  an  execution  issuing  out  of  a  jus- 
tice's court  is  discussed  in  Subim  v. 
Isador,  88  111.  App.  96. 

81.  HI.— Subim  v.  Isador,  88  111. 
App.  96.  Mich. — Fruitport  v.  Circuit 
Judge,  90  Mich.  20,  51  N.  W.  109. 
N.  Y.— Hutchinson  v.  Brand,  9  N.  Y. 
208,  affirming  6  How.  Pr.  73;  O'Shea 
V.  Kohn,  38  Hun  149. 

[a]  Limiting  Time  of  Imprisonment. 
Where  statutes  provide  that  a  debtor 
shall  not,  in  certain  designated  cases,, 
be  imprisoned  beyond  a  given  length 
of  time,  but  no  mention  of  this  is  made 
in  the  statute  which  directs  what  the 
writ  shall  contain,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  writ  should  limit  the  time 
of  imprisonment.  Subim  v.  Isador,  88 
HI.  App.  96.  As  to  discharge  from  cus- 
tody at  the  expiration  of  such  period 
see  infra,  II,  C,  15,  h. 

82.  Webster  v.  Farley,  6  Elackf. 
(Ind.)  163;  Hutchinson  'v.  Brand,  9  N. 
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departure  therefrom  ■will  invalidate  the  writ.*'  Mere  clerical  mis- 
takes,** or  trivial  irregularities,'^  of  the  presence  of  harmless  surplus- 
age,8'5  wiU  not  affect  the  validity  of  the  writ,  nor  will  defects  which  are 
not  only  nonprejudicial,  hut  are,  instead,  actually  beneficial  to  the 
debtor.*'  The  general  requirements  are  that  the  writ  issue  in  the  name 
of  the  state,**  and  that  the  sheriff  arrest  the  judgment  debtor,*'  and 
commit  him  to  the  jail  of  the  county,  until  he  pays  the  judgment  or 
is  discharged  according  to  law.^"    The  execution  should  further  require 


T.  208,  affirmng  6  How.  Pr.  73,  under 
§289,  Code  Civ.  Proc. 

[a]  An  execution  commencing ' '  state 
of  "  is  a  substantial  com- 
pliance with  a  constitutional  provision 
requiring   the   style    of   all   process   to 

be  "The  state  of  ."    Webster 

V.  Farley,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  163. 

[b]  Omission  of  Provision  as  to 
Discharge. — The  omission  in  the  man- 
datory clause  of  such  process  of  the 
Words,  "or  be  discharged,''  was  held 
not  to  lessen  the  power  of  the  sheriff 
to  arrest  and  commit  the  debtor,  nor 
to  throw  any  obstacles  in  the  way  of 
the  debtor's  discharge,  provided  any 
event  short  of  payment  should  occur, 
entitling  him  to  his  discharge.  Hutch- 
inson V.  Brand,  9  N.  T.  208. 

83.  Finley   v.   Smith,   15   N.    C.   95. 

84.  Ga.  —  Jordan  v.  Porterfield,  19 
Ga.  139,  63  Am.  Dec.  301.  Me.— Blake 
V.  Blanchard,  48  Me.  297.  Mass. — Cur- 
rier V.  Bartlett,  122  Mass.  133. 

[a]  Manifest  Mistake  in  Date  of 
Judgment. — Currier  v.  Bartlett,  122 
Mass.  133. 

[b]  A  clerical  mistake  in  the  date 
of  the  teste  of  the  capias  will  not  af- 
fect its  validity.  Jordan  v.  Porterfield, 
19  Ga.  139,  63  Am.  Dec.  301. 

[c]  Where  Ifame  of  One  of  Several 
Debtors  Is  Misspelled. — In  such  a  case 
the  writ  is  valid  and  regular  as  to 
the  debtors  whose  names  appear  there- 
in correctly  and  as  to  the  others  the 
error  may  be  corrected  by  an  amend- 
ment.   Blake  v.  Blanchard,  48  Me.  297. 

[d]  A  mistake  in  the  name  of  the 
town  where  the  jail  is  situated  is  mere- 
ly a  clerical  error  and  does  not  render 
the  execution  void.  Avery  v.  Lewis,  16 
Vt.  332,  33  Am.  Dec.  203. 

[e]  Where  a  different  venue  is  laid 
in  the  margin  of  an  execution  from 
that  appearing  in  the  body  thereof  this 
will  not  vitiate  the  execution.  Avery 
V.  Lewis,  16  Vt.  332,  33  Am.  Dec.  203. 

As  to  amendment  of  the  writ  to  cor- 
rect such  errors,  see  infra,  II,  C,  9,  h. 
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85.  Ala. — Stewart  v.  Cunningham,  22 
Ala.  626.  Ga.— Jordan  v.  Porterfield,  19 
Ga.  139,  63  Am.  Dec.  301.  Ind.— Web- 
ster V.  Farley,  6  Blackf.  163.  Kan. 
In  re  Heath,  40  Kan.  333,  19  Pac.  926. 

86.  Stewart  v.  Cunningham,  22  Ala. 
626. 

87.  In  re  Heath,  40  Kan.  333,  19  Pac. 
926. 

[a]  Amount  of  Costs  Left  Blank. 
Since  this  defeated  the  right  to  collect 
costs  it  was  a  benefit  to  the  defendant. 
In  re  Heath,  40  Kan.  333,  19  Pac.  926. 

88.  Webster  v.  Farley,  6  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  163;  Houston  &  Co.  v.  Walsh, 
79  N.  C.  35.  Compare  2  Standard  Peoo. 
967. 

89.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Cal. — Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§682.  Idaho.— Eev.  Code,  1908,  §4471. 
Ind.— Ann.  St.,  1914,  §724.  Kan.— Gen. 
St.,  1909,  §6102.  Ky.— Long  v.  Wood, 
78  Ky.  392,  involving  a  capias  pro 
fine.  Mont.— Eev.  Codes,  1907,  §6814. 
N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1372;  Hutch- 
inson V.  Brand,  9  N.  Y.  208;  Fisher  v. 
Young,  41  Misc.  552,  85  N.  Y.  Supp. 
115,  affirmed,  95  App.  Div.  619,  88  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1101.  N.  C— Eevisal  of  1905, 
§627;  Kinney  v.  Laughenour,  97  N.  C. 
325,  2  S.,E.  43;  Finley  v.  Smith,  15 
N.  C.  95.  N.  D.— Rev.  Codes,  1905,  §7104. 
Ore.— Lord's  Laws,  1910,  §215.  S.  0. 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  1902,  §308.  S.  D.— Code 
Civ.  Proc,  1910,  §334.  Utah.— Comp. 
Laws,  1907,  §3233.  Wash.— Eem.  & 
Bal.  Code,  §513.    Wis.— St.,  1898,  §2969. 

[a]  When  an  execution  is  issued 
against  a  corporation  it  should  specify 
by  name  the  directors  or  officers  if  it 
is  desired  to  take  their  persons  in  exe- 
cution; the  words  "president,  directors, 
and  company"  are  not  the  description 
of  any  individual  persons.  Nichols  v. 
Thomas,  4  Mass.  232.  See  also  Wil- 
marth  v.  Burt,  7  Mete  (Mass.)  257, 
260. 

90.  See  generally  the  statutes  cited 
in  preceding  notes  and  the  following: 
Hutchinson  v.  Brand,   9    N,    T.    208j 
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the  sheriff  to  make  due  return  thereof,"^  but  a  failure  to  direct  the 
time  of  such  return  will  not  render  the  writ  void.'"' 

Though  it  is  better  practice  to  recite  on  the  face  of  the  execution 
the  nature  of  the  action,'^  it  is  not  necessary  to  do  so,®*  especially 
where,  by  a  reference  to  the  judgment,  it  appears  that  the  execution 
is  regular  in  all  other  respects.®^  Unless  statutes  provide  otherwise 
the  seal  of  the  court  issuing  the  writ  is  indispensable  to  its  validity."^ 

b.  Conformity  to  Judgment.  —  (I.)  General  Statement.  —^  The  gen- 
eral rule  is  that  a  writ  of  execution  against  the  person  should  in  all 
respects  follow  the  judgment  which  it  is  to  satisfy.®' 

(II.)  Joint  Debtors  and  Creditors.  — Accordingly  an  execution  against 
the  person  must  run  against  all  the  defendants,®^  and  be  in  the  name 


.  Fisher  v.  Young,  41  Miss.  552,  85  N.  Y, 
Supp.  115,  affirmed,  95  App.  Div.  619 
88  N.  Y.  Supp.  1101;  Kinney  v.  Laughe- 
nour,  97  N.  C.  325,  2  S.  E.  43;  Finlej 
V.  Smith,  15  N.  C.  95. 

[a]    The  payment  of   the  judgment 
contemplated  in  the  writ  should  be  to 
the  plaintiff  and  not  to  the  state.    Ab- 
bott V.  Daniel,  3  Mete.  (Ky.)  339. 
As  to  discharge,  see  infra,  II,  C,  15. 

91.  Kinney  v.  Laughenour,  97  N.  0. 
325,  2  S.  E.  43;  Houston  &  Co.  v. 
Walsh,  79  N.  C.  35.  Coinpare  2  Stand- 
ard Proc.  967. 

92.  Benediet,  etc.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Thay- 
er, 20  Hun  (N.  Y.)  547,  59  How.  Pr. 
272;  Fake  v.  Edgerton,  3  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  229,  5  Duer  681;  Douglas  v. 
Haberstro,  2  N.  Y.  Civ.  Proc.  186. 
Compare,  Houston  &  Co.  v.  Walsh,  79 
N.  C.  35,  where  the  court  says  that 
?'this  defect  seems  to  be  substantial." 

93.  Fullerton  v.  Fitzgerald,  18  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  441,  10  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  37; 
Kinney  v.  Laughenour,  97  N.  C.  325, 
2  S.  E.  43.  Compare  2  Standard  Peoc. 
968. 

94.  Fullerton  v.  Fitzgerald,  18  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  441,  10  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  37; 
Kinney  v.  Laughenour,  97  N.  C.  325,  2 
S.  E.  43. 

95.  Fullerton  v.  Fitzgerald,  18  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)   441,  10  How.  Pr.  37. 

96.  Ark.— See  Woolford  v.  Dugan,  2 
Ark.  131,  35  Am.  Dec.  52.  N.  H. 
Hutchins  v.  Edson,  1  N.  H.  139.  N.  0. 
Finley  v.  Smith,  15  N.  C.  95. 

97.  Ala. — Stewart  v.  Cunningham,  22 
Ala.  626.  Cal. — Davis  v.  Robinson,  10 
Cal.  411.  Conn. — Palmer  v.  Palmer,  2 
Conn.  462.  Del. — Fromberger  v.  Kars- 
ner,  1  Houst.  290.  La. — Casson  v.  Cure- 
ton,  12  Mart.  O.  S.  435.  Mass.— Thom- 
son  V.  Sleeper,  168  Mass.  373,  47  N.  E. 


106.  N.  Y. — ^Farmers',  ete.  Bank  v. 
Crane,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  434.  N.  C. 
Judson  V.  McLelland,  44  N.  C.  262; 
Howzer  v.  Dellinger,  23  N.  0.  475. 
R.  I.— Taylor  v.  Ames,  5  R.  I.  361. 
Tenn. — Saunders  v.  Gallaher,  2  Humph. 
445.  Bng. — Pennoir  v.  Brace,  1  Salk. 
319,  91  Bng.  Reprint  282. 

See  15  Standard  Peoc.  798,  811. 

[a]  The  Christian  names  of  the  de- 
fendants need  not  appear  in  writ  if 
they  are  not  to  be  found  in  the  judg- 
ment.   Wall  V.  Jarrott,  25  N.  C.  42. 

98.  Ala. — Stewart  v.  Cunningham,  22 
Ala.  626.  Del. — Fromberger  v.  Kars- 
ner,  1  Houst.  290.  Mass. — Hamilton 
V.  Lyman,  9  Mass.  14;  Bowdoin  v.  Jor- 
dan, 9  Mass.  160.  N.  Y.— Farmers', 
etc.  Bank  v.  Crane,  15  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
434;  Whitman  v.  Jamfis,  1  Civ.  Proc. 
235,  62  How.  Pr.  132.  N.  C— Judson 
V.  McLelland,  44  N.  C.  262;  Howzer  v. 
Dellinger,  23  N.  C.  475.  Tenn. — Saun- 
ders V.  Gallaher,  2  Humph.  445.  Eng. 
Pennoir  v.  Brace,  1  Salk.  319,  91  Eng. 
Reprint  282. 

See  2  Tidd  iPr.  *1027;  and  15  Stand- 
ard Proc.  798,  et  seq. 

[a]  "This  principle,"  it  has  been 
said,  "though  drawn  from  the  books 
of  the  common  law  of  England,  must 
be  recognized  as  grounded  on  the  sound- 
est basis.  The  clerk  is  a  mere  minis- 
terial oflBoer;  he  has  no  authority  but 
the  judgment,  to  issue  the  writ,  which 
is  to  deprive  a  man  of  his  property  or 
liberty.  He  must,  therefore,  strictly 
and  closely  follow  the  judgment."  Cas- 
son V.  Cureton,  12  Mart.  0.  S.  (La.) 
435. 

[b]  "The  reason  of  this  rule  is  ap- 
parent when  we  consider  that,  all  the 
defendants  are,  if  any  one,  liable  to 
be   charged   in   execution   in   such   an 
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of  all  the  plaintiffs.9»  Under  statutes  in  some  states,  however,  this 
general  rule  is  departed  from,  the  execution  issuing  in  a  proper  case 
against  only  one  of  several  joint  debtors,^  as  for  example,  where  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  enforce  an  execution  against  one  of  the  de- 
fendants has  been  lost.^ 

c.  To  Wl'.om  Directed.  —  An  execution  against  the  person  should 
be  directed  to  the  sheriff  or  other  proper  officer.^  Modern  practice  and 
statutes  permit  the  issuance  of  an  execution  against  the  person*  to 


action."  Whitman  v.  James,  1  N.  T. 
Civ.  Prffc.  235,  62  How.  Pr.  132. 

[c]  If  a  separate  execution  against 
the  Ijocly  of  one  defendant  is  issued 
upon  a  joint  judgment  against  two  de- 
fflndants,  the  execution  will  be  set 
aside,  and  the  defendants  arrested  un- 
der it  will  be  discharged.  Farmers', 
etc.  Bank  v.  Crane,  15  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  T.)   434. 

99.  Farmers',  etc.  Bank  v.  Crane,  15 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)'  434.  See  Ham- 
ilton V.  Lyman,  9  Mass.  14,  and  15 
Standard  Pboc.  798,  et  seq.  ' 

[a]  Where  one  of  two  plaintifiEs 
dies  before  execution  (1)  the  general 
rule  still  applies.  The  execution  may 
issue  in  the  name  of  both  (Hamilton 
V.  Lyman,  9  Mass.  14).  (2)  However, 
upon  a  suggestion  thereof  to  the  court 
an  order  may  be  made  directing  tie 
writ  to  issue  in  the  name  of  the  sur- 
viving plaintiff.  Bowdoin  v.  Jordan,  9 
Mass.  160. 

1.  Mass. — Thomson  v.  Sleeper,  168 
Mass.  373,  47  N.  E.  106.  N.  Y.— Whit- 
man V.  James,  10  Daly  490,  where  a 
provisional  order  for  arrest  of  one  of 
the  joint  debtors  remains  in  force. 
Tenn. — Saunders  v.  Gallaher,  2  Humph. 
445. 

[a]  The  reason  for  this  departure  is 
that  "when  a  positive  statutory  pro- 
vision has  been  enacted,  the  substan- 
tial benefits  of  which  cannot  be  at- 
tained in  some  instances,  without  a 
modification  of  or  a  departure  from  the 
common-law  forms,  that  nrodification 
must  be  adopted,  or  that  departure 
made,  to  the  extent  only,  that  may 
be  necessary  to  give  effect  to  the  legis- 
lative will.  To  insist  that  the  capias 
ad  satisfaciendum  as  to  the  number  of 
defendants,  must  pursue  the  judgment, 
would  deprive  the  creditor  of  the  use 
of  that  process  in  many  instances, 
where  the  fraudulent  conduct  of  his 
debtor  would  by  the  terms  of  the  stat- 
ute  entitle   him,  because   such   debtor 
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might  be  associated  as  a  defendant 
with  those  against  whom  he  could  not 
file  an  affidavit.  One  defendant  is 
totally  insolvent,  but  altogether  hon- 
est; the  other  fraudulently  withholds 
his  money  or  conveys  his  property;  if 
under  our  statute  the  process  cannot 
depart  from  the  judgment  the  latter 
defendant  is  effectually  protected  by 
his  connection,  with  the  former  .  .  ■ ; 
or,  as  has  been  suggested,  one  female 
defendant  may  protect  any  number  of 
fraudulent  co-defendants. ' '  Saunders 
V.  Gallaher,  2  Humph.   (Tenn.)  445. 

2.  Thomson  v.  Sleeper,  168  Mass. 
373,  47  N.  E.  106. 

[a]  Only  Against  Those  Personally 
Served  With  Process. — ^N.  T.  Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §1935.  And  see  Whitman  v. 
James,  10  Daly  (N.  T.)  490. 

3.  Davis  V.  Richmond,  14  Mass.  473. 
See  also  Fisher  v.  Young,  41  Misc.  552, 
85  N.  Y.  Supp.  115;  and  2  Standard 
Pkoc.  967. 

[a]  Constables. — (1)  Under  statutes 
authorizing  issuance  of  the  writ  by 
justices  of  the  peace  the  writ  may  be 
directed  to  a  constable.  Gwinn  v.  Hub- 
bard, 3  Blaekf.  (Ind.)  14.  (2)  And 
in  Massachusetts  he  may  lawfully  act 
where,  by  payments  made  thereon  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  has  been  re- 
duced below  three  hundred  dollars. 
Dalton-Tngersoll  Co.  v.  Hubbard,  174 
Mass.  307,  54  N.  E.  862. 

[b]  A  general  statutory  provision 
that  an  execution  shall  be  directed  to 
the  sheriff  is  applicable  to  an  execution 
against  the  person.  Fisher  v.  Young, 
41  Misc.  552,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  115,  under 
§1362,  Code  Civ.  Proc. 

4.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Cleveland,  36  Ala. 
306.  Ky.— Scott  v.  Maupin,  Hard.  122. 
N.  Y.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §1365;  Wood 
V.  Henry,  40  N.  Y.  124  (under  §288, 
Code  Civ.  Proc);  Fisher  v.  Young,  41 
Misc.  552,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  115  (afflrmed, 
95  App.  Div.  619,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  1101) ; 
Spilker  v.  Abrahams,  121  N.  Y.  Supp. 
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any  county  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  ;^  it  may  be  issued  to 
a  county  where  he  is  temporarily  residing.* 

d.  'Recitals.''  —  (I.)  As  to  Prior  Execution  Against  Property.  —  The  is- 
suance and  return  unsatisfied  of  a  prior  execution  against  the  prop- 
erty, where  an  essential  prerequisite,*  should  be  recited  in  the  writ," 
as  well  as  the  name  of  the  county  to  which  it  issued.^" 

(IL)  As  to  the  Judgment.  —  (A.)  General  Statement.  —  Where  the  writ 
must  contain  a  description  of  the  judgment,  it  is  sufficient  to  stats 
the  amount  of  the  judgment,  the  time  of  its  rendition,  the  court 
rendering  it  and  the  parties  thereto.^^    Unless  required  by  statute  the 


818;  Segelke  v.  Pinan,  5  N.  T.  Supp. 
671,  22  Abb.  N.  C.  458.  S.  C— Code 
Civ.  Proc,   1902,   §307. 

[a]  At  Common  Law  to  the  Sheriff 
of  County  of  Venue. — ^Ky. — Scott  v. 
Maupiu,  Hard.  122.  N.  J. — Cockran  v. 
Drake,  18  N.  J.  L.  9.  Eng. — Dudlow  v. 
"Watchorn,  16  East  39,  104  Eng.  Eeprint 
1003,  2  Tidd's  Pr.  *1027,  1  Archb.  Pr 
290. 

[b]  Issuing  Several  Writs  to  Differ- 
ent Counties. — Such  statutes  are  an 
authority  for  the  issuing  of  different 
executions  to  different  counties,  as 
necessity  may  require.  But  a  sheriff 
under  an  execution  to  one  county  can- 
not execute  the  same  in  another,  though 
an  execution  will  issue  to  that  county. 
Fisher  v.  Young,  41  Misc.  552,  85  N.  Y. 
Supp.  115,  affirmed,  95  App.  Div.  619,  88 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1101. 

5.  Noe  V.  Christie,  15  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  Y.)  346. 

6.  Spilker  v.  Abrahams,  121  N.  Y. 
Supp.  818. 

[&]  It  need  not  issue  to  the  county 
of  defendant's  legal  residence. — Spilker 
V.  Abrahams,  121  K.  Y.'Supp.  818. 

7.  As  to  recitals  generally,  see  15 
Standaed  Peoc.  58. 

8.  See  supra,  II,  C,  2,  b. 

9.  Turner  v.  Walker,  3  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  377,  22  Am.  Dee.  329;  People  ex 
rel.  Brack  v.  Eeilly,  58  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  218;  Fisher  v.  Young,  41  Misc.  552, 
85  ISr.  Y.  Supp.  115  {affirmed,  95  App. 
Div.  619,  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  1101);  Berg- 
man V.  Noble,  45  Hun  (N.  Y.)  133,  19 
Abb.  N.  C.  62,  12  Civ.  Proc.  256; 
O'Shea  v.  Kohn,  38  Hun  (N.  Y.)  149; 
"Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36  Hun  (N.  Y.)  233. 

[a]  The  object  of  the  statutes  re- 
quiring that  the  writ  recite  the  issuing 
and  return  of  an  execution  against  the 
property  "is  to  prevent  the  arrest  of  a 
judgment  debtor  on  a  body  execution 
before  the  remedy  against  his  property 


is  exhausted,  and  to  enable  him  to  ob- 
tain appropriate  relief  if  any  objectiom 
can  be  taken  to  any  of  the  anterior  pro- 
ceedings." Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  233.  See  Fister  v.  Young,  41 
Misc.  552,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  115. 

10.  People  ex  rel.  Brack  v.  Eeilljr,  58 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  218;  Eads  v.  Wynne, 
79  Hun  463,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  983  (name 
of  county  left  in  blank) ;  Fisher  v. 
Young,  41  Misc.  552,  85  N.  Y.  Supp. 
135;  Bergman  v.  Noble,  45  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
133,  19  Abb.  N.  C.  62,  ,12  Civ.  Proe. 
256;  O'Shea  v.  Kohn,  38  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
149;  Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
233;  People  ex  rel.  Utley  v.  Seaton,  25 
Hun  (N.  Y.)   305. 

[a]  When  an  execution  against  the 
property  of  a  debtor  has  been  issued  in 
the  county  where  the  debtor  resides,  an 
execution  against  the  person  may  be 
issued  to  any  county,  where  the  debtor 
may  happen  to  be,  without  the  issuance 
of  an  execution  against  property  there- 
in; it  need  not  be  recited  in  the  writ 
that  execution  against  the  property  of 
the  debtor  was  issued  and  returned. 
O'Shea  v.  Kohn,  38  Hun   (N.  Y.)   1*9. 

[b]  A  recital  of  issuance  to  the 
"proper  county"  is  insuflScient.  People 
ea  rel.  Brack  v.  Eeilly,  58  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  218.  See  People  ex  rel.  Utley  v. 
Seaton,  25  Hun   (N.  Y.)'  305. 

fc]  A  recital  of  issuance  to  the 
county  where  the  "debtor  resides,"  is 
rot  necessarily  insufficient,  since  it  is 
not  open  to  the  objection  that  the 
debtor  was  not  informed  as  to  the 
county.  See  Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  233,  distinguishing  People  ex 
rel.  Brack  v.  Eeilly,  58  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  218,  on  the  ground  that  in  the  latter 
case  the  language,  ' '  the  proper  county ' ' 
gave  no  information  to  the  defendant, 
as  required  under  the  statute.  See 
Eads  V.  Wynne,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  983. 

11.  In  re  BanflU,  70  N.  H.  132,  46 
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writ  need  not  state  that  the  judgment  was  recovered  in  an  action  in 
tort,^^  nor  refer  to  the  cause  of  arrest." 

(B.)-  The  Amount.  —  The  writ  should  state  definitely  the  amount  of 
the  judgment  to  be  satisfied.^*  The  fact  that  the  judgment  has  been 
paid  in  part  does  not  invalidate  a  writ  for  the  full  amount.^^ 

(C.)  Docketing.  —  A  recital  that  the  judgment  has  been  docketed 
in  the  county  where  the  debtor  resides,  need  not  be  made  in  a  writ 
to  another  county.^" 

(III.)  As  to  Oath  or  Afldavlt,  -r-  Unless  required  by  statute,^'  the 
making  of  the  prerequisite  oath^^  or  affidavit^*  need  not  be  recited  in 
the  writ. 

(IV.)  As  to  Order  Directing  Issuance.  —  A  previous  order  of  court, 
even  when  an  essential  prerequisite,^"  need  not  be  recited  in  the 
writ.^i 

e.  Directions  as  to  Return.  —  The  writ  should  direct  a  return  by 
the  officer.22  Under  some  statutes  it  must  contain  a  direction  or 
recital  as  to  the  time  within  which  it  is  returnable,^'  and  this  is  the 
best  practice  even  in  Ihe  absence  of  statute.^*  A  direction  as  to  the 
time  for  return  should  specify  the  exact  time  provided  by  the  stat- 
ute,'' though  a  defect  in  this  respect  is  not  fatal.^®    Neither  is  the 


Atl.   1088;   Hutchinson  v.  Brand,  9  N. 
Y.  208. 

12.  Fruitport  V.  Muskegon  Circuit 
Judge,  90  Mich.  20,  51  N.  W.  109. 

13.  Kinney  v.  Laughenour,  97  N.  C. 
325,  2  S.  E.  43,  where  the  court  adds 
that  as  a  matter  of  good  practice  it 
would  be  well  to  show  briefly  the  cause 
of  arrest. 

14.  Fla. — See  i'a;  parte  Peacock,  25 
Pla.  478,  6  So.  473.  Kan.— Jm  re  Heath, 
40  Kan.  333,  19  Pac.  926.  N.  J.— Jer- 
nee  v.  Jernee  (N.  J.  Bq.),  31  Atl.  716, 
where  the  writ  issued  to  recover  ali- 
mony, the  amount  of  which  was  not 
specified,  and  five  dollars  for  the  use 
Of  the  state.  The  court  held  that  the 
writ  could  not  be  considered  wholly 
void  because  of  uncertainty  as  to 
amount  because  it  was  valid  so  far  as 
it  related  to  the  five  dollars.  N.  Y, 
See  O'Shea  v.  Kohn,  38  Hun  149.  Vt. 
Ex  parte  Hunt,  85  Vt.  345,  82  Atl.  178, 
holding  that  an  execution  which  issues 
for  the  amount  shown  by  the  record  to 
be  due  is  not  void  but  only  irregular  if 
some  of  this  amount  has,  in  fact,  been 
paid. 

15.  Sx  parte  Hunt,  85  Vt.  345,  82 
Atl.  178;  Perry  v.  Ward,  20  Vt.  92. 

[a]  But  where  the  clerk  has  official 
knowledge  from  the  record  that  the 
judgment  had  been  satisfied  in  part,  an 
execution  against"  the  person  for  the 
full  amouut  thereof  is  irregular.   In  re 

Vol.  XVI 


Hunt,   85   Vt.   345,   82   Atl.   178;   Fair- 
banks V.  Devereaux,  48   Vt.  550. 

16.  O'Shea  v.  Kohn,  38  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
149,  docketing  there  presumed  from  is- 
suance and  return  of  ■execution  against 
the  property  there. 

17.  See  Mass.  Eev.  Laws,  1902,  eh. 
168,   §17. 

18.  Lattin  v.  Smith,  1  111.  361,  it  is 
presumed  in  the  absence  of  a  showing 
to   the   contrary. 

19.  Street  v.  Vandervoot  &  Co.,  7 
Yerg.  (Tenn.)  436.  Compare  2  Stand- 
ABD  Proc.  968. 

80.    See  supra,  II,  C,  8,  d. 

21.  Hyatt  V.  Eobinson,  15  Ohio  372. 

22.  Kinney  v.  Laughenour,  97  N.  C. 
325,  2   S.  E.'  43. 

As  to  returns  generally,  see  supra  II, 
B,  8,  and  the  title  "Returns." 

23.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Douglas  V.  Haberstro,  88  N.  Y.  611, 
618.  Com.pare  Fake  v.  Edgerton,  3  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  229,  5  Duer  681. 

24.  Kinnfiy  v.  Laughenour,' 97  N.  C. 
325,  2  8.  E.  43. 

25.  People  ■  ex  rel.  Utley  v.  Seaton, 
25  Hun   (N.  Y.)   305. 

fa]  A  direction  that  the  writ  be  re- 
turned as  reciuired  Isy  law,  is  a  defect 
in  form.  People  ex  rel.  XJtley  v.  Seaton, 
25  Hun  (N.  Y.)  305.  See  Douglas  v. 
Haberstro,  88  N.  Y.  611,  618. 

26.  Douglas  v.  Haberstro,  88  N.  Y. 
611,   618;   Benedict,   etc.,  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
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•writ  vitiated  by  a  failure  to  state  the  place  of  return,^'  such  omission 
being  a  mere  irregularity,*'  which  may  be  amended*'  or  disregarded.'" 

f .  Indorsement  of  Directions  by  Creditor.  —  The  statute  sometimes 
provides  that  the  sheriff  need  not  make  an  arrest  except  upon  a  writ- 
ten direction  to  do  so,  endorsed  upon  the  writ  and  signed  by  the 
creditor^^  or  his  attorney.'*  The  officer  may  waive  this  requirement.'"' 
The  proper  method  df  relieving  one  of  several  defendants  from  arrest 
is  by  a  dii-ection  to  that  effect  endorsed  on  the  writ,  rather  than  by 
omitting  such  defendant  from  the  writ.'* 

g.  Attestation.  —  Though  the  statute  may  make  a  teste  or  at- 
testation clause  a  part  of  the  writ,'^  it  may  also  provide  that  its  omis- 
sion shall  not  make  the  writ  void,'"  such  defect  being  a  mere  ir- 
regularity," which  may  be  amended'*  or  disregarded.'* 

h.  Amendment  of  Writ.*"  —  Defects  or  irregularities  in  the  writ 
which  do  not  render  it  wholly  void*^  are  usually  curable  by  amend- 
ment,** according  to  the  general  statutory  provisions  as  to  amend- 


Thayer,  21  Hun  (N.  T.)  614,  59  How 
Pr.  272. 

27.  Fake  v.  Edgerton,  3  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  T.)  229,  5  Duer  681. 

28.  Douglas  v.  Haberstro,  88  N.  T. 
611,  618. 

29.  Douglas  v.  Haberstro,  88  N.  T. 
611,  618. 

As  to  amendment  of  the  writ  geuer- 
ally  see  imfra,  II,  C,  9,  h. 

SO.  Douglas  V.  Haberstro,  88  N.  T. 
611,  618. 

31.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Stewart  v.  Ireonard,.  103  Me.  128,  68 
Atl.  638;  Dyer  v.  Tilton,  71  Me.  413. 

32.  Stewart  v.  Leonard,  103  Me.  128, 
68  Atl.  638;  Dyer  v.  Tilton,  71  Me.  413. 

33.  Stewart  v.  Leonard,  103  Me.  128, 
68  Atl.  638,  by  any  acts  and  conduct 
indicating  such  intention. 

34.  Parmers,'  etc.,  Bank  v.  Crane, 
15  Abb.  Pr.  ET.  8.  (N.  T.)  434;  Pake  v. 
Edgerton,  3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  229,  5 
Duer  681. 

35.  Douglas  v.  Haberstro,  88  N.  T. 
611. 

36.  Douglas  v.  Haberstro,  88  N.  T. 
611,  618;  People  ex  ret.  Brown  v.  Van 
Hoesen,  62  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  76;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Utley  v.  Seaton,  25  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  305. 

37.  Jordan  v.  Porterfleld,  19  Ga.  139, 
63  Am.  Dec.  301;  Douglas  v.  Haberstro, 
88  N.  Y.  611,  618. 

38.  Douglas  v.  Haberstro,  88  N.  Y. 
611,  618. 

Amendment  of  writ  generally  see  in- 
fra, II,  C,  9,  U.  ,  ' 

39.  Douglas  v.  Haberstro,  88  N.  T. 
611,  618. 


40.  Amendment  of  writ  for  provis- 
ional arrest,  see  2  Standard  Proc.  969. 

41.  See  the  preceding  discussion  of 
the  writ. 

Errors  in  recitals,  see  supra,  lY,  C, 
9,    d. 

42.  Ga. — Saunders  v.  Smith,  3  Ga. 
121.  ■  Ky. — See  also  Johnson  v.  Scott, 
134  Ky.  736,  121  S.  W.  695.  Mass. 
Chesebro  v.  Barme,  163  Mass.  79,  39 
N.  E.  1033.  N.  Y.— Douglas  v.  Haber- 
stro, 88  N;  Y.  611,  618;  Gibbons  v.  Lar- 
con,  3  Wend.  303;  Mclntiro  «.  Kowan, 
3  Johns.  144;  Stone  v.  Martin,  2  Denio 
1S5;  McConkey  v.  Glen,  1  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
141;  Holmes  v.  Williams,  3  Caines  98;' 
Eads  V.  Wynne,  79  Hun  463,  29  N.  T. 
Supp.  983;  Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36  Hun 
233;  Benedict  &  B.  Co.  v.  Thayer,  20 
Hun  547.  Eng. — M'Coripaek  v.  Melton, 
1  Ad.  &  El.  331,  110  Ehg.  Reprint  1232. 
Can. — Anderson  v.  Johnson,  6  Manitoba 
113. 

[a]  Teste. — (1)  A  writ  is  amend- 
able as  to  the  name  of  the  justice  in 
whose  name  it  is  tested  (Boss  v.  Lu- 
ther, 4  Cow.  [N.  Y.]  158,  15  Am.  Dec. 
341),  (2)  and  also  as  to  the  date  of  the 
teste.  Williams  v.  Hogeboom,  22  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   648. 

[b}  The  Directions  as  to  Beturn. 
(1)  The  writ  is  amendable  in  respect 
to  directions  as  to  time  of  the  return 
(Saunders  v.  Smith,  3  Ga.  121;  Stone 
V.  Martin,  2  Denio  [N.  Y.]  185;  Bene- 
dict &  B.  Co.  v.  Thayer,  20  Hun  [N. 
Y.]  547;  Douglas  v.  Haberstro,  2  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  186),  (2)  and  as  to  the  place 
thereof.  McConkey  v.  Glen,  1  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)   141. 
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ments  of  any  process  or  pleading.*^  With  the  issuance  of  a  writ, 
however,  it  passes  from  the  control  of  the  clerk  and  he  may  not 
thereafter  amend  it  except  upon  an  order  of  court,**  or  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  execution  plaintiff.*" 

i.  Waiver  of  Defects.  —  Irregularities  in  the  writ  may  be  waived 
by  conduct  showing  an  intention  to  disregard  them.*°  Thus,  by  giving 
a  bond  under  the'  insolvent  laws  a  judgment  debtor  taken  in  execution 
is  considered  as  having  waived,  not  only  his  privilege  from  arrest,*^ 
but  his  objections  to  the  judgment,**  and  to  defects  in  the  writ  as 
well.*^  Likewise,  by  giving  a  bond  to  obtain  his  temporary  release 
the  debtor  is  considered  as  having  waived  any  irregularities  in  the 
writ  under  which  he  is  in  custody.^" 

Where  it  is  necessary  that  the  debtor  be  notified  to  appear  and 
answer  the  charges  upon  which  his  arrest  is  sought,*^  his  appearance 
without  actual  knowledge  of  existing  errors  or  irregularities  in  the 
proceedings,  will  not  amount  to  a  waiver  thereof.^^  The  invalidity 
of  the  writ  is  not  waived  by  the  defendant's  remaining  for  a  time  in 
custody  thereunder."^ 

10.  Alias  and  Pluries  Writs.  —  a.  When  Issued?^  —  In  accordance 
with  the  general  rule  as  to  executions  in  general,  an  alias  writ  of  execu- 
tion against  the  person  will  not  issue""  until  the  first  execution  against 


[e]  Defects  or  mistakes  in  the 
names  of  the  parties  (1)  may  be  cor- 
rected by  amendment.  ^  Anderson  v. 
Johnson,  6  Manitoba  (Can.)  113.  (2) 
And,  involving  similar  amendments,  see 
Douglas  V.  Haberstro,  88  N.  Y.  611,  618; 
Mclntirp  v.  Rowan,  3  Johns.  (N.  "S.) 
144;  Holmes  v.  Williams,  3  Caines  (N. 
Y.)   98. 

[d]  Costs  incorrectly  stated  may  be 
corrected  by  amendment.  Holmes  V. 
Williams,  3  Caines  (N.  Y.)   98. 

[e]  Mistakes  in  amount  of  judg- 
ment may  be  corrected  by  amendment. 
M'Cormack.f,  Melton,  1  Ad.  &  El.  331, 
110  Eng.  Reprint  1232. 

[f]  Nunc  Pro  Tunc  Amendments. 
The  execution  may  be  amended  upon 
motion  as  to  defects  of  form,  nunc  pro 
tunc.  People  ex  ret  Utley  v.  Seaton,  25 
Hun   (N.  Y.)   305. 

43.  Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36  Hun  (N. 
Y.)   233. 

^  Amendment  of  process,  see  the  title 
"Process." 

44.  Johnson  v.  Scott,  134  Ky.  736, 
121  S.  W.  695. 

45.  Johnson  v.  Seott,  134  Ky.  736, 
121  S.  W.  695. 

46.  Kitson  v.  EUinger,  35  111.  App. 
55. 

47.  Jetsey  City  Mill.  Co.  v.  Kettner, 
21  N.  J.  L.  J.  376;  Winder  v.  Smith,  6 
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Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  424.  And  see  Kelly 
V.  McCormick,  28  N.  Y.  318.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Privilege." 

48.  Dobbin  v.  Gaster,  26  N.  C.  71. 

49.  Bryan  v.  Brooks,  51  N.  C.  580; 
Nixon  V.  Nunnery,  31  N.  C.  28;  Free- 
man V.  Lisk,  30  N.  C.  211. 

50.  Saunders  v.  Gallaher,  2  Humph. 
(Tenn.)   445. 

51.  See  s-upra,  11,  C,  8,  c,  (IT);  II, 

C,  8,  f. 

52.  Williams  v.  Shillaber,  153  Mass. 
541,  27  N.  E.  767;  Atwood  v.  Wheeler, 
149  Mass.  96,  21  N.  E.  232. 

[a]  A  presumption  that  the  debtor 
had  such  knowledge  is  not  enough. 
Williams  v.  Shillaber,  153  Mass.  541,  27 
N.  E.  767. 

53.  Goodwin  v.  Griffis,  88  N.  Y.  629. 

54.  As  to  rearrest  on  the  original 
writ,  see  infra,  II,  C,  17. 

55.  Noe  V.  Christie,  15  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  (N.  Y.)  346;  Jenkins  v.  Mayrant,  3 
McCord  (S.  C.)  560.  See  supra,  H,  C, 
2,  b. 

[a]  In  Massachusetts,  although  it  is 
considered  improper  to  arrest  on  an 
alias  writ  before  the  return  day  of  the 
original,  it  is  nevertheless  considered 
proper  to  issue  the  alias  before  that 
day.  Chesebro  v.  Barme,  163  Mass.  79, 
39  N.  B.  1033. 
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the  person  has  been  returned  unsatisfied  in  whole  or  in  partj^"  and  where 
a  fieri  facias  and  a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  were  taken  out  together, 
both  must  be  returned  before  another  may  issue. °^  An  alias  writ 
may  issue  where  the  first  writ  has  been  returned  "not  found, "°^  or 
where  the  debtor  was  discharged  by  reason  of  some  irregularity  in 
the  writ,^^  or  the  service  thereof,""  or  where  he  was  illegally  dis- 
charged.^^ Where  a  former  execution  was  improperly  rethimed,"'' 
or  where  the  first  execution  was  so  defective  as  to  be  illegal  and  void 
the  person  of  the  debtor  may  be  retaken."^  An  alias  writ  may  also 
issue  when  a  defendant  who  has  been  taken  into  custody  under  a  prior 
execution  has  escaped  before  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,**  not 
necessarily  by  the  use  of  force,  but  by  cunning,  fraud  or  intimidation 
as  well,"^  or  T^ath  the  consent,®'  or  through  the  negligence   of  his 


56.  McCrillis  v.  Sisson,  1  E.  I.  143. 

[a]  As  to  a  pluries  writ  for  bal- 
ance of  judgment,  s^e  Kimball  v.  Par- 
ker, 7   Mete.   (Mass.)    63. 

[b]  Should  the  execution  be  re- 
turned without  certificate  of  service, 
anrl  without  receipt  or  meraorandum 
thereon,  this  is  prima  facie  an  exsou- 
tion  unsatisfied  and  the  clerk  may, 
within  the  proper  time,  issue  an  alias. 
McCrillis  v.  Sisson,  1  E.  I.  143. 

57.  Jenkins  v.  Mayrant,  3  MeCord 
(S.  C.)  560. 

58.  Goldis  V.  Gately,  168  Mass.  300, 
47  3Sr.  E.  96;  People  v.  Kehl,  15  Mich. 
330. 

[a]  Reissuance  of  Original  Writ. 
In  such  a  ease,  if  not  actually  wrong, 
it  is,  at  least,  not  good  practice  to  re- 
issue the  original  writ.  Goldis  v.  Gate- 
ly, 168  Mass.  300,  47  N.  E.  96. 

59.  Conn. — Woods  v.  Brzezinski,  57 
Conn.  471,  18  Atl.  252.  N.  J.— David  v. 
Blundell,  39  N.  J.  L.  612.  N.  Y. 
Ginoehio  v.  Figari,  4  E.  D.  Smith.  227, 
2  Abb.  Pr.  185.  Eng. — Merchant  ». 
Frankis,  8  Q.  B.  1,  43  E.  C.  L.  603,  114 
Eng.  Reprint  407. 

60.  David  v.  Blundell,  39  N.  J.  L. 
612. 

61.  Freeman  v.  Smith,  7  Ind.  582. 

62.  Windrum  v.  Parker,  2  Leigh  (29 
Va.)   361. 

03.  Woods  V.  Brzezinski,  57  Conn. 
471,  18  Atl.  252. 

64.  Conn. — Munson  v.  Hills,  2  Root 
324.  Mass. — Coburn  v.  Palmer,  10 
Cush.  273.  N.  H. — Cheever  v.  Mirrick, 
2  N.  H.  376.  N.  J.— David  v.  Blundell, 
40  N.  J.  L.  372;  David  v.  Blundell,  39 
N.  J.  li.  612.  N.  Y. — Wesson  v.  Cham- 
berlain, 3  N.  Y.  331 ;  Thompson  v.  Lock- 
wood,  15  Johns.  256;  Campbell  i).  Clark, 


2  How.  Pr.  257;  Humphrey  v.  Gumming, 
5  Wend.  90;  Armstrong  v.  Garrow,  6 
Cow.  465;  Sharp  v.  Caswell,  6  Cow.  65 
(under  1  R.  L.  426,  §24);  Mumford  v. 
Armstrong,  4  Cow.  553;  Eads  v.  Wynne, 
7t)  Hun  463,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  983.  N.  C. 
Ballard  v.  Averitt,  1  N.  C.  147,  3  N.  C. 
110.  Oliio.— Bowrell  v.  Zigler,  19  Ohio 
362.  Pa.— Long  v.  Cherington,  161  Pa. 
248,  28  Atl.  1086.  Va.— Fawkes  v. 
Davison.  8  Leigh  (35  Va.)  554;  Car- 
thrae  v.  Clarke,  5  Leigh  (32  Va.)  268; 
Windrum  v.  Parker,  2  Leigh  (29  Va.) 
361.  Eng.— Buxton  v.  Home,  1  K.  B. 
Show.  174,  89  Eng.  Reprint  520;  Bas- 
set V.  Salter,  2  Mod.  136,  86  Eng.  Re- 
print 985;  Allanson  v.  Butler,  1  Sid. 
330,  82  Eng.  Reprint  1138. 

As  to  rearrest  in  such  case  on  the 
original  process,  see  infra,  II,  C.  17. 

[a]  A  debtor  taken  from  the  custody 
of  the  sheriff  upon  a  warrant  from  a 
justice  of  the  peace  is  considered  as 
having  escaped  within  the  meaning  of 
this  rule.  Eads  v.  Wynne,  79  Hun  463, 
29  N.  Y.  Supp.  983. 

65.  Mass. — Coburn  v.  Palmer,  10 
Cush.  273.  N.  J.— David  v.  Blundell, 
39  N.  J.  L.  612.  Pa. — ^Long  v.  Chering- 
ton, 161  Pa.  248,  28  Atl.   1086. 

fa]  Fraud  in  procuring  the  consent 
of  the  creditor  to  the  debtor's  dis- 
charge is.  within  the  scope  of  this  rule. 
Coburn  v.  Palmer,  10  Cush.  (Mass.) 
273. 

66.  Cheever  v.  Mirrick,  2  N.  H.  376; 
Wesson  v.  Chamberlain,  3  N.  Y.  331. 

fa]    Where   a   third    person   under- 
takes with  the  sheriff  to  pay  the  debt 
and,  without  the  plaintiff's  knowledge, 
the  debtor  is  permitted  to  go  at  lar^ 
an  escape  has  occurred  within  the  jneai 
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ciistodian,^'  after  the  debtor's  application  under  the  insolvent  act  has 
failed,  and  though  he  has  given  a  bond,*'  or  where  the  sureties  on 
a  debtor's  bond  surrender  him.""  But  a  discharge  of  a  debtor  in 
execution,  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,'"  or  upon  the  giving  of 
new  security,"  or  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  a  proper  case  for 
the  issuance  of  the  writ,'^  or  because  the  arrest  was  not  made  within 
the  required  time,'^  is  a  bar  to  another  execution  in  the  same  action. 
But  a  discharge  on  the  ground  of  insanity  does  not  bar  an  alias  writ 
when  the  debtor  recovers  his  sanity.''* 

b.  How  Procured.  —  At  common  law  an  alias  or  pluries  writ  was 
secured  by  means  of  a  scire  facias.''^  The  more  modern  practice,  how- 
ever, is  to  give  a  notice  of  motion  for  a  second  execution.'" 

c.  Eequisites.''''  —  A  pluries  writ  must  be  dated  and  signed,  other 
wise  it  is'  void.'*  It  is  not  necessary  that  an  alias  execution  recite  that 
it  is  an  alias,  where  the  original  writ  was  void.'^    The  alias  writ  may 


ing  of  this  rule.     Wesson  v.  Chamber- 
lain, 3  N.  T.  331. 

67.  MunsoQ  v.  Hills,  2  Boot  (Oonn.) 
324;  David  v.  Blundell,  40  N.  J.  L. 
372. 

fa]  If  the  escape  of  the  debtor  be 
through  the  neglect  or  with  the  consent 
of  the  sheriff  the  oflS,cer  may  not  re- 
take him  under  the  same  writ  but  the 
creditor  may  have  an  alias  writ  and 
the  debtor  may  be  taken  into  custody 
thereunder.  Munson  v.  Hills,  2  Koot 
(Conn.)    324. 

68.  David  v.  Blundell,  40  N.  J.  L. 
372  {overruling,  in  this  respect,  David 
K.  Blundell,  39  N.  J.  L.  612);  Pale- 
thorpe  f.  Desher,  2  Eawle  (Pa.)  272. 
Compare  dicltum  to  the  contrary  vin 
Thomson  v.  Sleeper,  16S  Mass.  373,  47 
N.  E.  106.  '        ■ 

69.  Bartlet  v.  Falley,  5  Mass.  373. 

70.  Conn.— Sec  Bulkley  v.  Finch,  37 
Conn.  71.  Mass. — Coburn  v.  Palmer,  10 
Cush.  273.  N.  J.— David  v.  Blundell, 
40  N.  J.  L.  372.  Pa. — Long  v.  Cher- 
ington,  161  Pa.  248,  28  Atl.  1086,  alias 
execution  is  void  in  such  case.  Va. 
Windrum  v.  Parker,  2  Leigh  (29  Va.) 
361. 

[a]  Reservation  of  Right  To  Rear- 
rest.— This  is  true  even  where  the  cred- 
itor's consent  is  given  upon  the  express 
undertaking  that  the  debtor  shall  be 
liable  to  be  again  taken  in  execution 
if  he  fail  to  comply  with  certain  terms 
or  conditions  agreed  upon.  Coburn  v. 
Palmer,  10  Cush.  (Mass.)  273;  David 
V.  Blundell,  39  N.  J.  L.  612,  overruled 
on  other  grounds  in  David  v.  Blundell, 
40  N.  J.  L.  327. 
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71.  Coburn  v.  Palmer,  10  Cush. 
(Mass.)  27^,'  even  though  it  prove 
worthless. 

fa]  Unless  the  creditor  was  circum- 
vented by  fraud,  in  which  case  the 
debtor  may  be  retaken  on  an  alias  writ. 
Coburn  v.  Palmer,  10  Cush.  (Mass.) 
273. 

72.  People  v.  Healy,  128  111.  9,  20 
N.  E.  692,  15  Am.  St.  Kep.  90. 

73.  Barnes  v.  Viall,  6  Fed.  661;  Mas- 
ters V.  Edwards,  1  Caines  (N.  Y.)  515. 

74.  Bush  V.  Pettibone,  4  N.  Y.  300, 
1  Code  Rep.   (N.  S.)   264. 

75.  Ky. — See  Scott  v.  Maupin,  Hard. 
122.  Mass.— Coburn  v.  Palmer,  10  Cush. 
273.  Va.— Fawkes  v.  Davison,  8  Leigh 
(35  Va.)  554.  Eng. — Anonymous,  12 
Mod.  230,  88  Eng.  Reprint  1282;  Al- 
lanson  v.  Butler,  1  Sid.  330,  82  Eng. 
Reprint  1138. 

76.  Fawkes  v.  Davison,  8  Leigh  (35 
Va.)   554. 

fa]  The  facts  must  be  first  found 
by  the  court  before  the  clerk  can  issue 
an  alias  writ  where  it  is  sought  on  the 
ground  that  the  debtor  hfe,s  committed 
a  breach  of  a  recognizance  given  on  ap- 
plication for  the  poor  debtor's  oath. 
Thomson  v.  Sleeper,  168  Mass.  373,  47 
N.  E.  106. 

77.  Requisites  of  execution  against 
the  person  generally,  see  supra,  II,  C,  9. 

78.  Hickam  c.  Larkey,  6  Gratt.  (47 
Va.)  210. 

79.  Woods  v.  Brzezinski,  57  Conn. 
471,  18  Atl.  252. 
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include  the  costs  of  issuing  the  original  writ  where  the  first  was  re- 
turned non  est.^" 

Amendment  of  Alias  Writs. —  In  accordance  with  the  general  rule, 
any  mere  irregularities  in  an  alias  writ  may  be  corrected  or  supplied 
by  amendments.^^ 

11.  Executing  the  Writ.  —  a.  Making  the  Arrest.  —  (I.)  in 
Geueral.s2  —  To  constitute  a  legal  arrest  under  an  execution  it  is  not 
necessary  that  the  officer  should  touch  the  person  against  whom  the 
writ  has  issued,  where  such  person  submits  to  the  arrest/*  nor  em- 
ploy any  actual  foree.^*  It  is  sufficient,  if,  being  in  the  debtor's  pres- 
ence, the  officer  shall  inform  him  that  he  has  such  a  Writ  directed 
against  him,*^  and  the  debtor  shall,  expressly  or  impliedly,  submit  to 
the  officer's  authority.'^  On  the  other  hand,  should  the  officer  merely 
inform  the  debtor  that  he  has  such  a  writ  calling  for  the  latter 's 
arrest,^^  or  without  such  a  statement  merely  put  his  hands  on  him,'' 
this  will  not  constitute  an  arrest.  There  must  be  an  intention  to 
arrest,'^  coupled  with  an  actual  restraint  of  the  liberty  of  the  person 
against  whom  the  writ  is  directed,  that  is  to  say,  a  taking  into  cus- 
tody.*" 


80.  Peyton  v.  Brooke,  3  Craneh  (U. 
S.)   92,  2  L.  ed.  376. 

81.  Eads  V.  Wynne,  79  Hun  463,  29 
N.   Y.   Supp.   983. 

As  to  amendments  of  the  writ  gen- 
erally Bee  supra,  II,  C,  9,  h. 

82.'  As  to  rearrest,  see  infra,  II,  C, 
17. 

83.  Ky. — See  Legrand  v.  Bedinger, 
4  Mon.  539.  Mass. — Mowry  v.  Chase, 
100  Mass.  79.  N.  H. — Emery  v.  Ches- 
ley,  18  N.  H.  198;  Pike  v.  Hanson,  9 
N.  H.  491.  N.  J. — ^Browning's  Exr.  v. 
Eittenhouse,  40  N.  J.  L.  230.  N.  Y. 
Bissell  V.  Gold,  1  Wend.  210,  19  Am. 
Dee.  480.  N.  C. — Jones  v.  Jones,  35  N. 
C.  448.  R.,I.— See  McCriUis  v.  Sisson, 
1  E.  I.  143. 

[a]  Compare  Lawson  v.  Buzines,  3 
Harr.  (Del.)  416,  where  the  court  say: 
"To  constitute  a  legal  arrest  thfl  offi- 
cer must  lay  his  hand  on  the  defend- 
ant, or  otherwise  take  possession  of  his 
person.  He  must  make  him  his  pris- 
oner in  an  unequivocal  form." 

84.  Browning's  Exr.  v.  Eittenhouse, 
40  N.  J.  L.  230. 

85.  N.  J.— Browning's  Exr.  v.  Eit- 
tenhouse, 40  N.  J.  li.  230.  N.  O.— Jones 
V.  Jones,  35  N.  C.  448.  R.  I.— McCriUis 
V.  Sisson,  1  E.  I.  143. 

86.  N.  J. — Browning's  Exr.  v.  Eit- 
tenhouse, 40  N.  J.  L.  230.  N\  Y.— Bis- 
sell V.  Gold,  1  Wend.  >10,  19  Am.  Dee. 
480.     N,  C— Jones  v.  Jones,  35  N.  C. 


448.    R.  I.— MeCrillis  v.  Sisson,  1  E.  I. 
143. 

[a]  Producing  one  (1)  who  agrees 
to  hecome  security  for  the  debtor's  ap- 
pearance is  a  sufficient  submission  to 
the  officer's  authority  to  make  out  an 
arrest.  Browning's  Exr.  v.  Eitten- 
house, 40  N.  J.  L.  230.  (2)  But  such 
an  act  will  not  complete  an  arrest 
where  the  officer  did  not  signify  to  the 
debtor  that  the  latter  was  in  custody, 
V.  e.,  where  an  officer  informed  the 
debtor  that  unless  he  paid  the  de- 
mand on  which  the  execution  was  is- 
.siied  he  would  commit  him,  and  the 
debtor  entered  into  a  bond  with  sure- 
ties for  the  payment  of  the  judgment, 
there  was  no  arrest  because  of  the  ab- 
sence of  a  present  intention  to  detain. 
MeCrillis  v.  Sisson,  1  E.  I.  143. 

87.  Jones  v.  Jones,  35  N.  C.  448. 

88.  Jones  v.  Jones,  35  N.  C.  448, 

89.  N.  H.— Emers'  v.  Chesley,  18  N. 
H.  198.  N.  C— Jones  v.  Jones,  35  N. 
C.  448.  E.  I.— MeCrillis  v.  Sisson,  1  E. 
I.  143. 

[a]  "If  the  intention  to  make  the 
arrest,  and  the  power  of  doing  so  in 
form,  coexist,  and  are  made  known  to 
the  party  who  does  not  resist,  ...  no 
more  is  required."  Emery  v.  Chesley, 
IS  N.  H.  198. 

90.  Trench  v.  Bancroft,  1  Mete. 
(Mass.)  502;  MeCrillis  v.  Sisson,  1  E. 
I.  143, 
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A  debtor  who  is  already  a  prisoner  may  be  arrested  by  placing  the  writ 
in  the  hands  of  the  officer  having  such  debtor  then  in  charge.^^ 

(II.)'  By  Whom  Made.  —  Generally  the  writ  should  be  executed  by 
the  officer  to  whom  it  is  addressed, ^^  unless  he .  is  interested  or  a 
party.®" 

(HI.)  Where  Made. — The  operation  of  the  writ  is  not,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  statutes,  confined  to  the  county  of  the  defendant's  residenee,^^ 
but  the  arrest  must  be  made  within  -the  jurisdiction  of  the  arresting 
officer.®^  In  accordance  with  the  general  rule  elsewhere  discussed^" 
there  are  certain  places  where  such  process  cannot  be  served;®'' 

(IV.)  Time  of  Arrest.  —  The  particular  time  prior  to  the  return  day, 
at  which  the  arrest  shall  be  made  is  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the 
officer.®'  Generally  it  may  be  made  in  the  night  as  well  as  in  the 
daytime.®®    But  statutes  sometimes  provide^  that  arrests  shall  not  be 


[a]  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
officer  succeed  in  preventing  the  debtor 
from  departing,  any  laying  on  of  hands 
with  the  intention  of  taking  the  debtor 
into  custody  is  sufS.cient.  Mass. — Whit- 
head  V.  Keyes,  3  Allen  495,  81  Am.  Dee. 
672.  N.  H. — Huntington  v.  Blaisdell,  2 
N.  H.  317.  Eng. — Genner  v.  Sparkes,  1 
Salk.  79,  91  Eng.  Eeprint  74. 

91.  Eobertson  v.  Shannon,  2  Strobh. 
(S.  C.)  419;  Warner  v.  Lowry,  1  Aik. 
(Vt.)    55.  , 

92.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  908,  and 
the  titles  "Service  of  Process  and  Pa- 
pers;" "Warrants."  But  see  Purcell 
V.  Richardson,  4  Hen.  &  M.  (14  Va.) 
404. 

93.  In  re  Stephanian,  25  E.  I.  541, 
56  Atl.  1034;  Denton  v.  Adams,  6  Vt. 
40. 

[a]  When  such  a  writ  is  directed 
against  the  sheriff  of  the  county  it  may 
be  executed  by  the  coroner.  Chaffe  & 
Sons  V.  Handy,  36  La.  Ann.  22. 

94.  Ex  parte  Cleveland,  36  Ala.  306. 

95.  Del. — Lawson  v.  Buzines,  3  Harr. 
416.  Me. — Emery  v.  Brann,  67  Me.  39. 
N.  Y. — Fisher  v.  Young,  41  Misc.  552, 
85  N.  Y.  Supp.  115;  People  ex  rel. 
Bicinelli  v.  Dunn,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  194. 

fa]  An  arrest  by  a  constable  must 
be  made  within  his  township.  Lawson 
V.  Buzines,  3  Harr.  (Del.)  416. 

96.  See  the  titles  "Service  of  Pro- 
cess and  Papers;"   "Warrants."     ^ 

97.  Legislative  Chamber. — Andrews 
v.  Lembock,  46  Ohio  St.  38,  IS  N.  E. 
483,  15  Am,  St.  Rep.  547;  Hastings  v. 
Columbus,  42  Ohio  St.  585. 

[a]  Courts  of  Justice. — Andrews  v. 
Lembeck,  46  Ohio  St.  38,  18  N.  E.  483, 
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15  Am.  St.  Eep.  547;  Hastings  v.  Col- 
umbus,  42    Ohio   St.    591. 

98.  Ky. — Johnson  v.  Scott,  1S4  Ky. 
736,  121  S.  W.  695.  Me.— Wright  v. 
Keith,  24  Me.  158.  Vt.— Bramble  v. 
Poultney,  12  Vt.  342. 

[a]  For  example,  where  the  debtor 
is  ill,  the  officer  may,  if  he  consider 
that  such  person  is  so  ill  that  to  take 
him  into  custody  would  endanger  his 
life,  defer  making  the  arrest  to  a  future 
time.     Bramble  v.  Poultney,  12  Vt.  342. 

[b]  The  reason  for  this  rule  is  that 
"much  precaution  would  be  requisite 
in  arresting  some  individuals;  while,  as 
to  others,  an  officer  would  know  that 
it  could  be  done  at  any  time,  and  Syith- 
out  difficulty.  The  dwellings  of  some 
individuals  must  be  approached  stealth- 
ily for  the  purpose;  and  hence  the 
evening  would  be  selected,  and  aid 
also."     Wright  v.  Keith,  24  Me.  158. 

99.  See  State  v.  Smith,  1  N.  H.  346, 
and  the  titles  "Service  of  Process  and 
Papers;"  "Warrants." 

1.  See  the  statutes,  and  Mass. — In 
re  Stone,  129  Mass.  156.  N.  H.— Hub- 
bard V.  Sanborn,  2  N.  H.  468.  Ohio, 
Andrews  «.  Lembeck,  46  Ohio  St.  38. 
18  N.  E.  483,  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  547^ 
Hastings  v.  Columbus,  42  Ohio  St.  591 

fa]  Not  between  sunset  and  sunup, 
unless  specially  ordered  by  the  court, 
In  re  Stone,  129  Mass.  156. 

[bl  Not  on  Sunday. — Hubbard  v, 
Sanborn,  2  N.  H.  468;  Hastings  v.  Col- 
umbus,  42   Ohio    St.    585. 

[c]  Arrest  at  common  law  on  Sun- 
day was  valid.  Hastings  v.  Columbus 
42  Ohio  St.  585.  See  the  titles,  "Sun- 
day and  HoUdays;"  "Warrants." 
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made  at  specified  times,  an  arrest  in  violation  of  such  statutes  being 
invalid.^ 

(V.)  What  Force  May  Be  Used.  —  The  oiBcer  may  use  such  force  as 
is  reasonably  necessary  to  accomplish  his  purpose.^  But  generally  he 
may  not  break  open  the  outer  door  of  the  debtor's  dwelling.*  Some 
authorities,  however,  qualify  this  general  statement  by  adding  that 
he  may  do  so  where,  having  requested  that  the  door  be  opened  and 
at  the  same  time  having  made  known  his  errand,  admittance  is  re- 
fused him.^  But  in  any  event,  having  once  properly  passed  the  outer 
door,  the  officer  may  break  open  any  inner  door,  closet  or  other  such 
enclosure  if  necessary  to  execute  the  writ.® 

b.  The  Commitment  and  Disposition  of  Prisoner.  —  (I.)  General 
Statement. —  Having  arrested  the  judgment  debtor,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  arresting  officer  to  retain  him  in  custody  until  the  judgment 
has  been  satisfied  or  he  has  been  discharged  by  due  process  of  law.'' 
In  making  the  commitment  the  debtor  must  be  delivered  at  the  proper 
jail,^  to  the  officer  in  charge  thereof,  or  someone  authorized  to  confine 
the  prisoner  therein,^  and  the  creditor  may  not  direct  the  arresting 
officer  to  hold  the  debtor  in  custody  in  any  other  place  or  manner.^" 
This  commitment,  moreover,  should  be  made  as  soon  as  is  possible,  the 


2.  Hubbard  v.  Sanborn,  2  N.  H.  468. 

3.  Johnson  v.  Seott,  134  Ky.  736,  121 
S.  W.  695;  Wright  v.  Keith,  24  Me.  158. 
See  the  titles  "Service  of  Process  and 
Papers;"  "Warrants." 

4.  HI.— See  Snydacker  v.  Brosse,  51 
m.  857,  99  Am.  Dee.  551.  Mass.— Oy- 
stead  ij.  Shed,  13  Mass.  520,  7  Am. 
Dee.  172;  Ilsley  v.  Niehols,  12  Pick. 
270.  N.  H.— See  State  v.  Smith,  1  N. 
H.  346.  N.  Y.— Curtis  v.  Hubbard,  4 
Kill  437,  40  Am.  Dee.  292.  Vt.— State 
V.  Hooker,  17  Vt.  658. 

[a]  The  debtor  may  resist  the  ar- 
resting of&cer  in  such  case  although  he 
may  not  take  his  life  in  so  doing. 
State  V.  Hooker,  17  Vt.  658.  To  the 
same  point,  see  Hawkins  v.  Com.,  14  B. 
Men.   (Ky.)   395,  61  Am.  Dee.  147. 

[b]  Where  the  state  is  party  plain- 
tiff this  rule  still  applies.  Hawkins  v. 
Cora.,  14  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  895,  61  Am. 
Dec.  147. 

[c]  '  'By  the  dwelling  of  the  defend- 
ant is  meant  the  house  inhabited  by 
him,  the  one  in  which  he  dwells,  and 
though  owned  and  also  inhabited  by 
another,  or  several  others  at  the  same 
tim^,  it  is  nevertheless  the  dwelling  of 
the  defendant."  Hawkins  v.  Com.,  14 
B.  Mon.    (Ky.)    395,  61   Am.  Dec.  147. 

[d]  In  case  of  an  escape  this  rule 
does  not  apply.  The  officer  may  then, 
in  pursuit  of  Ms  prisoner,  break  open 


the  outer  door  after  making  known  his 
purpose  to  arrest  some  one  inside.  .Al- 
len V.  Martin,  10  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  800, 
25  Am.  Dec.  564. 

[e]  A  stranger  ■^thin  the  dwelling 
will  not  be  shielded  by  this  rule.  Oy- 
stead  V.  Shed,  13  Mass.  520,  7  Am.  Dee. 
172. 

5.  Hawkins  v.  Com.,  14  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)    395,   61   Am.   Dec.   147. 

[a]  Buildings  which  are  not  dwell- 
ing houses,  as  out  buildings,  may  be 
broken  into  by  the  officer  in  executing 
the  writ.  Haggerty  v.  Wilber,  16  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  287,  8  Am.  Dec.  321;  Burton  v. 
Wilkinson,  18  Vt.  186,  46  Am.  Dec. 
145;  Fullerton  v.  Mack,  2  Aik.  (Vt.) 
415. 

6.  See  Hubbard  t).  Mace,  17  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  127;  Haggerty  v.  Wilber,  16 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  287,  8  Am.  Dec.  321; 
Lloyd  i:  Sandilands,  8  Taunt.  250,  129 
Eng.  Reprint  379. 

7.  111.— People  V.  Hanchett,  111  HI. 
90.  Ky. — Johnson  v.  Scott,  134  Ky. 
736,  121  S.  W.  695.  La.— Chaffe  &  Sons 
V.  Handy,  36  La.  Ann.  22. 

8.  Skinner  v.  White,  9  N.  H.  204. 
As  to  the  place  of  commitment,  see 

infra,  II,   C,  11,  b,   (II). 

9.  Skinner  v.  White,  9  N.  H.  204. 

10.  French  V.  Bancroft,  1  Mete. 
(Mass.)    502. 
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attending  eireumstances  considered,  after  the  arrest.^^ 

In  some  states  a  debtor  may  at  once  apply  for  permission  to  take 
the  poor  debtor 's  oath,  but  unless  the  debtor  asks  that  he  be  admitted 
to  the  benefits  of  this  oath  he  may  be  committed  without  an  ex- 
amination.^^ 

(II.)  Place  of  Commitmeiit. —  In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  required  that 
the  commitment  be  to  the  jail  of  the  county  where  the  arrest  was 
made,^'  while  in  others  it  should  be  to  the  jail  of  the  county  from 
which  the  writ  issued.^* 

(III^  Close  Confinement.  —  Statutes  sometimes  provide  that  when  a 
debtor  is  in  custody  under  an  execution  against  his  person  the  court 
may,  in  its  discretion,  order  him  into  close  confinement.^^  The  creditor 
is  a  proper  party  to  ask  that  this  be  done,^^  and  his  application  should 
be  in  the  form  of  a  motion,"  made  after  notice  to  the  adverse  party,^* 
and  within  the  time  prescribed  by  statute." 

(IV.)  Length  of  Time  of  Commitment. — Imprisonment  under  a  capias 
ad  satisfaciendum  does  not  end  with  the  return  of  the  writ.^"  Statutes 
in  some  states  limit  a  time^^  beyond  which  a  debtor  may  not  be  im- 


11.  French  v.  Bancroft, '  1  Mete. 
(Mass.)   502. 

[a]  A  creditor  may  not  lawfully  re- 
quire an  officer  to  take  the  debtor  into 
custody,  without  commitment  to  prison, 
pending  further  instructions  in  that 
regard.  French  v.  Bancroft,  1  Mete. 
(Mass.)   502j 

[b]  Reasonable  opportunity  to  ob- 
tstin  a  bond  is  usually  given  the  debtor 
b5-  the  arresting  officer.  Forty-eight 
hours  was  considered  such  in  United 
States  V.  Hudson,  1  Hask.  527,  26  Fed. 
Cas.  No.   15,412. 

12.  Hart  v.  Adams,  7  Gray  (Mass.) 
581. 

As  to  release  on  bond  to  take  benefit 
of  insolvent  .laws,  see  infra,  II,  C,  15, 
m. 

13.  Avery  v.  Seely,  3  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)  494;  Ex  parte  Hunt,  85  Vt.  345, 
82   Atl.   178. 

[a]  If  there  is  no  legal  jail  In  that 
•county,  the  commitment  may  be  made 
to  an  adjoining  county.  Ex  parte  Hunt, 
85  Vt.  345,  82  Atl.  178. 

14.  Long  V.  Wood,  78  Ky.  392;  Kin- 
ney V.  Laughenour,  97  N.  C.  325,  2  S.  E. 
43. 

15.  Spe  Frisbie  v.  Fowler,  3  Conn. 
87;  Pitkin  v.  Munsell  (Vt.),  97  Atl. 
C57;  Flanders  v.  Mullin,  80  Vt.  124,  66 
Atl.  789;  Mullin  v.  Flanders,  73  Vt.  95, 
50  Atl.  813;  Sheeran  v.  Eockwood,  67 
Vt.  82,  30  Atl.  689;  Watson  v.  Goodno, 
66  Vt.  229,  28  Atl.  987;  Judd  v.  Ballard, 
66    Vt.    668,    30   Atl.    96;    Melendy   v. 
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Spaulding,  54  Vt.  517;  Soule  v.  Austin, 
35  Vt.  515;  Styles  v.  Shanks,  46  Vt. 
612. 

[a]  Eeconsideration. — The  court 
which  heard  the  motion  may  reconsider 
its  decision  thereupon.  Vermont  Life 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Dodge,  48  Vt.  156. 

[b]  Eeview. — Such  an  order  will 
not  be  disturbed  on  appeal  unless  made 
in  an  illegal  manner.  Soule  v.  Austin, 
35   Vt.   515. 

16.  Frisbie  v.  Fowler,  3  Conn.  87. 

17.  Frisbie  v.  Fowler,  3  Conn.  87. 
And  see  Melendy  v.  Spaulding,  54  Vt. 
517. 

18.  Frisbie  v.  Fowler,  3  Conn.  87. 

19.  Yatter  v.  Miller,  61  Vt.  147,  17 
Atl.  850. 

20.  People  v.  Hanchett,  111  111.  90. 
21'.    See    generally   the   statutes    and 

the  following  cases:  U.  S. — Bank  of 
United  States  v.  Weisiger,  2  Pet.  331, 
7  L.  ed.  441,  involving  a  Kentucky 
statute.  Colo. — Jahl  v.  Lewis,  57  Colo. 
109,  139  Pac.  1113;  Howard  v.  Mitchell, 
27  Colo.  App.  45,  146  Pac.  486.  Del. 
In  re  Fortner,  2  Harr.  461.  lil. — Subim 
v.  Isador,  88  111.  App.  96.  N.  H.— See 
Eandall's  Case,  23  N.  H.  255.  N.  Y. 
People  ex  rel.  Lust  v.  Grant,  10  Civ. 
Proc.  158;  Padreshefsky  v.  AValton,  65 
App.  Div.  432,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  979; 
Eyan  v.  Parr,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  829;  In  re 
Coyne,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  797. 

fa]  Such  provision  may  be  waived, 
as  by  applying  for  a  discharge  under 
a  statute  providing  for  such  relief  for 
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prisoned.    Other  statutes  provide  that  in  certain  cases  the  imprison- 
ment must  continue  for  a  specified  time.^^ 

c.  Effect  of  Arrest  and  Imprisonment  as  Satisfaction  of  Judg- 
ment.^^ —  (I.)  Generally. —  The  levy  of  an  execution  upon  the  body 
of  a  judgment  debtor,  and  his  imprisonment  thereunder,  does  not 
operate  as  an  absolute  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.^*  It  operates  as 
a  prima  facie  satisfaction,  however,  at  least  so  long  as  the  imprison- 
ment continues,^^  barring  the  creditor  from  all  other  remedies  for 
the  collection  of  the  debt  while  the  debtor  is  in  custody,"^  and  sus- 


insolvent  debtors.  The  latter  relief 
being  more  general  and  effectual,  it  lias 
been  said,  will  be  presumed  to  have 
been  chosen  by  the  debtor  in  lieu  of 
the  former.  In  re  Fortner,  2  Harr. 
(Del.)  461. 

[b]  Where  a  debtor  is  in  custody 
under  a  provisional  order  of  arrest  this 
statutory  time  has  been  held  to  run 
puly  from  the  date  of  the  final  process, 
not  from  the  commencement  of  his  con- 
finement. In  re  Coyne,  13  N.  Y.  Supp. 
797. 

As  to  discharge  from  custody  at  the 
expiration  of  this  time  see  infra,  II, 
C,  15,  h. 

[c]  It  is  the  court's  duty  to  fix  the 
term  for  ■w:hich  the  debtor  shall  be  im- 
prisoned. Jahl  V.  Lewis,  57  Colo.  109, 
139  Pac.  1113;  Howard  v.  Mitchell,  27 
Colo.  App.  45,  146  Pae.  486. 

22.  TJ.  S.— Moran  v.  Secord,  15  Ted. 
509,  involving  a  New  York  statute. 
Mich. — Funke  v.  Hurst,  119  Mich.  182, 
77  N.  "W.  695.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Sheriff  & 
Jailor,  etc.,  6  Pa.  445.     In  re  Norton, 

37  "W.  N.  C.  64.  E.  I.— See  In  re  Kim- 
ball, 20  E.  I.  688,  41  Atl.  230. 

[a]  An  application  for  discharge 
within  such  period  is  premature  and 
must  be  denied.  Moran.  t;.  Secord,  15 
Fed.  509. 

23.  Effect  of  discharge  from  arrest 
and  imprisonment  as  satisfaction  of 
judgment,  see  infm,  II,  C,  15,  b,  (lY) ; 
II,  C,  15,  c,  (III);  II,  C,  15,  d,  (IV); 
II,  C,  15,  k,  (V);  II,  C,  15,  1,  (II), 
(J),   (3). 

Where  debtor  escapes,  see  infra,  II, 
C,  16. 

24.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Tay- 
loe  V.  Thompson's  Lessee,  5  Pet.  358,  8 
L.  ed.  154.  Ky. — Scott  v.  Colmesnil,  7 
J.  J.  Marsh.  416.    Me. — Moor  v.  Towle, 

38  Me.  133.  Mass. — Raymond  v.  But- 
terworth,  139  Mass.  471,  1  N.  E.  126; 
Kennedy  v.  Duncklee,  1  Gray  65;  Clark 
V.  Goodwin,  14  Mass.  237;  Porter  v.  In- 


graham,  10  Mass.  88.  Mo. — Warrens- 
burg  V.  Simpson,  22  Mo.  App.  695.  N.  Y. 
Flack  V.  State,  95  N.  Y.  461;  Koenig 
v.  Steekel,  58  N.  Y.  475;  Codwise  v. 
Field,  9  Johns.  263;  Hoyle  v.  McCrea, 
42  App.  Div.  313,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  200, 
by  express  provision  of  statute.  S.  C. 
Hamilton  v.  Bredeman,  12  Rich.  L.  464; 
Conner  v.  Winn,  1  Brev.  185. 

[a]  See  also  Freeman  v.  Smith,  7 
Ind.  582,  holding  that  the  doctrine  that 
a  levy  upon  property  is  prima  facie  a 
satisfaction  of  an  execution  does  not 
apply  to  a  case  where  a  debtor  is  ar- 
rested upon  execution,  and  the  sheriff 
is  compelled  to  accept  such  property  as 
he  tenders,  not  as  a  sufficiency  to  sat- 
isfy the  debt,  but  with  a  view  to  his 
discharge  upon  an  oath  of  insolvency. 

fb]  Pledge  for  Debt. — The  person  o^ 
a  debtor,  taken  in  execution,  and  im- 
prisoned, is  a  pledge  for  the  debt,  but 
not  a  satisfaction  of  it.  Porter  v.  In- 
graham,  10  Mass.  88. 

25.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — ^Rock- 
hill  V.  Hanna,  15  How.  189,  14  L.  ed. 
656;  Snead  v.  M'CouU,  12  How.  407,  13 
L.  ed.  1043.  lU.— Marshall  Field  &  Co. 
v.  Freed,  191  111.  App.  619.  Mass. 
Kennedy  v.  Duncklee,  1  Gray  65,  un- 
less there  be  some  statute  to  the  con- 
trary. N.  J. — Miller  v.  Miller,  5  lN.  J. 
L.  508;  Strong  v.  Linn,  5  N.  J.  L.  799. 
N.  Y.— Koenig  v.  Steckol,  58  N.  Y.  475; 
Chapman  v.  Hatt,  11  Wend.  41;  Beloit 
Bank  v.  Beall,  7  Bosw.  611;  Fassett  v. 
Tallmadge,  15  Abb.  Pr.  205;  Noe  v. 
Christie,  46  How.  Pr.  496.  S.  C— Sto- 
ver V.  Duren,  3  Strobh.  448,  51  Am. 
Dec.  634  (prima  facie  evidence  of  satis- 
faction to  rebut  which  it  must  appear 
that  the  imprisonment  ceased  in  some 
mode  which,  by  law,  constitutes  an  ex- 
ception to  the  general  inference  of  sat- 
isfaction from  the  taking  of  the  body 
under  the  execution) ;  Osborne  v.  Bow- 
man, 2  Bay  208. 

26.  U.    S.— Eockhill    v.    Hanna,    15 
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pending  the  lien  of  the  judgment  upon  the  real  property  of  the  de- 
fendant during  such  time.^' 

Statutes  sometimes  provide  that  imprisonment  for  a  specified  time 
shall  operate  as  a  satisf-action  either  in  full  or  pro  tanto.^* 

(II.)  Arrest  of  One  of  Two  Joint  Defendants.  —  The  arrest  and  com- 
mitment, under  a  body  execution,  of  one  of  several  joint  defendants 
does  not  operate  to  satisfy  the  judgment  as  to  the  others  f^  but  during 
the  period  of  the  commitment,  the  creditor's  remedies  against  the 
other  defendants  are  suspended.^" 

12.  Return.^i  —  a.  When  Made.  —  The  statutes  generally  specify 
a  time  within  which  the  writ  is  returnable.^^  It  is  sometimes  required 
that  the  writ  remain  in  the  hands  of  the  officer  for  a  specified  time  be- 


How.  189,  14  L.  ed.  656;  Snead  v.  Me- 
Conll,  12  How.  407,  13  L.  ed.  1043; 
Tayloe  v.  Thomson's  Lessee,  5  Pet.  358, 
8  L.  ed.  154.  111.— Marshall,  Field  & 
Co.  V.  Freed,  191  111.  App.  619.  Mass. 
Kennedy  v.  Duncklee,  1  Gray  65.  N.  V. 
Flack  V.  State,  95  N.  Y.  461  (operates 
simply  as  a  suspension  for  the  time  be- 
ing of  other  remedies  of  the  creditor) ; 
Koenig  v.  Steckel,  58  N.  Y.  475  (dur- 
ing such  period  no  action  can  he  main- 
tained hy  the  judgment  creditor  against 
one  standing  as  surety  for  the  debtor 
or  to  enforce  collateral  securities  held 
for  the  payment  of  the  judgment) ; 
No«  V.  Christie,  46  How.  Pr.  496  (bar- 
ring second  execution  against  person 
during  imprisonment  on  first);  Everall 
V.  Stevens,  158  App.  Div.  723,  143  N. 
Y.  Supp.  874.  S.  C— Hamilton  v. 
Bredemau,  12  Rich.  L.  464. 

27.  Eockhill  v.  Hanna,  15  How.  (TT. 
S.)  189,  14  L.  ed.  656:  Snead  v.  Ma- 
Coull,  12  How.  407,  13  L.  ed.  1043;  Koe- 
nig V.  Steckel,  58  N.  Y.  475;  Chapman 
f.  Hatt,  11  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  41. 

[a]  Compare  Queen  Annes  County 
f.  Pratt,  10  Md.  5,  holding  that  the 
arrest  of  the  defendant  under  a  ca.  sa. 
issued  thereon  prior  to  his  marriage 
neither  waives  nor  suspends  the  lien 
of  the  judgment  so  as  to  allow  the 
widow's  right  of  dower  to  attach  to 
his  lands. 

28.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Marshall  Field  &  Co.  v.  Freed,  191  HI. 
App.  619;  Hanchett  v.  Weber,  17  HI. 
App.  114. 

29.  U.  S.— Hunter  v.  United  States, 
5  Pet.  173,  8  L.  ed.  86;  United  States 
V.  Stansbury,  1  Pet.  573,  7  L.  ed.  267. 
Conn. — Morgan  v.  Chester,  4  Conn.  387; 
Sheldon  v.  Kibbe,  3  Conn.  214,  8  Am. 
Dec.  176.     Ky.— Scott  v.   Colmesnil,  7 
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J.  J.  Marsh,  416.  Mass. — Raymond  v. 
Eutterworth,  139  Mass.  471,  1  N.  E. 
126;  Porter  );.  Ingraham,  10  Mass.  88. 
N.  J. — See  Strong  v.  Linn,  5  N.  J.  L. 
799.  N.  Y. — Chapman  v.  Hatt,  11  Wend. 
41:  Hoyle  v.  McCrea,  42  App.  Div.  629, 
59  N.  Y.  Supp.  200.  Ohio. — King  v. 
Kerr's  Admr.,  5  Ohio  154,  22  Am.  Dec. 
777. 

30.  Koenig  v.  Steckel,  58  N.  Y.  475; 
Chapman  v.  Hatt,  11  Wend.  (N.  Y.)  41; 
Wakeman  v.  Lyon,  9  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
241;  Sunderland  v.  Loder,  5  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)    58. 

[a]  Imprisonment  of  one  of  two  co- 
partners, however,  bars  supplementary 
proceedings  against  the  other  during 
such  time  as  it  continues,  even  though 
there  has  been  no  execution  against 
the  person  of  the  partner  sought  to  be 
examined.  Everall  v.  Stevens,  158  App. 
Div.  723,  143  N.  Y.  Supp.  874. 

31.  As  to  return  of  execution  against 
property,  see  supra,  IT,  B,  8. 

32.  m,— People  v.  Hanchett,  111  III. 
90.  Mass. — Chesebro  v.  Barme,  163  Mass. 
79,  39  N.  E.  1033;  Adams  v.  Cummiskey, 
4  Cush.  420.  N.  Y.— People  esc  rel.  Ut- 
ley  V.  Seaton,  25  Hun  305.  Vt. — ^Muzzy 
V.  Howard,  42  Vt.  23;  Turner  v.  Lowry, 
2  Aik.  72,  overruling  Stevens  v.  Adams, 
Brayt.  29,  which  held  that  the  officer 
was  to  be  allowed  a  reasonable  time 
pfter  the  statutory  period  of  sixty  days 
in  which  to  return  the  writ. 

[a]  Return  to  Adjourned  Term. — A 
writ  made  returnable  to  a  term  which 
is  thereafter  adjourned  to  a  later  date, 
may  be  returned  at  this  adjourned  term. 
Aycock  V.  Leitner,  29  Ga.  197. 

fb]  In  computing  time  the  day  upon 
which  the  execution  was  issued  is  ex- 
cluded. Bull  V.  Clarke,  2  Mete.  (Mass.) 
587;  Muzzy  v.  Howard,  42  Vt.  23. 
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fore  return.'*  Otherwise,  the  return-may  he  made  at  any  time,  suhjeet 
to  the  qualification  or  provision  that  if  the  writ  be  returned  into  court 
before  the  return  day,  bail  taken  in  the  action  cannot  be  held.^*  The 
sheriff  may  make  a  return  of  the  writ  any  time  before  the  return 
day  when  he  has  satisfied  himself  that  the  debtor  is  not  within  his 
district.'^  A  return  of  an  execution  against  the  person  made  after 
the  return  day  thereof  had  expired  is,  in  some  states,  considered  a 
false  return,^^  especially  where  the  effect  of  so  doing  would  be  to 
charge  the  bail  on  mesne  process.'^ 

b.  To  Wiiom  Returnable.  —  The  statutes  variously  require  execu- 
tion to  be  returned  to  the  clerk,  with  whom  the  judgment-roll  is 
filed,'*  or  to  a  judge  of  the  court  which  issued  the  writ.'^ 

e.  How  Made.  —  (I.)  Generally.  —  In  making  a  return  of  an  execu- 
tion against  the  person  the  officer  must  not  only  endorse  upon  the 
writ  his  proceedings  thereunder,*"  and  must  also  deliver  the  writ,  thus 


S3.  See  Edwards  v.  Gunn,  3  Conn. 
336;  Stimmel  v.  Swan,  17  Mise.  354,  39 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1074. 

[a]  At  Common  Law  Four  Days, 
Bogga  V.  Chichester,  13  N.  J.  L.  209. 

34.  Newton  v.  Bailey,  36  Ga.  180; 
Lichten  v.  Mott,  10  Ga.  138;  Chesebro 
V.  Barme,  163  Mass.  79,  39  N.  E.  1033; 
Niles  V.  Field,  2  Mete.  (Mass.)  327; 
Bacon  v.  Bowdoin,  2  Mete.  (Mass.)  591. 
See  generally  supra,  II,  B,  9. 

fa]  A  Distinction. — "The  officer's 
return  of  service  upon  -the  execution, 
and  the  return  of  the  execution  into 
court,  are  different  matters.  He  may 
indorse  upon  the  execution  any  true 
statement  of  his  acts  under  it  without 
waiting  for  the  return  day,  or  after 
that  day;  and  there  is  no  prohibition 
against  returning  the  execution  into 
court  before  or  after  the  return  day." 
Chesebro  v.  Barme,  163  Mass.  79,  39 
N.  E.  1033. 

[b]  To  charge  the  hail  it  is  not  nec- 
essary that  the  return  be  made  at  any 
particular  hour  of  the  return  day;  it 
may  be  made  at  any  time  which  is  rea- 
sonable and  convenient.  Bull  v.  Clarke, 
2  Mete.   (Mass.)'  587. 

35.  Chesebro  v.  Barme,  163  Mass.  79, 
39  N.  E.  1033;  Saunders  v.  Hughes,  2 
Bailey    (S.    C.)    504. 

[a]  Sureties  on  a  bail  bond  cannot 
complain  of  this  rule  for  they  have  un- 
dertaken to  keep  the  body  of  the  debtor 
to  answer  to  the  creditor  in  the  dis- 
trict. "If  he  is  not  within  it  .  .  . 
sufficient  favor  is  afforded  to  them,  if, 
at  the  return  term  of  the  scire  faoias, 
or  writ  m  debt  on  their  bond,  they  are 
allowed  to  surrender  their  principal,  on 


payment  of  the  costs  of  this  new  pro- 
ceeding." Saunders  v.  Hughes,  2  Bailey 
(S.  C.)   504. 

36.  Cooper  v.  Ingalls,  5  Vt.  508. 
Compare  Stimmel  v.  Swan,  17  Mise.  354, 
39  N.  Y.  Supp.  1074,  where  exception 
was  taken  to  a  body  execution  issued 
against  one,  S.,  on  June  2,  1893,  and 
returned  on  August  2,  1893,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  not  returned  until 
sixty-one  days  after  it  w!a,s  issued. 
The  court  held  that  the  only  require- 
ment with  reference  to  the  return  of 
executions  as  a  prerequisite  to  an  ac- 
tion against  bail  was  that  they  should 
not  be  returned  in  less  than  fifteen 
days. 

37.  Cooper  v.  Ingalls,  5  Vt.  508. 

38.  See  the  statutes,  and  Bull  v. 
Clarke,  2  Mete.  (Mass.)  587. 

See  generally  supra,  II,  B,  9. 

39.  Avery  v.  Seely,  3  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)  494. 

40.  Wyer  v.  Andrews,  13  Me.  168, 
29  Am.  JDee.  497;  Turner  v-  Lowry,  2 
Aik.   (Vt.)  72. 

fal  Return  Defined. — In  Turner  v. 
Liowry,  2  Aik.'  (Vt.)  72,  the  court  in 
discussing  the  return  of  a  capias  ad  sat- 
isfaciendum say:  "A  return  of  a  pro- 
cess is  literally  the  delivering  back  that 
process  to  the  officer  or  office  whence 
it  came.  The  indorsement  of  the  offi- 
cer's proceedings  is  literally  what  ac- 
companies his  return,  or  goes  back  with 
the  process.  In  common  parlance  it  is 
called  the  return  itself.  But  in  reality, 
neither  can  avail  as  a  foundation  of 
after  process  without  the  other."  See 
also  State  v.  Lawson,  2  Gill   (Md.)  62. 
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endorsed,  back  to  the  office  or  official  whither  it  is,  by  the  rules  of 
practice,  returnable;*^  neither  constitutes  a  complete  return  without 
the  other.*^  Where  a  former  sheriff  made  the  arrest,  his' successor, 
upon  admitting  the  defendant  to  bail,  should  state  that  fact  in  ad- 
dition to  the  former  sheriff's  return.*^ 

(II.1)  Requisites.  —  Where  the  language  of  the  return  makes  clear, 
beyond  doubt,  just  what  the  officer  has  done  in  executing  or  attempting 
to  execute  the  writ,  it  is  sufficient.**  If  a  statute  directs  the  form 
of  the  return  the  use  of  language  which  is  fully  equivalent  to  that 
prescribed  by  the  statute  is  sufficient.*' ' 

d.  Amendment.  —  Upon  application  to  'the  court  from  which  an 
execution  against  the  person  issued,*®  made  within  a  reasonable  time,*' 
the  officer  executing  the  writ  may  be  allowed  to  amend  his  return 
where  it  clearly  appears  to  have  been  made  through  mistake  in  re- 
gard to  some  matter  of  fact,  which,  from  its  nature,  was  not  within 
his  knowledge,**  or  where  something  has  been  omitted  from  the  re- 
turn which  it  would  not  be  inequitable  to  permit  the  officer  to  supply 
by  an  amendment.*^     On  the  other  hand  an  application  to  amend 


41.  Turner  v.  Lowry,  2  Aik.  (Vt.) 
72. 

[a]  Transmission  by  Mail. — Such 
■writs,  with  the  return  of  the  executing 
officer  thereon,  may  be  transmitted  by 
mail  to  the  office  or  officer  to  whom  the 
writ  is  returnable.  Avery  v.  Seely,  3 
Watts  &  S.   (Pa.)   494. 

[b]  The  body  of  the  debtor  need 
not  accompany  the  return.  Avery  v. 
Seely,  3  Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  494. 

42.  Turner  ■!;.  Lowry,  2  Aik.  (Vt.) 
72.    See  supra,  II,  B,  9. 

43.  Richards  v.  Porter,  7  Johns.  (N. 
T.)  137. 

44.  Subim  v.  Isador,  88  111.  App.  96; 
Orvis  V.  Isle  La  Mott,  12  Vt.  195. 

[a]  A  return  non  est  inventus  is 
sufficient  which  recites  that  the  officer 
made  "  'diligent  search  for  the  body 
of  the  within  named  defendant,  (leg.') 
.  .  .  'and  could  not  find  it,'  .  .  .  'to 
levy  this  ex.  nor  property,  I  therefore 
return  this  ex.  unsatisfied.'  "  Orvis  v. 
Isle  La  Mott,  12  Vt.  195. 

[b]  Compliance  with  the  mandate 
of  a  writ  is  shown  by  any  language 
from  which  this  will  substantially  ap- 
pear. Thus,  compliance  with  a  man- 
date to  deliver  the  body  of  the  debtor 
"to  the  keeper  of  the  jail  of  said 
(Cook)  county"  is  shown  by  a  return 
that  the  officer  "committed  the  said 
defendant  to  the  common  jail  of  Cook 
county."  Subim  v.  Isador,  88  111.  App. 
96. 

[c]  Customary  practice   may   influ- 
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ence  the  form  of  the  return,  and  one 
made  in  accordance  with  such  custom 
will  be  sufficient.  State  v.  Lawson,  2 
Gill   (Md.)   62. 

45.  Liehfelt  v.  Kopp,  88  Mich.  312; 
Wheeler  v.  Bouchelle's  Admr.,  27  N. 
C.  584. 

[a]  A  return  that  the  debtor  is 
"not  found,"  has  been  held  sufficient 
under  a  statute  directing  the  return 
to  be  that  the  debtor  "is  not  to  be 
found."  Wheeler  v.  Bouchelle,  27  N. 
C.  584. 

46.  Scott  V.  Seller,  5  Watts  (Pa.) 
235. 

47.  Scott  V.  Seller,  5  Watts  (Pa.) 
235;  Orvis  v.  Isle  La  Mott,  12  Vt.  195. 

[a]  What  Is  a  Reasonable  Time. 
In  Scott  v.  Seller,  5  Watts  (Pa.)  235, 
the  court  say  that  the  officer  will  be 
allowed  to  ■  amend  his  return  because 
of  a  mistake  of  fact  if  application 
therefor  be  made  "as  soon  as  the  mis- 
take is  discovered  and  the  fact  ascer- 
tained." 

48.  Scott  V.  Seller,  5  Watts  (Pa.) 
235. 

49.  Ky. — ^Malone  v.  Samuel,  3  A.  K. 
Marsh.  350,  13  Am.  Dec.  172,  where 
the  officer's  return  on  a  capias  of  "no 
property  found"  was  permitted  to  be 
amended  by  inserting  in  its  stead  "De- 
fendant not  found  in  my  bailiwick." 
Mass.— Hart  v.  Adams,  7  Gray  581. 
N.  H.— Mahurin  v.  Brackett,  5  N.  H. 
9,  omission  of  return  of  non  est  in- 
ventus. 
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the  return,  made  at  a  time  at  -which  it  would  be  inequitable  to  grant 
it,  will  be  denied.^" 

13.  Jail  Fees.  —  a.  General  Statement.  ^^  —  By  the  early  common 
law  a  prisoner  was  compelled  to  support  himself,  and,  if  unable  to  do 
so,  was  dependent  upon  the  charity  of  the  jailer  or  of  others.^^  This 
rule  has  been  modified  by  the  courts,  however,  by  placing  this  burden 
upon  the  creditor  at  whose  suit  he  is  in  custody ,^^  and  statutes  now 
generally  provide  expressly  for  this  modification  of  the  old  common- 
law  rule.°*  But  even  under  statutes  which  make  no  provision  for  such 
a  situation  a  creditor  will  not  be  compelled  to  maintain  a  debtor^^  who 


50.  Lines  v.  State^  6  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
464  (not  after  the  close  of  the  plain- 
tiff's testimony  in  an  action  in  debt 
for  an  escape  predicated  upon  the  re- 
turn); Orvis  V.  Isle  La  Mott,  12  Vt. 
195,  not  after  expiration  of  life  of 
writ. 

51.  As  to  discharge  of  debtor  for 
failure  of  creditor  to  pay  jail  fees,  see 
mfra,  II,  C,  15,  d. 

52.  N.  0. — ^Bunting  v.  Mcllhenny,  61 
N.  C.  579;  Vsal  v.  Flake,  32  N.  C.  417. 
Ohio. — Wadsworth  v.  Wetmore,  6  Ohio 
438.  Va.— Eose  v.  Shore,  1  Call  (5  Va.) 
540. 

53.  Irving  v.  Robertson,  6  Rich.  L. 
(S.  C.)  228;  Eobinson  v.  Simpson,  3 
Strobh.  (S.  C.)  161;  Furth  v.  Deloach, 
2  Spears  (S.  C.)  400;  Hyams  v.  Black, 
4  McOord  (S.  C.)  508;  Caldwell  v. 
Bovd,  2  Mott  &  MeC.  (S.  C.)  377; 
Moore  v.  Benbow,  3  Brev.   (8.  C.)   390. 

54.  Cal. — Tix  parte  Lamson,  50  Cal. 
306.  Del. — In  re  Harwood,  4  Harr.  541. 
Ga.— Haas  v.  Bradley,  22  Ga.  345; 
State  V.  Simpson,  B.  M.  Charlt.  122. 
Me.— Spring  v.  Davis,  36  Me..  399. 
Mass. — Blood  v.  Austin,  3  Pick.  259; 
Chamberlain  v.  Mallard,  2  Pick.  439. 
N.  H.— Buck  V.  Moserve,  16  N.  H.  422. 
N.  J.^— Potter  V-  Eobinson,  40  N.  J.  L. 
114;  State  v.  Stiles,  12  N.  J.  L.  296, 
N.  C— Faucet  v.  Adams,  35  N.  C.  235; 
Veal  V.  Flake,  32  N.  C.  417.  See  also 
Phillips  V.  Allen,  35  N.  C.  10.  Ohio. 
Gill  V.  Miner,  13  Ohio  St.  182.  See  also 
Buttles  V.  Carlton,  1  Ohio  32.  Pa. 
Com.  V.  Sheriff  &  Jailer,  etc.,  6  Pa. 
445.  Va.— Eose  v.  Shore,  1  Call.  (5 
Va.)  540. 

[a]  Who  Is  an  Insolvent  Wlthih  the 
Meaning  of  Such  Statutes. — "It  is 
clear  that  the  word  insolvent  here,  is 
not  to  be  taken  in  the  sense  of  in- 
solvency, by  having  taken  the  oath 
prescribed  by  law.  .  .  .  This  clause  ex- 
tends only  to  such  prisoners  as  are  un- 


able to  pay  their  ordinary  prison-fees. ' ' 
Eose  V.  Shore,  1  Call  (5  Va.)  540.  And 
see  Blood  v.  Austin,  3  Pick:  (Mass.) 
259,  where  this  benefit  was  provided 
for  a  debtor  "who  claims  relief  as  a 
pauper."  It  was  there  said  that  a 
debtor  brings  himself  within  the  statute 
by  representing  to  the  jailer  that  he  is 
unable  to^  support  himself  and  asking 
that  he  be  provided  for. 

[b]  Where  the  debtor  has  property 
in  another  state  out  of  which  he  might 
maintain  himself  it  has  been  held  that 
the  jailer  may  nevertheless  require  the 
creditor  to  defray  the  cost  of  keeping 
the  debtor  in  custody.  Faucet  v. 
Adams,  35  N.  C.  235.  This  case  was 
under  a  statiite,  the  language  of  which 
was,  "if  the  prisoner  be  unable  to  dis- 
charge them  (the  jail  fees)." 

[c]  A  solvent  debtor,  or  one  able  to 
maintain  himself,  is  not  within  the  pur- 
view of  such  statutes.  Turentine  v. 
Murphey,  5  N.  C.  180. 

[d]  Debtor  Committed  by  Bail. 
L'nder  a  statute  providing  for  this  li- 
ability on  the  part  of  the  creditor  when 
the  debtor  is  committed  "on  mesne 
process  or  execution,"  the  creditor  is 
not  liable  for  the  keep  of  a  debtoi^ 
committed  by  bail  after  judgment. 
Chamberlain  v.  Mallard,  2  Pick.  (Mass.) 
439,  under  Mass.  St.,  1821,  ch.  22.  But 
by  St.,  1824,  ch.  124  this  was  changed 
and  a  debtor  committed  by  his  bail  is 
to  be  supported  by  his  creditor. 

[e]  In  Ohio  the  creditor's  liability 
for  the  maintenance  of  his  debtor  is 
not,  at  least  as  between  the  sheriff  and 
the  creditor,  dependent  upon  the  debt- 
or's inability  to  provide  for  himself; 
the  creditor  is  liable  in  the  first  in- 
stance.    Gill  V.  Miner,  13  Ohio  St.  182. 

55.  Ga. — ^Mason,  Dickinson  &  Co.  v. 
Carhart,  Bro.  &  Co.,  30  Ga.  917.  N.  J. 
Potter  V.  Eobinson,  40  N.  J.  L.  114. 
N.  O.— Phillips  V.  Allen,  35  N.  C.  10. 
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has  been  released  from  actual  custody,  although  there  is  authority  to 
the  eontrary.°° 

The  jailer  need  not  accept  security  in  place  of  attual  payment,^' 
except  where  provided  for  by  statute."* 

b.  Demand.  —  Under  some  statutes  a  demand  must  be  made  upon 
the  creditor  before  he  may  be  charged  with  the  maintenance  of  his 
debtor,"^  while  under  other  statutes  no  demand  is  necessary.^"  "Where 
a  demand  is  thus  required,  it  need  not  be  in  any  particular  form,  so 
long  as  it  is  understood  by  the  creditor.^^ 

e.  .  Actions  To  Recover.  —  The  right  of  the  jailer  to  sue  for  these 
fees  is  often  expressly  provided  for  by  statute.'^  These  suits  must  be 
brought  clearly  and  unequivocally  within  the  statutes  providing  there- 
for.^^     However,  the  pleader  need  not  pursue  the  exact  language  of 


[a]  By  Escape. — Saxon  i).  Boyee,  1 
Bailey  (S.  C.)  66. 

56.  Kirkup  v.  Stickney,  5  Ohio  Dec. 
(Reprint)  499. 

[al  Where  Debtor  Released  Within 
Prison  Bounds. — Haas  u.  Bradley,  23 
Ga.  345. 

57.  Haas  v.  Bradley,  23  Ga.  345; 
Field  V.  Slaughter,  1  Bibb   (Ky.)    160. 

58.  Devine  v.  Stillings,  196  Mass. 
284,  82  N.  E.  41. 

[a]  In  New  Hampshire  this  bond 
may  be  either  "satisfactory  security, 
or  security  approved  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  by  bond."  See  Buck  v.  Me- 
serve,  16  N.  H.  422. 

fb]  The  bare  word  of  the  creditor's 
attorney  to  repay  the  jailer  is  sufficient 
if  the  jailer  chooses  to  accept  it.  De- 
vine  V.  Stillings,  196  Mass.  284,  82  N. 
E.  41. 

59.  Me. — Holmes  v.  Baldwin,  17  Me. 
398.  Mass. — Worcester  v.  Schlesinger, 
16  Gray  166.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Sheriff  & 
Jailer,  etc.,  6  Pa.  445.  R.  I.— Pub.  St., 
cb.  270,  March  10,  1882.  And  see  Casey 
V.  Viall,  17  E.  I.  348,  21  Atl.  911;  Mil- 
lard V.  Willard,  3  K.  I.  42.  Va.— See 
Webb  V.  Elligood,  Jeff.  59. 

[a]  Where  a  debtor  has  been  out  on 
ball  and  is  given  into  custody  by  his 
bondsmen,  a  notice  thereof  to  the 
creditor  is  necessary  before  he  can  bo 
compelled  to  pay  for  such  debtor's 
keep.  Mason,  Dickinson  &  Co.  v.  Car- 
hart,  Bro.  &  Co.,  30  Ga.  917. 

[b]  After  demand  if  the  creditor 
does  not  request  further  imprisonment 
or  promise  to  pay,  he  is  no  longer  li- 
able. Worcester  v.  Schlesinger,  16 
Gray  (Mass.)  166. 

[c]  In  the  computation  of  time  (1) 
the   day   of   service   of   notice   or   de- 
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mand  on  the  creditor  is  usually  ex- 
cluded. Casey  v.  Viall,  17  E.  I.  348,  21 
Atl.  911;  Millard  v.  Willard,  3  E.  I. 
42.  (2)  Fractions  of  days  are  not 
recognized.  Millard  v.  Willard,  3  E. 
I.  42. 

60.  Newcomb  &  Co.  v.  Weber,  13 
Ohio  Dec.  386,  1  Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  12.  See 
also  Buck  V.  Meserve,  16  N.  H.  422. 

61.  Blood  V.  Austin,  3  Pick.  (Mass.) 
259. 

62.  N.  H.— Buck  v.  Meserve,  16  N. 
H.  422.  N.  C— Bunting  v.  Mcllhenny, 
61  N.  0.  579;  Faucet  v.  Adams,  35  N. 
C.  235;  Veal  v.  Flake,  32  N.  C:  417. 
S.  C. — Eobinson  v.  Simpson,  3  Strobh. 
161;  Love  v.  Lowry,  1  McCord  181. 

Fa]  Right  To  Sue  Wholly  Statutory. 
Bunting  v.  Mellhenuy,  61  N.  C.  579. 

63.  Bunting  v.  Mcllhenny,  61  N.  C. 
579;  Irving  v.  Eobertson,  6  Eich.  L. 
(S.  C.)  228,'  an  allegation  by  the  jailer 
that  the  debtor  had  "no  visible 
means"  held  not  sufficient  under  a 
statute  providing  for  such  an  action 
when  a  debtor  "has  no  lands,  tene- 
ments, goods,  chattels,  or  choses  in  ac- 
tion, whereby  his  maintenance  in  jail 
can  be  defrayed." 

^a]  Jailer  may  sue  in  own  name 
where  by  virtue  of  his  arrangement 
with  the  sheriff  he  is  entitled  to  the 
fees.  Love  v.  Xiowry,  1  McCord  (S.  C.) 
181. 

[b]  Action  by  Sheriff  as  Jailer's 
Principal. — ^Dnder  statutes  rendering 
the  creditor  liable  to  reimburse  thn 
jailer  for  such  charges,  an  action  on 
that  liability  cannot  be  maintained  by 
the  sheriff  as  the  jailer 's  principal. 
Bunting  v.  Mcllhenny,  61  N.  C.  579. 

[c]  Escape  defeats  the  right  of  ac- 
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the  statute;  if  the  necessary  matter  be  set  forth  in  substance  and 
effect,  this  is  sufficient.^* 

A  notice  must,  Under  some  statutes,  be  given  the  creditor  by  the 
jailer' before  the  latter  may  proceed  in  a  civil  action  to  recover  such 
fees.®"  Where  a  town  in  which  a  destitute  debtor  is  committed  pays 
the  jailer  for  his  keep,  such  town  may  recover  therefor  in  assumpsit 
from  the  town  of  the  debtor's  legal  domicil,®"  and  the  latter  may  re- 
cover from  the  creditor.®''  A  creditor  may  also  recover  in  assumpsit 
from  a  debtor  whom  he  has  been  compelled  to  maintain  in  custody.®' 

14.  Proceedings  To  Quash,  Vacate  or  Set  Aside  Writ.  —  a.  When 
May  Be  Taken.  —  An  execution  against  the  person  which  is  void  will 
be  set  aside  on  proper  application,"^  as  will  also  one  which  was  im- 
properly issued.'"'  Thus  where  the  conditions  precedent  have  not  been 
complied  with^^  or  where  the  debtor  was  arrested  in  a  manner  un- 
lawful,'^ or  where  the  writ  was  not  issued  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  law,'*  unless  under  the  circumstances, 
the  delay  is  not  chargeable  to  the  creditor's  neglect,'*  the  writ  will. 


tion.    Saxon  v.  Boyce,  1  Bailey  (S.  C.) 
66. 

64.  Irving  v.  Robertson,  6  Eich.  L. 
(S.  C.)  228. 

65.  Furth  v.  Deloach,  2  Speers  (S. 
C.)   400. 

66.  Solon  V.  Perry,  54  Me.  493;  Nor- 
ridgewock  v.  Solon,  49  Me.  385. 

67.  Solon  V.  Perry,  54  Me.  493. 

68.  Spring  v.  Bavis,  36  Me.  399; 
Plummer  v.  Sherman,  29  Me.  555. 

69.  Perry  v.  Kent,  88  Hun  407,  34 
N.  Y.  Supp.  843;  Hickman  v.  Larkey, 
6  Gratt.  (47  Va.)   210. 

[a]  Another  Kemedy. — (1)  It  is  bet- 
ter practice,  where  a  writ  of  execution 
against  the  person  has  been  issued,  upon 
a  ground  wholly  unauthorized  by  law 
(People  V.  Gill,  85  App.  Div.  192,  83  N. 
Y.  Supp.  135),  (2)  or  where  a  writ  has 
been  issued  by  a  court  without  juris- 
diction (Huntington  v.  Metzger,  158 
111.  272,  41  N.  E.  881),  (3)  to  move  to 
set  aside  or  quash  the  writ,  than  to 
move  for  a  discharge.  Huntington  v. 
Metzger,  siipra;  People   v.   Gill,  supra. 

70.  III.— Marshall  Field  &  Co.  v. 
Freed,  191  111.  App.  619.  N.  J.— Bowne 
V.  Titus,  30  N.  J.  L.  340.  N.  Y.— Smith 
V.  Knapp,  30  N.  Y.  581,  589;  Bridge- 
water  Paint  Co.  v.  Messmore,  15  How. 
Pr.  12.  Can. — Robinson  v.  Provincial 
Ex.  Commission,  32  Nova  Scotia  216. 

[a]  Where  the  cause  of  action  (1) 
is  not  one  upon  which  arrest  may  be 
had  (Smith  v.  Knapp,  30  N.  Y.  581; 
Bridgewater  Paint  Co.  v.  Messmore.  15 
How.  Pr.  [N.  Y.]  12),  (2)  or  is  joined 


with  one  upon  which  such  writ  will  not 
issue.  Sherwood  v.  Pierce,  18  Jones  & 
S.  (N.  Y.)  378. 

[b]  Where  execution  is  issued 
against  one  only  of  several  joint  debt- 
ors. Farmers,'  etc.  Bank  v.  Crane,  15 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  434. 

71.  Huntington  v.  Metzger,  158  111. 
272,  41  N.  E.  881  {reversing  51  111.  App. 
222);  Noe  v.  Christie,  15  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  (N.  Y.)  346;  Sweet  v.  Norris,  45  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  595,  affirmed,  110  N.  Y.  668,  18 
:<i.  E.  4S1.    See  supra^  II,  C,  2. 

72.  State  v.  Hooker,  17  Tt.  658; 
Stanley  v.  McClure,  17  Vt.  253.  See 
also  Bowns  v.  Titus,  30  N.  J.  L.  340. 

73.  Segelke  v.  Knan,  22  Abb.  N.  C. 
(N.  Y.)  458;  People  v.  Gill,  85  App. 
Div.  192,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  135;  Perry  v. 
Kent,  88  Ilun  407,  .34  N.  Y.  Supp.  843, 
{aifwmed,  157  N.  Y.  710,  53  N.  E. 
1130);  Levison  v.  Harris,  134  N.  Y. 
Supp.  12;  Gcve  v.  Stewart,  17  N.  Y. 
Supp.  183  (lapse  of  twenty-six  days 
after  execution  against  the  property); 
Rodney  v.  Hoskins,  2  Miles  (Pa.)  465. 
See  Kelly  v.  Brownlow,  22  Jones  &  S. 
(N.  Y.)  129;  Longuemare  ■».  Nichols, 
7  N.  Y.  Supp.  672,  27  N.  Y.  St.  266. 

74.  Segelke  v.  Finan,  22  Abb.  N.  C. 
(N.  Y.)  458;  Lampman  v.  Smith,  17  N. 
Y.  Civ.  Proc.  19,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  922; 
People  ex  rel.  Crane  v.  Grant,  13  N.  Y. 
Civ.  Proc.  209;  Ryan  v.  Crane,  12  N.  Y.  > 
Civ.  Proe.  431;  Kelly  v.  Brownlow,  22 
Jones  &  S.  (N.  Y.)  129;  De  Silver  v. 
Holden,  22  Jones  &  S.  (N.  Y.)  1;  Gove 

Vol.  XVI 


310  JUDGMENTS  AND  DE€BEES,  ENFOECEMENT  OF 

on  a  proper  application,  be  set  aside.  Likewise  a  capias  ad  satisfacien- 
dum will  be  quashed  where  the  sheriff  has  in  his  possession  property 
of  the  debtor  taken  under  fieri  facias,"  or  the  debtor  is  under  ar- 
rest under  a  previous  writ.'®  Application  may  be  made  to  set  aside 
an  execution  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  warranted  by  the  facts." 

b.  When  Improper.  —  Mere  irregularities  will  seldom  induce  the 
court  to  set  aside  an  execution  against  the  person  which  is  otherwise 
proper.''*  Thus,  proceedings  cannot  be  maintained  to  vacate  an  execu- 
tion granted  on  a  judgment  irregularly  entered,'*  or  on  grounds  which  > 
go  to  right  to  recover  a  judgment.*" 

e.  Necessity  of  Actual  Custody.  —  While  in  some  jurisdictions  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  debtor  be  in  actual  custody  before  he  may 
make  application  to  have  an  execution  against  Ms  person  set  aside,*' 
in  others  a  contrary  rule  prevails.*'' 

d.  Eow  Taken.  —  A  motion  to  set  aside  an  execution,  issued 
against  the  person  of  a  judgment  debtor,  is  a  proper  remedy*'  in  most 


V.  Stewart,  17  N.  T.  Supp.  183;  Hobl)s 
V.  Bashford,  10  N.  Y.  St.  389. 

[a]  Pendency  of  proceedings  sup- 
plemental to  execution  no  excuse  for 
delay.  Newgas  v.  Solomon,  20  Abb. 
N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  175.  See  to  the  same 
point,  Kelly  v.  Brownlow,  22  Jones  & 
S.    (N.  Y.)    129. 

fb]  Absence  of  creditor's  attorney 
■will  not  isxeuse  delay.  Kelly  v.  Brown- 
low,  22  Jones  &  S.  (N.  Y.)   129. 

[c]  Lack  of  knowledge  that  execu- 
tion against  the  property  had  been  re- 
turned, where  the  creditor  moved 
promptly  upon  ascertaining  the  fact, 
has  been  considered  a  reasonable  ex- 
cuse. Byan  v.  Crane,  12  N.  Y.  Civ. 
Proc.  431. 

75.  Wheeler  v.  Bouehelle's  Admr., 
27  N.  C.  584. 

[a]  Where  Other  Process  Has  Been 
Levied. — Baldwin  v.  Wright,  3  Gill 
(Md.)  241. 

76.  Noe  V.  Christie,  15  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  (N.  Y.)   346. 

77.  Humphrey  v.  Brown,  17  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  481;  Bridgewater  Paint  Co. 
V.  Messmore,  15  How.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   12. 

78.  Md. — Docura  v.  Henry,  4  Har.  & 
M.  480,  irregular  teste.  N.  J. — Fergu- 
son V.  State,  31  N.  J.  L.  289,  irregular 
indorsement  of  writ.  N.  Y. — Whiting  v. 
Putnam,  16  Abb.  Pr.  382.  N.  0.— -See 
Wheeler  v.  Bouehelle's  Admr.,  27  N.  C. 
584.  Va. — ^Purcell  v.  Eichardson,  4 
Hen.  &  M.  (14  Va.)  404,  irregularity 
in  service  of  writ. 

[a]  Where  there  Is  nothing  on  the 
record  to  show  that  an  execution  is  ir- 
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regular  it  will  not  be  set  aside.     Har- 
ris V.   Sheldon    (Pa.),   16  Atl.   828. 

[b]  Although  it  does  not  appear  on 
the  face  of  an  execution,  issued  against 
the  person,  that  it  was  issued  in  an 
action  wherein  the  party  is  liable  to 
imprisonment,  yet,  if,  by  a  reference 
to  the  judgment,  it  appears  that  the 
execution  is  regular,  the  writ  will  not 
be  vacated  or  set  aside  on  that  ground. 
FuUerton  v.  Fitzgerald,  18  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)   441. 

79.  Crosby  v.  Boot,  19  Misc.  359,  43 
N.  Y.  Supp.  512;  Eoeber  v.  Dawson,  3 
N.  Y.  Supp.  122. 

[a]  The  proper  remedy  in  such  case 
is  a  direct  attack  on  the  judgment  it- 
self. Crosby  v.  Root,  19  Misc.  359,  43 
N.  Y.  Supp.  512;  Eoeber  v.  Dawson,  3 
N    Y.  Supp.  122. 

80.  Galena,  etc.,  E.  E.  Co.  «,  Ennor, 
9  111.  App.  159. 

81.  De  Silver  v.  Holden,  22  Jones  & 
S.   (N.  Y.)   1. 

82.  Bryan  v.  Brooks,  51  N.  C.  580. 
See  also  Dobbin  v.  Gaster,  26  N.  C. 
71;   Stout  V.  Quinn,  9  Pa.  Super.  179. 

83.  Md. — See  Guthers  v.  Langton,  3 
Har.  &  M.  185.  N.  Y.— Chapin  v.  Fos- 
ter, 101  N.  Y.  1,  3  N.  E.  786;  Neftel  v. 
Lightstone,  77  N.  Y.  96;  Smith  v. 
Knapp,  30  N.  Y.  581,  589;  Perry  v. 
Kent,  88  Hun  407,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  407, 
(affirmed,  157  N.  Y.  710,  53  N.  E. 
1130);  Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36  Hun  233; 
Levison  v.  Harris,  134  N.  Y.  Supp.  12. 
Pa. — See  Eodney  v.  Hoskins,  2  Miles 
465.  Vt.— Stanley  v.  McClure,  17  Vt. 
253,  motion  or  audita  querela. 
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jurisdictions,  especially  when   an   execution  is  defective  in   form.'* 

e.  Jurisdiction.  —  The  motion  should  be  addressed  to  the  court 
which  issued  the  writ.'" 

f.  Who  May  Apply  for.  —  The  judgment  debtors'  bail  may,  where 
their  liability  as  bondsmen  is  dependent  upon  the  sufSciency  of  the 
writ,  apply  for  the  quashal  thereof.'" 

g.  Time  for.  —  The  motion  may  be  made  after  the  execution  has  been 
served  and  the  defendant  taken  into  custody,''  but  not  after  bail  given 
and  release  thereon."  Thus,  after  a  bond  has  been  given  to  take  the 
benefit  of  an  insolvent  debtor's  act  it  is  too  late  to  seek  to  have  set 
aside  the  execution.'^ 

h.  Contents  of  Notice  of  Motion  or  Order  To  Show  Cause.  —  The 
notice  of  motion^"  or  the  order  to  show  cause,  when  the  case  comes 
before  the  court  on  such  an  order,"^  should  point  out  the  irregularity, 
in  the  execution,  upon  which  it  is  based. 

-  iL  Determination^  —  Collateral  matters,  such  as  the  validity  of 
the  debtor's  previous  discharge  as  an  insolvent,^^  may  not  be  tried 
on  the  hearing  of  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  writ,  though  where  the 
facts  give  rise  to  a  presumption  that  the  debtor's  discharge  was  fraud- 
ulent, the  court  may  direct  an  issue  thereupon  to  be  tried  by  a  jury, 
staying  further  proceedings  on  the  motion  meanwhile.^'  The  writ 
should  be  quashed  where  the  nature  of  the  action  as  presented  by  the 
pleadings  make  it  doubtful  whether  the  case  is  a  proper  one  for 
arrest.^*    In  some  states  a  motion  to  quash  a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum 


84.  People  ex  ret.  Utley  v.  Seaton, 
25  Hun  (N.  T.)  305,  holding  that  a 
petition  for  a  discharge  on  habeas  cor- 
pus not  proper  in  such  a  case. 

85.  Allen  v.  Eoughan,  175  111.  App. 
395. 

[a]  Itt  Illinois  the  county  court  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  determine  whether 
or  not  a  capias  was  properly  issued  by 
the  municipal  court.  "The  proper 
place  and  manner  of  testing  that  ques- 
titn  was  in  the  municipal  court  upon 
a  motion  to  quash."  Allen  v.  Boughan, 
175  111.  App.  395. 

86.  Boggs  ■».  Chichester,  13  N.  J.  L. 
209,  wh^re  the  court  say  that  in  such 
a  case  the  bail  "have  an  interest  in 
the  proceeding.  For  it  is  in  the  nature 
of  notice  and  they  have  a  right  to  ob- 
ject to  the  irregularity  in  it." 

87.  Pinckney  v.  Hegeman,  53  N.  T. 
31. 

88.  Crowell  v.  Brown,  17  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  68,  refusing  to  follow  dictum 
in  Bridgewater  Paint  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Mess- 
more,  15  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  12.  to  the 
contrary.  See  also  Stout  v.  Quinn,  9 
Pa.  Super.  179. 

89.  Kohm  v.  Neger,  16  N.  J.  L.  J. 


241;   .Jersey  City  Milling  Co,  v.  Kett- 
ner,  21  N.  J.  L.  J.  376. 

[a]  The  leason  for  such  a  rule  is 
that  by  thfl  giving  of  the  bond  to  ap- 
ply for  relief  as  an  insolvent  the  debtor 
is  considered  to  have  waived  all  defects 
and  irregularities  of  the  proceedings  by 
which  he  was  taken  into  custody.  Jer- 
sey City  Milling  Co.  v.  Kettner,  21  N. 
J.  L.  J.  376.  As  to  waiver  of  irregu- 
larities in  the  writ  generally,  see  sii- 
pra,  II,  C,  9,  i. 

90.  Montrait  v.  Hutchins,  49  How, 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  105. 

91.  Montrait  v.  Hutchins,  49  How. 
Pr.  (N.  y.)  105;  Gove  v.  Stewart,  17 
N.  Y.   Supp.  183. 

[a]  Waiver  of  objection  on  this 
score  by  resisting  the  proceedings,  see 
Gove  V.  Stewart,  17  N.  Y.  Supp.  183. 

92.  Eussell  v.  Packard,  9  Wend.  (N. 
y.)  431;  Noble  v.  Johnson,  9  Johns.  (N. 
y.)  259;  Stuart  v.  Salhinger,  14  Abb. 
Pr.  (N".  Y.)  29i. 

93.  Stuart  v.  Salhinger,  14  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)   291. 

94.  Neftel  «.  Lightstone,  77  IT.  Y. 
96. 

[a]    It  Is  competent  in  such  a  case 
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will  not  be  heard  if  the  defendant  is  not  present  in  court.'® 

j.  Imposition  of  Terms.  —  Where  relief  is  discretionary"  terms 
may  be  imposed  upon  granting  it.*'  Accordingly,  requirements  that 
the  defendant  stipulate  not  to  sue  for  the  arrest,**  or  for  any  im- 
prisonment on  or  by  virtue  of  such  an  execution,**  have  been  held  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  power  of  the  court.^ 

k.  Effect  of  Order.  —  Upon  the  quashal  of  the  writ  the  sheriff  may 
release  the  debtor  without  further  order  or  proceedings,^  and  all 
liability  on  the  bond  of  the  debtor  ceases.^  When  the  writ  is  dis- 
charged in  this  manner  it  is  forever  dead  and  cannot  be  revived,* 
or  a  new  arrest  made  thereon.®  But  the  judgment  or  order  rendered 
on  a  motion  to  quash  a  writ  of  execution  against  the  person  is  con- 
clusive only  as  to  what  is  necessarily  and  directly  decided  therein.^ 

15.  Release  or  Discharge.  —  a.  General  Statement.''  —  The  stat- 
utes usually  provide  for  the  discharge  of  a  person  arrested  upon  a 
body  execution,  upon  a  showing,  in  a  proper  maimer,  of  grounds*  there- 


to show,  upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  or 
quash  the  writ,  upon  what  theory  the 
case  was  tried  and  decided.  Neftel  v. 
Lightstone,  77  N.  Y.  96. 

95.  Guthers  v.  Langton,  3  Har.  &  M. 
(Md.)^  185. 

96.  Chapin  v.  Foster,  101  N.  T.  1, 
3  N.  E.  786,  but  not  where  relief  is  a 
matter  of  right.  But  see  Beams  v. 
Perchard,  1  Morris  Newf.  Eep.  (1854- 
64)   254. 

97.  Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36  Hun  (N. 
y.)  233;  Beams  v.  Perchard,  1  Morris 
Newf.  Eep.   (1854-64)   254. 

98.  Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
233. 

[a]  An  amendment  to  the  order 
cannot  be  made  for  the  purpose  of  im- 
posing terms  after  an  action  for  the 
unlawful  arrest  has  been  started.  Cat- 
lin  V.  Adirondack  Co.,  22  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
493. 

99.  Walker  v.  Isaacs,  36  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
233;  Sherwood  v.  Pierce,  18  Jones  &  S. 
(N.  Y.)  378.  See  People  ex  ret  Brack 
V.  Eeilly,  58  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  218. 

[a]  liaches  or  misleading  acts  of 
the  defendant  were  held  to  justify  the 
imposition  of  a  condition  that  the  de- 
fendant should  not  prosecute  for  a  false 
imprisonment.  Sherwood  v.  Pierce,  18 
Jones  &  S.  (N.  Y.)   378. 

1.  Walker  V.  Isaacs,  36  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
233;  Sherwood  v.  Pierce,  18  Jones  &  S. 
(N.   Y.)    378. 

2.  Pinckney  v.  Hegeman,  53  N.  Y. 
31;  Perry  v.  Kent,  88  Hun  407,  38  N, 
Y.  Supp.  843,  afirmed  in  157  N.  Y.  710, 
63  N.  E.  1130. 
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[a]  A  formal  discharge  by  the 
sheriff  is  unnecessary.  Wame  v.  Con- 
stant, 4  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  32. 

3.  Mason  v.  Benson,  9  Watts  (Pa.) 
287. 

4.  Carrigan  v.  Washburn,  9  N.  Y. 
Supp.  541. 

5.  Carrigan  v.  Washburn,  9  N.  Y. 
Supp.  541. 

As  to  issuing  an  alias  writ,  see  smra, 
n,  C,  10. 

As  to  rearrest,  see  infra,  II,  C,  16. 

6.  Kitson  V.  Farwell,  132  111.  327,  23 
N.  E.  1024;  Sawyer  v.  Nelson,  44  111. 
App.  184. 

7.  As  to  discharge  upon  quashal  or 
vacation  of  the  writ,  see  supra,  II,  C, 
14. 

8.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Where  the  plaintiff  neglects  to 
issue  execution  (1)  against  the  person 
of  the  defendant  within  ten  days  after 
the  return  of  the  execution  against  the 
property,  the  defendant  must,  under 
the  statute,  upon  his  application,  be 
discharged  from  custody  or  imprison- 
ment. Perrv  v.  Kent,  88  Hun  407,  134 
N.  Y.  Supp."  843,  afirmed  in  157  N.  Y. 
710,  53  N.  E.  1130.  (2)  This  statute, 
however,  only  relates  to  cases  in  which 
an  order  of  arrest  has  been  previously 
issued.  People  v.  Gill,  85  App.  Div. 
192,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  135. 

fb]  "At  the  common  law,  the  judg- 
ment creditor  might  seize  the  body  of 
his  debtor,  under  execution,  and  hold 
him  until  the  debt  was  paid,  and  the 
debtor  had  no  means  of  releasing  his 
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for.  In  such  proceedings  the  statutes  must  be  closely  followed.* 
Thus,  the  application  may  only  be  made  to  a  magistrate  authorized  to 
hear  the  same  or  grant  relief  thereon.^" 

b.  On  Consent  of  Creditor.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  Under  the  common 
law,  a  debtor  may,  at  any  time,  be  discharged  from  imprisonment 
under  an  execution  against  his  person  with  the  consent  of  the  execution 
plaintiff "  And,  by  statute,  after  the  required  period  of  imprison- 
ment,^^ the  judgment  creditor  may  require  the  officer  to  discharge  the 
debtor  from  custody.^^ 

(II.)  How  Requested.  —  The  request  of  the  judgment  creditor  for  the 
discharge  of  the  debtor  may  be  made,  under  some  statutes,  by  a 
written  notice  served  upon  the  officer  who  has  the  debtor  in  custody.^* 
In  other  states  the  consent  of  the  creditor  may  be  given  by  parol.^" 

(III.)  By  Agent  or  Attorney.  —  In  the  absence  of  statutory  provision 
to  the  contrary,  tlie  powers  of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  strictly  as  such, 
do  not  include  authority  to  order  the  defendant's  discharge  from 
custody  unless  the  money  called  for  in  the  judgment  has  actually  been 
paid,^°  or  unless  the  party  whom  he  represents  consent  thereto.^' 
The  authority  of  a  person  acting  in  this  matter  as  a  special  agent  of 
the  plaintiff,  must  be  elear,^®  and  must  be  strictly  foUowed.^^ 

(IV.,)   Effect — At  common  law,  the  voluntary  release  with  the  con- 


body  except  he  paid  the  debt."    Strode 
V.  Broadwell,  36  111.  419. 

9.  Ky. — Sowle  Mfg.  Co.  v.  BerBard, 
100  Ky.  658,  39  S.  W.  239.  Mass.— See 
Com.  V.  Whitney,  10  Pick.  434.  N.  Y.  j 
Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  46  N.  Y.  236.  See 
also  People  ex  ret.  Harris  v.  Gill,  83  N. 
Y.  Supp.  135. 

10.  111.— Allen  V.  Eoughan,  175  111. 
App.  395.  Ky. — Sowle  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ber- 
nard, 100  Ky.  658,  39  S.  W.  239;  Mc- 
Govern  v.  Maloney,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
801,  99  S.  W.  935.  Can. — Pelropolous 
V.  Williams  Co.,  38  N.  Bruns.  146. 

11.  Conn. — See  Seymour  v.  Harvey, 
11  Conn.  275.  Mass. — Nowell  v.  Waitt, 
121  Mass.  554.  N.  Y. — Simonton  1>.  Bar- 
rell,  21  Wend.  362;  Boucher  v.  Holley,  3 
Wend.  184;  Green  v.  Young,  21  N.  Y. 
Supp.  255.  Va. — Carthrae  v.  Clarke,  5 
Leigh  (32  Va.)  268. 

12.  Hoyle  v.  Murray,  42  App.  Div. 
313,  59  ISr.  Y.  Supp.  200;  Green  v. 
Young,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  255.  See  Ex 
parte  Bergman,  18  Nev.  331,  4  Pac. 
209. 

13.  Bx  parte  Bergman,  18  Nev.  331, 
4  Pac.  209;  Hoyle  v.  Murray,  42  App. 
Div.  313,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  200;  Green  v. 
Young,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  255. 

14.  Conn. — See  Seymour  v.  Harvey, 
11  Conn.  275.  Nev. — See  Ex  parte  Berg- 
man, 18  Nev.  331,  4  Pac.  209.'    N.  Y. 


Hoyle  V.  Murray,  42  App.  Div.  313,  59 
N.  Y.  Supp.  200. 

[a]  Consent  to  a  temporary  dis- 
charge where  the  debtor  is  dangerously 
ill,  and  on  condition  that  the  jailer 
be  responsible  for  his  return,  is  not  a 
license  to  depart  from  the  prison.  Sey- 
mour V.  Harvey,  11  Conn.  275. 

15.  Spader  v.  Frost,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
190;  Bridge  v.  McLane,  2  Mass.  520. 

16.  Ind.— Neff  v.  Powell,  6  Blackf. 
420.  Me. — Jewett  v.  Wadleigh,  32  Me. 
110.  N.  Y. — Vidrard  v.  Fradneburg,  53 
How.  Pr.  339;  Simonton  v.  Barrell,  21 
Wend.  362;  Kellogg  v.  Gilbert,  10  Johns. 
220,  6  Am.  Dec.  335;  Jackson  v.  Bart- 
lett,  8  Jqhus.  274;  Lovell  v.  Orser,  1 
Bosw.  349;  Eads  v.  Wynne,  29  N.  Y. 
Supp.  983.  Can. — Whittier  v.  Hands, 
19  U.  C.  q.  B.  170. 

[a]  The  most  that  he  may  do  is  to 
receive  the  money  recovered  by  a  ca. 
sa.  and  then  acknowledge  satisfaction. 
Jackson  ex  dem.  McCrea  v.  Bartlett,  8 
Johns.  fN.  Y.)  361;  Payne  v.  Chute,  1 
Eolle  365,  81  Eng.  Reprint  538. 

17.  Kellogg  V.  Gilbert,  10  Johns.  (N, 
Y.)   220,  6  Am.  Dec.  335. 

18.  Crary  v.  Turner,  6  Johns.  (N.  T.) 
51. 

19.  Crary  v.  Turner,  6  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
51. 
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sent  of  the  creditor  of  a  judgment  debtor  charged  in  execution  operates 
as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  on  whatever  terms  made.^°  Accord- 
ingly, after  such  a  voluntary  release  from  custody,  the  right  to  im- 
prison  is  gone,  and  the  debtor  cannot  again  be  taken  in  execution 
for  the  same  debt.^^  The  same  rule  obtains  by  express  provision  of 
statute  in  some  states.^^ 

A  discharge  of  one  of  several  defendants,  on  the  consent  of  the  judg- 
ment creditor,  discharges  all  of  the  defendants  and  absolves  them 
from  liability  to  arrest  on  the  same  judgment.^^  So  where  a  party 
elects  to  sue  the  wrongdoers  in  a  joint  trespass  separately,  and  re- 
covers a  judgment  in  both  actions,  the  issuance  of  an  execution  upon 
one  of  the  judgments  against  a  defendant,  who  is  imprisoned  thereon. 


20.  U.  S. — Magniac  v.  Thomson,  15 
How.  281,  14  L.  ed.  696;  United  States 
V.  Watkins,  4  Cranch  C.  C.  271,  28  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,650;  United  States  v.  Smith, 
3  Cranch  C.  C.  66,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,327;  Slocum  v.  Hathaway,  1  Paine 
290,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,952.  Conn. 
Terrell  v.  Smith,  8  Conn.  426;  Loomis 
«.  Storrs,  4  Conn.  440.  See  Seymour 
V.  Harvey,  11  Conn.  275.  Ind.^Wake- 
man  v.  Jones,  1  Ind.  517;  Prentiss  v. 
Hinton,  6  Blackf.  35.  Mass. — Norvell 
V.  Waitt,  121  Mass.  554;  Kennedy  v. 
Duncklee,  1  Gray  65.  See  Appleby  v. 
Clark,  10  Mass.  59.  N.  J. — Allen  v. 
Craig,  14  N.  J.  L.  102.  N.  Y.— Simon- 
ton  V.  Barren,  21  Wend.  362;  Poucher 
V.  HoUey,  3  Wend.  184;  Eansour  v. 
Keyes,  9  Cow.  128;  Lathrop  v.  Briggs, 
8  Cow.  171;  Powers  v.  Wilson,  7  Cow. 
274;  Yates  v.  Van  Rensselaer;  5  Johns. 
364;  Bonesteel  v.  Garlinghouse,  60  Barb. 
338;  Savage  v.  Snlly,  153  N.  Y.  Supp. 
532;  Green  v.  Young,  21  N.  Y.  Supp. 
255.  Pa.— Bamford  v.  Keefer,  68  Pa. 
389.  Vt.— Foster  v.  CoUamer,  10  Vt. 
.466;  Enos  v.  Fenno,  Brayt.  36.  Va. 
Carthrae  v.  Clarke,  5  Leigh  (33  Va.) 
268;  Windrum  v.  Parker,  2  Leigh  (29 
Va.)  361.  Enff.— Clarke  v.  Clement,  6 
Term  Rep.  525,  101  Eng.  Reprint  683; 
Jaques  v.  Withy,  1  Term  Rep.  557,  99 
Eng.  Reprint  1249;  Walker  v.  Alder, 
Style  117,  82  Eng.  Reprint  575,  Trin. 
24  Car.  B.  R.  1671.  Can.— Robinson  v. 
Provincial  Ex.  Commission,  32  Nova 
Scotia  216. 

[a]  See  also  Abat  v.  Whitman,  7 
Mart.  N.  S.  (La.)  162,  recognizing  that 
such  was  rule  at  common  law,  but  de- 
nying its  application  in  Louisiana,  since 
no  such  consequence  followed  the  dis- 
charge of  a  debtor  -from  imprisonment 
by  the  laws  in  force  antecedent  to  the 
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change  of  government  and  no  statute 
had  repealed  in  express  terms  the  pre- 
viously existing  law. 

As  to  relief  on  motion  on  this  ground, 
see  infra,  II,  C,  15,  g. 

[b]  "The  reason  for  the  rule  was 
that  in  the  eye  of  the  law  the  arrest 
of  the  judgment  debtor  was  deemed  to 
be  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  so 
that  there  no  longer  remained  any  judg- 
ment upon  which  an  execution  could 
issue."  Savage  v.  Sully,  153  N.  Y. 
Supp.  532. 

[c]  Although  it  was  not  the  inten- 
tion of  the  plalntiif  to  discharge  the 
debt,  a  voluntary  discharge  by  a  cred- 
itor of  his  debtor  from  the  limits  of 
the  jail  discharges  the  judgment  and 
the  debt.  Poucher  v.  HoUey,  3  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   184. 

[d]  As  to  Guarantors.- A  distinction 
should  be  observed  between  this  tech- 
nical satisfaction  of  the  debt  and  pay- 
ment or  actual  satisfaction  thereof. 
The  former  operates  between  the  cred- 
itor and  debtor  only  and  is  not  a  bar 
to  an  action  against  guarantors  of  the 
debt  as  would  be  a  payment  or  actual 
satisfaction  thereof.  Terrell  v.  Smith, 
8  Conn.  426. 

21.  Vidrard  v.  Fradneburg,  53  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  339;  Poucher  v.  Holley,  3 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  184;  Yates  v.  Van 
Rensselaer,  5  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  364; 
Blackburn  v.  Stupart,  2  East  243,  102 
Eng.  Reprint  362.  See  also  Hooker  v. 
Daniels,  Brayt.   (Vt.)   32. 

22.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Ex  parte  Bergman,  18  Nev.  331,  4  Pae. 
209. 

23.  U.  S. — Slocum  v.  Hathaway,  1 
Paine  290,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12.952. 
Mass. — Putnam  v.  Needham,  2  Dane 
Abr.  650.    N.  J.— Allen  v.  Craig,  14  N. 
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and  the  subsequent  discharge  therefrom,  operates  not  only  to  dis- 
charge the  judgment  upon  which  such  defendant  was  charged  in 
execution,  but  also  the  judgment  against  the  other  joint  trespasser.^* 

c.  On  Payment  or  Satisfabtion.  —  (1.)  General  Statement —  It  is  the 
right  of  a  debtor  in  custody  under  an  execution  against  his  person 
to  be  discharged  upon  payment  of  the  judgment  and  fees,^°  or  the 
portion  thereof  which  has  not  been  satisfied  by  the  term  of  his  im- 
prisonment.^" 

(II.)  Manner  of  Making  Payinent.27 — An  ofSeer  can  receive  nothing 
in  satisfaction  of  a  capias  ad  satisfaciendum  but  money,  or  its  equiv- 
alent.^® Receiving  a  promissory  note,^°  or  a  draft,^"  is  not  a  pay-' 
ment  sufficient  to  justify  the  officer  in  discharging  the  defendant, 


J.  L.  102.  N.  y.— Vidrard  v.  Pradne- 
burg,  53  How.  Pr.  339;  Kasson  v.  Peo- 
ple, 44  Barb.  347;  Ransom  v.  Keyes, 
9  Cow.  128.  Vt. — ^Bailey  v.  Kimbal,  1 
D.  Chip.  151. 

[a]  See  also  Abat  ■».  "Whitman,  7 
Mart.  N.  S.  (La.)  162,  recognizing 
common-law  rule,  but  denying  its  ap- 
plication in  Louisiana. 

[b]  Where  judgment  was  for  costs 
only  as  to  one  of  several  joint  debtors, 
the  release  of  such  debtor  upon  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  will  not  operate  to 
entitle  the  other  defendants  to  their 
release,  such  other  defendants  being  in 
custody  not  for  the  costs  but  for  the 
debt.  McLean  v.  Whiting,  8  Johns. 
(N.  T.)  339. 

[c]  Such  consent  must  be  given  be- 
fore the  discharge;  a  consent  given 
after  escape  will  not  operate  to  dis- 
charge the  obligors  on  the  defendant's 
jail  limits  bond.  Sloeura  v.  Hathaway, 
1  Paine  290,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,952. 
See  also  Kelly  v.  Thompson,  35  N. 
Bruns.  (Can.)   718. 

[d]  Stipulation  Not  To  Sue  a  Con- 
dition.— The  court  may  require  those 
debtors  remaining  after  discharge  of 
one  to  stipulate,  as  a  condition  to  their 
discharge,  that  they  will  not  bring  an 
action  on  account  of  their  arrest  and 
imprisonment.  Allen  v.  Craig,  14  N.  J. 
L.  102. 

24.  Kasson  v.  People,  44  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)  347. 

[a]  Reason. — The  plaintiff  in  the 
judgments  is  entitled  to  but  one  satis- 
faction for  the  injury  he  has  sustained 
by  the  trespass  committed  by  the  de- 
fendants in  the  two  judgments;  and 
that  he  has,  by  imprisonment  of  one  of 
them,    and    his    discharge    therefrom. 


Kasson   v.   People,    44    Barb.    (N.    T.) 
347. 

25.  1J.  S. — In  re  Cavan,  5  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,528.  Ky. — Prather  v.  Beeler,  3 
Bibb  375;  Field  v.  Slaughter,  1  Bibb 
160.  Me.— See  Wilson  v.  Euss,  20  Me. 
421.  N.  H. — Rogers  v.  McDearmid,  7 
N.  H.  506.  N.  J.— Smith  v.  Allen,  1 
N.  J.  Eq.  43,  21  Am.  Dec.  33.  Va. 
Com.  V.  Webster,  8  Gratt.  (49  Va.) 
702. 

[a]  Such  a  discharge  is  one  "by 
due  course  of  law,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  a  bond  conditioned  to  keep  the 
jail  limits  until  thus  discharged.  Smith 
V.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  43,  21  Am.  Dec. 
33. 

26.  Hanchett  v.  Weber,  17  HI.  App. 
114. 

Effect  of  imprisonment  as  discharge 
or  partial  discharge,  see  supra,  II,  C, 
11,  c. 

27.  As  to  manner  of  making  pay- 
ment generally,  see  the  title  "Judg- 
ments, Satisfaction  of." 

28.  Mumford  v.  Armstrong,  4  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  553;  Codwise  v.  Field,  9  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)   263. 

As  to  discharge  by  tendering  or  sur- 
rendering property,  see  infra,  II,  C, 
15,  1. 

[a]  An  agreement  between  the  sher- 
iff and  the  defendant  that  the  sheriff 
will  pay  the  judgment  debt  in  con- 
sideration of  a  debt  due  from  the  sher- 
iff to  the  defendant  in  the  judgment 
is  n(^t  an  absolute  payment  or  satis- 
faction in  money,  constituting  a  dis- 
charge. Codwise  v.  Field,  9  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  263. 

29.  Townsend  v.  Olin,  5  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  207;  Armstrong  v.  Garrow,  6  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  465. 

30.  Mumford  v.  Armstrong,  4  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  553. 
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unless  the  plaintiff  ratifies  such  act  of  the  officer.^^  Statutes  some- 
times alter  this  rule,-"*^  and  it  does  not  apply  where  the  terms  of  the 
writ  authorize   payment  of  the  judgment  in  some  other  manner.^" 

(IIL)  The  Effect.  — "When  thus  discharged  the  judgment  is  satisfied 
and  the  debtor  may  not  be  re-arrested  thereon.^* 

d.  For  Failure  of  Creditor  To  Pay  Jail  Fees.  —  (I.)  General  Statement. 
The  statutes  commonly  provide  that  the  failure  or  refusal  of  a  creditor 
to  pay  the  jail  fees  of  his  insolvent  debtor  shall  constitute  sufficient 
grounds  for  the  discharge  of  such  debtor.^^  Where  security  for  the 
expense  of  supporting  the  debtor  may  be  demanded^*  the  refusal  to 
give  it  within  the  required  time,  justifies  the  discharge  of  the  debtor 
from  arrest.*^  And  even  after  giving  security,  if  the  creditor  fail 
to  pay,  upon  demand,  the  debtor  may  be  released.'^  The  jailer  may, 
however,  hold  the  debtor  in  custody  in  spite  of  the  non-payment  of 
such  fees  and  expenses.^^ 

(Ilj)  Notice.  —  By  statute*"  and  in  some  states,  even  in  the  absence 
of  statute,  the  creditor*^  or  his  attorney,*^  should  be  notified  before 
the  discharge  of  the  debtor  for  failure  to  pay  jail  fees,*^  though  notice 
is  not  required  in  some  jurisdictions  before  discharging  the  debtor,** 


31.  Townsend  v.  Olin,  5  Wend.  (N. 
T.)  207. 

32.  Bates  v.  Butler,  46  Me.  387. 

33.  McCauley  v.  Kelly,  2  W.  N.  C. 
(Pa.)   30. 

Eogers  v.  McDearmid,  7  N.  H. 


34. 
506. 
35. 


M. 


Ga. — State  v.  Simpson,  E. 
Charlt.  122.  Mass. — Phillips  v.  Gray, 
1  Allen  492;  Blood  v.  Austin,  3  Pick. 
259.  N.  H. — Buck  v.  Meserve,  16  N. 
H.  422.  N.  Y.— People  ex  rel.  Eied- 
man  v.  KcCue,  18  Hun  53.  Ohio. 
Gill  V.  Miner,  13  Ohio  St.  182.  E.  I. 
Casey  v.  Viall,  17  E.  I.  348,  21  Atl. 
911.  S.  0. — Furth  v.  Deloach,  2  Speers 
400. 

[a]  In  Ehode  Island  the  jailer  is 
required  upon  discharging  a  debtor  in 
such  a  case  to  state  "in  his  formal 
discharge  on  the  jail-book  the  reason 
therefor."  Casey  v.  Viall,  17  E.  I. 
348,  21  Atl.  911. 

[b]  Where  the  debtor  is  at  liberty 
under  a  prison  limits  bond  the  court 
will  not  order  his  discharge  on  this 
ground.  Ex  parte  Wilson,  2  Cranch  C. 
C.  7,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,779. 

36.     See  supra,  II,  C,  13. 

Blood  V.  Austin,  3  Pick.  (Mass.) 
See  Webb  v.  Elligood,  Jeff.  (Va.) 


37. 
259. 
59. 

38. 
160. 

39. 

40. 


Field  V.  Slaughter,  1  Bibb  (Ky.) 

Ex  parte  Lamson,  50  Cal.  306. 
Stroheim  v.  Deimel,  77  Fed.  802, 
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23  0.  C.  A.  467  (involving  111.  Eev.  St., 
1916,  ch.  72,  §30);  MePheters  v.  Mor- 
rill, 66  Me.  123. 

41.  Lucky  V.  Brandon,  1  Ohio  49. 

42.  Lucky  v.  Brandon,  1  Ohio  49. 

43.  Lucky  v.  Brandon,  1  Ohio  49. 
See  also  Kirkup  v.  Stickney,  5  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eeprint)  499.  Contra,  Neweomb 
&  Co.  V.  Weber,  13  Ohio  Dec.  386,  1 
Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  12. 

[a]  The  reason  for  this  requirement 
is  that  "a  creditor  cannot  be  said  to 
neglect  or  refuse  to  support  the  prison- 
er, when  he  has  no  knowledge  that  such 
support  is  required  of  him."  Lucky 
V.  Brandon,  1  Ohio  49. 

[b]  When  the  residence  of  both  the 
creditor  and  his  attorney  or  other  agent 
is  unknown  and  cannot  be  ascertained, 
the  notice  may  be  dispensed  with. 
Lucky  V.  Brandon,  1  Ohio  49. 

[c]  Notice  should  be  given  in  a  rea.- 
sonable  manner,  so  as  to  produce  effect. 
Lucky  V.  Brandon,  1  Ohio  49. 

44.  Mason>  Dickinson  &  Co.  v.  Car- 
hart,  Bro.  &  Co.,  30  Ga.  917.  See  Buck 
V.  Meservs,  16  N.  H.  422. 

[a]  In  Georgia  no  notice  is  required, 
except  where  the  debtor  has  been  sur- 
rendered by  bail,  "then  he  cannot  be 
discharged  for  failure  to  secure  jail 
fees  without  ten  days'  notice  to  the 
plaintiff."  Mason,  Dickinson  &  Co.  v. 
Carhart,  Bro.  &  Co.,  30  Ga.  917.  To 
the  same  effect  see  Field  v.  Putman,  22 
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(III.)  Order.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  no  order  of  court  for  the  dis- 
charge is  necessary  ;*=  in  others  an  application  to  the  court  and  an 
order  for  discharge  is  essential.*^ 

(IV.)  Effect.  —  A  discharge  on  this  ground  does  not  operate  as  a 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment.*^ 

e.  On  Certificate  of  Falsity  of  Affidavit.  —  Some  statutes  provide 
that  the  arrested  debtor  may  cause  himself  to  be  brought  before  the 
court  or  magistrate  to  have  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  facts  set  forth 
in  the  plaintiff's  affidavit  determined,  and  upon  a  certificate  of  their 
falsity  he  must  be  discharged  from  custody.*^ 

f .  On  Habeas  Corpus.*^  —  (I.)  "When  Proper.  —  The  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  will,  in  a  proper  case,  afford  the  debtor  relief  from  imprison- 
ment under  civil  process,^''  but  in  accordance  with  the  general  rule 
habeas  corpus  ■wall  not  lie  when  some  direct  method  of  redress  as 
writ  of  error  or  appeal  is  available  to  the  debtor,^^  or  where  he  may 


6a.    93;    McKenzie,    etc.    Co.    v.    Har- 
grove &  Co.,  22  Ga.  119. 

45.  Ky.— Field  v.  Slaughter,  1  Bibb 
160.  Mass. — Blood  v.  Austin,  3  Pick. 
259.  Ohio.— Gill  v..  Miner,  13  Ohio  St. 
182;  Kirkup  v.  Stickney,  5  Ohio  Bee. 
(Eeprint)  499. 

[a]  "At  once  on  failure  of  the 
party,  at  whose  instance  he  ia  confined, 
to  make  the  payment  required,  the 
debtor  is  entitled  to  his  liberty,"  and 
it  would  frustrate  the  intentions  of  the 
law  to  require  an  order  from  a  court  or 
judge  before  he  can  obtain  his  free- 
dom. People  ex  rel.  Eiedman  V.  Mc- 
Cue,  18  Hun   (N.  Y.)    53. 

46.  State  v.  Stiles,  12  N.  J.  L.  296, 
application  need  not  be  in  writing. 

[a]  No  notice  of  the  application 
need  be  given.  State  v.  Stiles,  12  N. 
J.  L.  296. 

47.  Lambert  v.  Wiltshire,  144  111. 
5]  7,  33  N.  E.  538;  Strode  v.  Broad- 
well,  36  111.  419;  Marshall  Field  &  Co. 
V.  Freed,  191  111.  App.  619;  Tatem  v. 
Potts,  5  Blackf.  (Ind.)  534.  But  see 
Strawsine  v.  Salisbury,  75  Mich.  542, 
42  N.  W.  966. 

48.  In  re  Proctor,  27  Vt.  118;  Use 
•parte  Davis,  18  Vt.  401. 

[a]  The  debtor  may  waive  his  light 
to  the  protection  of  such  a  statute  by 
procuring  his  release  upon  bail,  tlx 
parte  Davife,  18  Vt.  401. 

[b]  The  debtor  must  give  notice  to 
the  ofScer  when  he  is  taken  into  cus- 
tody, of  his  intention  to  avail  himself 
of  the  statute,  and  must  thereafter 
give  a  like  notice  to  the  creditor.  Ex 
parte  Davis,  18  Vt.  401. 

[c]  The  terms  or  language  of  the 


judge's  certificate  should  follow  the 
I  language  of  the  affidavit  and  negative 
ISO  much  of  it  as  would  support  the 
order  for  the  issuance  of  the  writ  under 
which  the  debtor  was  taken  into  cus- 
tody.    In  re  Proctor,  27  Vt.  118. 

49.  See  generally  10  Standard  Peoc. 
908. 

50.  Com.  V.  Keeper  of  County  Prison, 
14  Phila.  (Pa.)  396;  Hecker  v.  Jarret, 
3  Binn.  (Pa.)  404;  Com.  v.  Lecky,  1 
Watts  (Pa.)  66,  26  Am.  Dec.  37. 

[a]  As  to -necessity  of  actual  cus- 
tody, see  People  ex  rel.  Eobinson  v. 
Hanchett,  111  111.  90,  where  the  court 
says:  "During  the  pendency  of  the 
application  for  a  discharge  .  .  .  under 
the  writs  of  habeas  corpus,  he  (the 
debtor)  was  at  large  under  recogniz- 
ance, and  he  was  not  in  the  custody 
of  the  sheriff  when  this  writ  was  served 
on  him.  But  respondent  waives  these 
objections. ' ' 

[b]  Admission  to  Bail. — After  an 
appeal  from  an  order  refusing  to  va- 
cate an  execution,  the  debtor  may  com- 
pel his  admission  to  bail  by  habeas 
corpus.  State  ex  rel.  Syverson  v.  Fos- 
ter, 84  Wash.  58,  146  Pac.  169,  L.  E.  A. 
1915E,  340. 

51.  See  Fleming  v.  Clark,  12  Allen 
(Mass.)  191;  Com.  v.  Keeper  of  County 
Prison,  14  Phila.  (Pa.)  396;  Com.  v. 
Lecky,  1  Watts  (Pa.)  66,  26  Am.  Dec. 
37. 

[a]  The  reason  for  such  a  rule  is 
tliat  to  permit  the  debtor  to  make  use 
of  this  remedy  under  any  other  con- 
dition "would  be  to  bring  different 
tribunals  into  collision,  and  to  pro- 
i  duce    lendless     confusion."      Com.    i>. 
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have  relief  through  an  application  to  the  court  in  which  the  cause  is 
pending.^^  But  where  these  remedies  have  been  lost  to  the  litigant, 
as,  for  example,  by  lapse  of  time,  relief  may  be  had  through  the  writ 
of  habeas  eorpus.^^  When  otherwise  proper,  relief  may  be  had  on 
habeas  corpus  when  the  arrest  of  the  defendant,  although  predicated 
upon  a  regular  and  valid  judgment,  is  in  itself  invalid,^^  as  where 
the  writ  is  so  defective  as  to  be  void  rather  than  merely  voidable,^* 
or  the  issuance  is  in  a  ease  in  which  such  a  writ  is  not  authorized  i3y 
law,°^  or  where  the  process  is  not  authorized  by  a  judgment,  order  or 
decree  of  the  court.^^ 

(II.)  The  Petition.  —  The  petition  must  present  a  case  in  which  it 
is  proper  for  the  court  to  order  the  debtor's  discharge  on  habeas 
corpus,^^  in  accordance  with  general  rules  elsewhere  diseussed.°° 

(III.)  The  Hearing  and  Determination. —  A  notice  of  the  hearing  on 
the  writ  should  be  given  to  the  creditor  at  whose  instance  the  petitioner 


Keeper  of  County  Prison,  14  Phila. 
(Pa.)  396;  Com.  «.  Lecky,  1  Watts 
(Pa.)'  66,  26  Am.  Dec.  37. 

52.  Com.  V.  Lecky,  1  Watts  (Pa.) 
66,  26  Am.  Dec.  37. 

[a]  "Every  court  is  the  proper 
tribunal  to  judge  of  the  regularity  or 
abuse  of  its  process."  Com.  v.  Lecky, 
1  Watts   (Pa.)   66,  26  Am..  Dec.  37. 

53.  Com.  V.  Keeper  of  County  Pris- 
on, 14  Phila.   (Pa.)   396. 

54.  111. — Eisen  v.  Zimmer,  254  111. 
43,  98  N.  E.  285,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  876. 
Mass. — In  re  Davis,  111  Mass.  288. 
N.  J.— State  V.  Ward,  8  N.  J.  L.  120. 
Ore.— In  re  Level,  81  Ore.  298,  159  Pae. 
558.  Pa. — Johnston  v.  Coleman,  8  Watts 
&  S.  69. 

[a]  Where  the  debtor  has  been  dis- 
charged from  a  former  arrest  on  an 
execution  against  his  person  as  an  in- 
solvent he  is  thereafter  exempt  from 
rearrest,  see  infra,  II,  C,  15,  k,  (V), 
and  his  remedy  is  by  habeas  corpus. 
Johnston  v.  Coleman,  8  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)   69. 

[b]  The  question  of  temporary 
privilege  (1)  from  arrest  cannot  be 
tried  by  habeas  corpus  {In  re  Lampert, 
21  Hun  [N.  T.]  154),  (2)  unless  the 
statute  permits  it.  Gill  v.  Miner,  13 
Ohio  St.  182.  See  generally  the  title 
"Privilege." 

55.  Nev. — Ex  parte  Bergman,  18 
Nev.  331,  4  Pac.  209.  N.  Y.— People 
ex  rel.  Brack  v.  Reilly,  58  How.  Pr. 
218;  People  ex  rel.  TJtley  v.  Seaton,  25 
Hun  305.  Pa. — Hecker  v.  Jarret,  3 
Binn.  404;  Com.  v.  Lecky,  1  Watts 
66,  26  Am.  Dec.  37. 

See  10  Standaed  Proc.  942. 
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[a]  Where  the  writ  fails  to  specify 
the  county  to  which  the  execution 
against  the  property  of  the  debtor  ran, 
he  is  entitled  to  discharge  on  habeas 
corpi^s.  People  ex  rel.  Brack  v.  Eeilly, 
58  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  218. 

56.  People  ex  rel.  Burroughs  v.  Wil- 
lett,  26  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  78;  In  re  Level, 
81  Ore.  298,  159  Pac.  588. 

[a]  Where  the  action  is  one  in 
which  arrest  is  unauthorized  the  debtor 
may  be  discharged  on  habeas  corpus, 
though  the  better  practice  would  be 
to  move  to  set  aside  the  writ.  People 
ex  rel.  Harris  v.  Gill,  85  App.  Div.  192, 
83  N.  Y.  Supp.  135,  holding  that  "while 
a  party  cannot  review  a  judgment  or 
decree  under  the  guise  of  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  yet  where  his  custody 
is  unauthorized  or  unlawful,  it  aeems 
quite  clear  that  he  has  a  right  to  that 
remedy  to  procure  his  discharge." 

[b]  Findings  and  conclusions  of  law 
not  authorized  by  the  pleadings  will 
not  support  an  execution  against  the 
debtor's  body  and  such  an  execution 
predicated  thereupon  will  be  relieved 
against  on  habeas  corpus.  In  re  Level, 
81  Ore.  298,  159  Pac.  558. 

[c]  If  new  facts  should  arise  by 
which  the  debtor  is  entitled  to  have 
an  execution  issue  against  his  property 
only,  he  may  secure  his  release  on 
habeas  corpus.  Wright  v.  Hazen,  24 
Vt.  143. 

■57.  People  ex  rel.  Burroughs  v.  Wil- 
lett,  26  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  78. 

58.  McKenzie,  Cadow  &  Co.  v.  Har- 
grove &  Co.,  22  Ga.  119. 

59.  See  10  Standard  Proc.  920,  et 
Beq. 
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is  in  custody.*"  Statutes  sometimes  provide  that  when  the  petitioner 's 
claim  to  relief  is  based  upon  some  matter  in  pais  it  shall  be  determined 
by  a  jury."^  The  regularity  and  propriety  of  the  arrest  may  be  in- 
quired into  on  habeas  corpus,*^  as  may  also  the  sufficiency  of  the 
execution*^  and  the  affidavit  upon  which  it  was  issued,**  but  if  the  im- 
prisonment of  the  debtor  is  in  aU  respects  legal  he  will  not  be  dis- 
charged on  habeas  corpus.*^ 

g.  On  Motion. — (I.)  Grounds.  — "Where  the  cause  of  action  is  one 
upon  which  arrest  is  not  authorized/*  or  the  arrest  is  made  at  a  time 
when  the  debtor  is  exempt  from  process  in  civil  cases,*^  or,  under 
some  statutes,  where,  he  is  arrested  for  fraud  or  for  concealing  his 
property,*^  he  may  be  discharged  from  imprisonment  on  motion.*" 
Wlien  the  creditor  has  consented  to  the  discharge  of  one  of  several 
joint  debtors  the  remaining  debtors  may  have  their  discharge  by 
showing  this  fact  on  motion.'"'  The  court  cannot,  however,  discharge 
an  imprisoned  debtor  because  of  ill-health, ''^  or  because  the  sheriff  is 
not  complying  with  the  law  as  to  the  method  of  imprisonment,  where 
a  remedy  of  damages  is  provided.''^  Insanity  of  the  debtor  either  be- 
fore or  after  arrest,  is  not  a  ground  for  discharge,^^  except  where  the 
statute  so  provides.''* 

(11.)    Notice.  —  Such  a  motion  is  made  after  a  notice  stating  the 
grounds  thereof,'^  served  on  the  creditor^*  or  his  attorney.''' 


60.  Hecker  v.  Jarret,  3  Binn.  (Pa.) 
404,  holding  that  a  failure  to  give  such 
a  notice  invalidates  the  entire  pro- 
ceeding. 

61.  "Wallace  Elliott  &  Co.  v.  Prott, 
4  Mackey  (D.  C.)  259,  involving  a 
statute  giving  the  debtor  the  right  .to 
have  the  truth  of  the  affidavit  on  which 
his  arrest  was  procured  determined  by 
a  jury  on  habeas  corpus  proceedings. 

62.  Mass.— 7»  re  Blake,  106  Mass. 
501.  N.  Y.' — People  ex  rel.  Burroughs 
V.  Willett,  26  Barb.  78.  Pa. — Johnston 
V.  Coleman,  8  Watts  &  S.  69. 

As  to  cLuestious  which  may  be  raised 
by  habeas  corpus,  see  supra,  II,  C,  15,  f. 

[a]  "The  CLuestion  whether  the  pris- 
oner was  a  person  of  such  a  description 
or  condition  as  could  be  lawfully  ar- 
rested on  proceedings  in  the  form 
adopted,  is  clearly  open  to  proof  upon 
a  hearing  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus." 
Blake's  Case,  106  Mass.  501,  person 
under  guardianship  aa  a  spendthrift, 
charged  with  fraudulently  withholding 
his  estate. 

63.  In  re  Blake,  106  Mass.  501.  See 
suvra,  II,  C,  15,  f. 

64.  In  re  Blake,  106  Mass.  501. 

65.  In  re  Leahey,  58  Vt.  724,  5  Atl. 
895. 

66.  Smith  v.  Knapp,  30  N.  Y.  581,  591, 


67.  Seeor  v.  Bell,  18  Johns.  (N.  Y.) 
52;  Seofield  v.  Krieser,  61  Hun  368,  16 
N.  Y.  Supp.  126,  21  Civ.  Proc.  294. 
See  generally  the  title   "Privilege." 

68.  In  re  Ennor,  105  111.  105;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Sanford,  S3  111.  App.  58, 
involving  Hurd's  Eev.  St.  (111.),  1916, 
ch.  72,  §5. 

69.  As  to  motion  to  auash  the  pro- 
cess, see  supra,  II,  C,  14. 

70.  Allen  v.  Craig,  14  N.  J.  L.  102. 
See  supra,  II,  C,  15,  b,  (IV). 

71.  Moore  v.  McMahon,  20  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  44. 

72.  Lockwood  v.  Mercereau,  6  Abb. 
Pr.   (F.  Y.)   206. 

73.  Bush  V.  Pettibone,  4  N.  Y.  300, 
1  Code  Eep.  (N.  S.)   264. 

74.  Bush  V.  Pettibone,  4  N.  Y.  300, 
1  Code  Eep.  (N.  S.)   264. 

[a]  Sending  Debtor  to  Insane  Asy- 
lum.— ^TJnder  a  statute  authorizing  the 
discharge  of  an  insane  debtor  and  the 
sending  him  to  an  asylum,  the  latter 
is  inseparably  connected  with  the  pow- 
er to  discharge,  and  an  unconditional 
order  of  discharge  in  such  a  case  is 
void.  Bush  V.  Pettibone,  4  N.  Y.  300, 
1  Code  Eep.   (N.  S.)   164. 

75i     Allen  v.  Craig,  14  N.  J.  L.  102. 

76.  Allen  v.  Craig,  14  N.  J.  L.  102. 

77.  Allen  v.  Craig,  14  N.  J.  L.  102. 
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(III.)  Imposition  of  Tennis. —  The  court  may,  in  some  eases,  impose 
upon  the  applicant  certain  terms  or  conditions  in  granting  him 
relief.'^s 

h.  By  Operation  of  Law  and  Lapse  of  Time.  —  Upon  the  enact- 
ment of  a  statute  providing  that  no  one  shall  be  detained  in  custody 
on  an  arrest  in  certain  designated  civil  cases,  a  debtor  in  custody  in 
such  a  case  is  entitled  to  his  discharge  at  once.'^^  So  upon  the  lapse 
of  the  time  beyond  which  imprisonment  may  not  lawfully  continue*" 
the  debtor  is  entitled  to  his  release,  whether  a  bond  for  the  jail 
limits  has  been  given,*^  or  he  be  in  actual  custody.^^ 

i.  On  Taking  an  Appeal.  —  Under  some  statutes  the  debtor  may  he 
released  from  custody  on  his  bond  given  on  appeal,^^  and  it  has  been 
held  that  he  should  be  admitted  to  bail  pending  an  appeal  from  an 
order  refusing  to  vacate  the  writ.*^  But  a  stay  of  proceedings  granted 
upon  the  allowance  of  a  writ  of  error  will  not  operate  as  a  supersedeas 
to  discharge  the  debtor  who  has  been  committed.*^ 

j.  On  Bond  for  Jail  Liberties.  —  (I.)  Generally.  —  Generally  the  im- 
prisoned debtor  is  entitled  to  be  admitted  to  the  liberties  of  the  jail 
upon  delivering  to  the  sheriff  an  approved  undertaking,'*  except  in 


78.  Allen  v.  Craig,  14  N.  J.  L.  102. 
And  see  generally  the  cases  cited  infra, 
this  section. 

[a]  Written  stipulation  not  to  sue 
for  false  imprisonment,  may  be  re- 
quired. N.  J. — Allen  v.  Craig,  14  N.  J. 
L.  102.  M".  Y.— Deyo  v.  Van  Valken- 
burgh,  5  Hill  242;  Davis  v.  Wiggins,  1 
HoW.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  159,  not  to  sue 
plaintiff's  attorney.  Can. — Beams  v. 
?erchard,  1  Morris  Newf.  Eep.  (1854- 
64)   2o4. 

[b]  But  -where  execution  issued  on 
a  judgment  previously  paid  in  full, 
terms  may  not  be  exacted.  Deyo  v. 
Van  Valkenburgh,  5  Hill  (N.  Y.)  242; 
Mayer  v.  Rothschild,  59  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  510. 

79.  Sedgwick  v.  Knibloe,  16  Conn. 
219. 

[a]  If  lie  is  at  liberty  under  a  bond 
for  the  prison  limits  he  may  depart 
therefrom,  and  will  not  be  guilty  of  an 
escape.  Sedgwick  v.  Knibloe,  16  Conn. 
219. 

80.  See  supra,  11,  C,  11,  b,   (IV). 

81.  Rosenzweig  v.  United  States 
Fidelity,  etc.  Co.,  151  N.  Y.  Supp.  237. 

82.  U.  S.— Stroheim  v.  Deimel,  77 
Fed.  802,  23  C.  C.  A.  467,  involving 
111.  Rev.  St.,  1916,  ch.  72,  §34.  111. 
Hanchett  v.  Weber,  17  111.  App.  114. 
N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Lust  v.  Grant,  18 
Abb.  N.  C.  220;  Padreshefsky  v.  Wal- 
ton, 65  App.  Div.  432,  72  N.  Y.  Supp. 
979. 
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[a]  Without  application  to  the  court. 
Padreshefsky  v.  Walton,  65  App.  DIt, 
432,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  979. 

[b]  Upon  filing  the  reoLuired  sched- 
ule of  his  property.  Subim  v.  Isador, 
8S  111.  App.  96. 

83.  Mahler  v.  Sinsheimer,  20  111. 
App.  401. 

84.  State  ex  rel.  Syverson  v.  Foster, 
84  Wash.  58,  146  Pac.  169,  L.  E.  A. 
1915E,  340. 

[a]  His  remedy  is  by  habeas  corpus 
if  bail  ia  denied  him.  Stat-e  ex  rel. 
Syverson  v.  Foster,  84  Wash.  58,  146 
Pac.  169,  L.  R.  A.  1915E,  340.  See 
supra,  II,   C,  15,  f. 

85.  Sherrill  v.  Campbell,  21  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  287. 

86.  Ky.— Prather  v.  Beeler,  3  Bibb 
375;  Barns  v.  Williams,  2  Bibb  562; 
Field  V.  Slaughter,  1  Bibb  160;  Hub- 
bard V.  Harrison,  1  Bibb  550.  Mass. 
Barker  v.  Ryan,  1  Allen  72;  Lothrop 
V.  Ide,  13  Gray  93;  Brown  v.  Bartlett, 
5  Gray  461;  Dooley  v.  Cotton,  3  Gray 
496.  Mich. — Kruse  v.  Kingsbury,  102 
Mich.  100,,  60  N.  W.  443;  Gunn  v. 
Geary,  44  Mich.  615,  7  N.  W.  235.  N.  Y. 
Battle  V.  National  Surety  Co.,  78  Misc. 
253,  138  N.  Y.  Supp.  46.  N.  C— Nor- 
tham  V.  Terry,  30  N.  C.  175.  S.  C. 
Hurst  V.  Samuels,  29  S.  C.  476,  7  S.  E. 
822.  Tenn. — Sumner  v.  Henry,  4  Yerg. 
155.  Vt. — Lowrey  v.  Hine,  2  D.  Chip. 
59. 

[a]    The  purpose  of  tlie  Ijoud  is  to 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DEGBEE8,  ENFORCEMENT  OF    321 

those  classes  of  eases  where  the  statute  otherwise  provides.^'    No  peti- 
tion is  required.*^ 

(II.)  The  Bond.  —  (A.)'  General  Requisites.  —  This  bond  should  sub- 
stantially comply  with  the  statutory  requirements,^^  in  which  event 
it  is  sufficient;^"  it  need  not  follow  the  exact  language  thereof."^  It 
should  contain  a  concise  statement  of  the  facts  which  led  up  to  its 
execution."^  The  conditions  contained  in  the  bond  should  be  no  more 
than  is  provided  for  by  the  statute  under  which  such  bond  is  given.^' 
A  bond  which  violates  this  requiremient  is  void,'*  as  is,  also,  a  bond 
which  contains  conditions  prohibited  by  statute.^'  But  defects  which 
do  not  reach  the  substance  of  the  bond  will  not  invalidate  it,^'  nor  will 


indemnify  the  party  at  whose  instance 
the  prisoner  is  confined  from  the  pos- 
sibility of  the  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment being  defeated  by  the  escape  of 
the  prisoner.  Battle  v.  National  Surety 
Co.,  78  Misc.  253,  138  N.  Y.  Supp.  40. 

[b]  Actual  Custody. — (1)  It  has 
been  held  under  a  statute  providing 
for  this  relief  for  "persons  .  .  .  com- 
mitted to  prison,"  that  the  debtor  must 
actually  be  in  jail  at  the  time  of 
giving  the  bond;  otherwise  the  bond 
is  void.  Northam  v.  Terry,  30  N.  C. 
175.  (2)  Compare  Doyle  v.  Boyle,  19 
Kan.  168,  where,  under  statutes  pro- 
viding that  "any  person  imprisoned, 
etc.,"  may  apply  for  relief  in  this  man- 
ner, it  was  held  that  the  bond  need 
not  recite  that  the  debtor  is  actually 
in  jail;  it  is  enough  that  it  aver  that 

,  the    debtor  is   in   the   custody   of   the 
sheriff. 

[c]  In  United  States  Courts. — ^As 
respects  proceedings  for  this  relief 
debtors  in  custody  under  United  States 
process  shall  be  dealt  with  in  the  same 
manner  as  prisoners  under  state  process. 
United  States  v.  Knight,  14  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
301,  10  L.  «d.  465;  United  States 
V.  Noah,  1  Paine  368,  27  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  15,894.  See  also  United  States  v. 
Anderson,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  157,  24  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  14,450.  Compare  Bank  of  the 
United  States  v.  Tyler,  4  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
366,  386,  7  L.  ed.  888;  Knox  v.  Sum- 
mers, 2  Cranch  C.  C.  12,  14  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  7,914.     And  see  supra,  II,  C,  3. 

87.  Vermont  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Dodge, 
48  Vt.  156.  See  also  as  to  close  con- 
finement, supra,  n,  C,  11,  b,  (IH). 

88.  Ex  parte  Cantey,  11  Eich.  L, 
(S.  C.)   520. 

89.  Miss.  —  Winchester  v.  Collins, 
Walk.  535.  N.  J.— Camp  v.  Allen,  12 
N.  J.  L.  1.  Can.— Kingan  v.  Hall,  23 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  503. 


90.  La. — Dunbar  v.  Owens,  10  Bob. 
139.  Mass. — Wiggin  v.  Peters,  1  Mete. 
127.  N.  J.— Camp  v.  Allen,  12  N.  J. 
L.  1;  Smith  v.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  43, 
21  Am.  Dec.  33.  Tenn. — Sumner  v. 
Henry,  4  Yerg.  155.  See  also  Sharp 
v.  Nelson,  9  Yerg.  34. 

91.  La. — Dunbar  v.  Owen,  10  Bob. 
139.  Miss. — Winchester  v.  Collins, 
Walk.  535.  N.  J.— Camp  v.  Allen,  12 
N.  J.  L.  1.  Can.— Kingan  v.  Hall,  23 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  503,  where  the  failure  to 
insert  the  adjective  "close"  before  the 
noun  "custody,"  as  per  the  language 
of  the  statute,  was  held  not  fatal. 

[a]  If  there  is  a  verbal  difference 
from  the  form  prescribed  by  statute 
but  none  in  substance  and  eflfeet,  the 
bond  is  good.  Camp  v.  Allen,  12  N.  J. 
L.  1. 

92.  Spader  v.  Frost,  4  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
190. 

[a]  The  Reason. — These  statements 
are  by  way  of  showing  a  consideration 
for  the  instrument.  Spader  v.  Frost,  4 
Blackf.   (Ind.)   190. 

93.  Miss.  —  Winchester  v.  Collins, 
Walk.  535.  N.  J.— Camp  v.  Allen  12 
N.  J.  L.  1.  N.  Y.— Sullivan  v.  Alex- 
ander, 19  Johns.  233.  Vt. — Lyon  v, 
Ide,  1  D.  Chip.  49. 

94.  Lyon  v.  Ide,  1  D.  Chip.  (Vt.) 
46. 

[a]  The  reason  for  this  rule  is  that 
a  contrary  rule  "would  open  a  wide 
door  to  iOxtortion,  and  the  most  griev- 
ious  oppression."  Lyon  v.  Ide,  1  D. 
Chip.   (Vt.)  46. 

95.  Kingan  v.  Hall,  23  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
503. 

96.  Seymour  v.  Harvey,  8  Conn.  63; 
Wilcox  V.  Ismon,  34  Mich.   268. 

[a]  A  substantial  compliance  with 
the  statute  is  sufficient.  Sumner  v. 
Henry,  4  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  155.  See  also 
Sharp  V.  Nelson,  9  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  34. 
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the  use  of  language  which,  in  effect,  does  not  increase  the  obligor's 
liability.^'  That  the  bond  does  not  impose  all  the  statutory  condi- 
tions is  ground  of  complaint  by  the  creditor,^*  but  nqt  by  the  debtor.'' 

Joint  debtors  thus  in  custody  may  give  a  joint  bond  to  procure  their 
release.^ 

(B.)  Amount.  —  The  amount  of  the  bond  is  generally  determined  by 
reference  to  the  statute.^ 

"(C.)  To  Whom  Given.  —  This  bond  should  be  payable  to  the  sheriffs 
rather  than  to  the  jailer,*  and  it  should  run  to  the  sheriff  and  his 
successors,  rather  than  to  the  sheriff  and  his  executors  and  admin- 
istrators.^ Statutes  sometimes  provide  to  whom  the  bond  shall  be 
given  in  case  of  vacancy  in  the  sheriff's  ofS.ce.° 

When  a  debtor  is  in  the  custody  of  a  United  States  marshal,  this  bond 
should  nevertheless  be  made  to  the  sheriff  to  whom  the  debtor  was 
delivered.'' 


[b]  Matter  -which  amounts  but  to  a 
repetition  of  a  condition  already  ap- 
pearing in  the  bond  is  considered  as 
surplusage  and  will  not  effect  its  valid- 
ity.    Camp  V.  Allen,  12  N.  J.  L.  1. 

[c]  A  bond  bearing  date  before  the 
commitment  is  not  invalid  if  in  fact 
executed  subsequent  thereto.  Clark  v. 
Kidder,  12  Vt.  689. 

97.  Winchester  v.  Collins,  Walk. 
(Miss.)   535. 

98.  Clapp  V.  Hayward,  15  Mass. 
276. 

99.  Seymour  v.  Harvey,  8  Conn.  63; 
Thaeher  v.  Williams,  14  Gray  (Mass.) 
324. 

1.  McGuire  v.  Pierce,  9  Gratt.  (50 
Va.)  167. 

2.  Ala. — Croom  v.  Travis'  Admr.,  10 
Ala.  237.  Ind.— Spader  v.  Frost,  4 
Blackf.  190.  Me. — Gooch  v.  Stephen- 
son, 15  Me.  129;  Coffin  v.  Herrick,  10 
Me.  121.  Mass. — Thaeher  v.  Williams, 
14  Gray  324.  N.  H.— Gordon  v.  Ed- 
son,  2  N.  H.  152.  N.  Y.— Smith  v. 
Jansen,  8  Johns.  Ill;  Dole  v.  Moulton, 
2  Johns.  Cas.  205.  E.  I. — In  re  Mc- 
Manaman,  16  E.  I.  358,  16  Atl.  148,  1 
L.  R.  A.  561,  and  note. 

[a]  Determined  by  Jailer. — TJdall  v. 
Eice,  1  Tyler  (Vt.)   213. 

[b]  The  sheriff's  fees  for  commit- 
meut  are  not  included  in  fixing  the 
amount  of  this  bond  under  statutes  di- 
recting that  it  be  in  an  amount  double 
"the  sum  for  which  the  debtor  was 
imprisoned. ' '  Gordon  v.  Edson,  2  N.  H. 
152. 

3.  Barns  v.  Williams,  2  Bibb  (Ky.) 
562;   Field  v.  Slaughter,  1  Bibb   (Ky.) 
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160.     See  also  Hubbard  v.  Harrison,  1 
Bibb    (Ky.)    550. 

[a]  When  the  sheriff  is  in  custody 
he  may  give  a  bond  to  the  officer  in 
whose  custody  he  is.  Denton  v.  Adams, 
6  Vt.  40. 

[b]  When  the  sheriff  is  also  the 
creditor  he  may  yet  take  a  bond  for 
the  release  of  the  debtor.  The  rela- 
tionship of  debtor,  and  creditor  will  not 
affect  the  validity  of  the  bond.  Low- 
rey  v.,  Hine,  2  D.  Chip.    (Vt.)   59. 

[c]  To  Under  Sheriff. — ^Under  a 
statute  providing  that  the  bond  shall 
be  executed  to  the  officer  making  the 
arrest  this  bond  may  be  given  to  the 
under  sheriff.  Wilcox  v.  Ismon,  34  Mich. 
268. 

4.  Barns  v.  Williams,  2  Bibb  (Ky.) 
562.  See  also  Field  v.  Slaughter,  1 
Bibb  (Ky.)  160. 

5.  Wilcox  v.  Ismon,  34  Mich.  268; 
Meredith  v.  Duval,  1  Munf.  (15  Va.) 
76.  And  see  Kruse  v.  Kingsbury,  103 
Mich.  100,  60  N.  W.  443,  where  it  is 
pointed  out  that  the  bond  is  for  the 
indemnification  of  the  sheriff  in  his 
official  capacity  rather  than  as  an  in- 
dividual. But  see  Lyman  v.  Mower,  2 
Vt.  517. 

6.  Wilcox  V.  Ismon,  34  Mich.  268; 
Denton  v.  Adams,  6  Vt.  40. 

7.  United  States  v.  Noah,  24  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  15,894;  Winchester  v.  Collins, 
Walk.  (Miss.)  535;  Offutt  v.  Bowen, 
Walk.  (Miss.)  545.  Compare,  .Moore-'!'. 
Allen,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)  612;  War- 
ren V.  Eussel,  1  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  193, 
holding  that  in  such  a  ease  a  bond 
given  to  the  sheriff  is  void. 
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(t).)  Approval.  —  The  staj;utes  of  some  states  require  that  this  bond 
shall  be  approved  by  the  creditor,*  or  by  two  justices  of  the  peace." 

(E.)  Execution,  Delivery  and  Acceptance. —  This  bond  should  be  exe- 
cuted by  both  the  principal  and  his  surety."  Delivery  to  the  jailer  is 
a  sufficient  delivery  to  the  obligee." 

(III.)  Actions  on  Bond  or  Recognizance. — (A.)  Generally.  — An  imper- 
fect bond  may  be  reformed,^^  and  damages  for  a  breach  thereof 
awarded  at  the  same  time  by  a  court  of  equity.^^ 

(B.)  Parties.  —  Suit  may  be  brought  by  the  sheriff  in  his  own 
name,^*  or  by  his  successor  in  office,"  unless  he  has,  on  demand,  as- 
signed the  bond  to  the  creditor.^*  After  such  assignment  the  creditor 
is  a  proper  party  to  sue  upon  the  bond.^' 


[a]  The  reason  for  such  a  rule  is 
expressed  in  United  States  v.  Noah,  1 
Paine  368,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,894, 
decided  under  an  act  of  congress  de- 
claring prisoners  on  civil  process  of  the 
irnited  States  to  be  entitled  to  like 
privileges  of  the  yards  or  limits  as  pris- 
oners under  state  process.  The  court 
■says:  "So  long  as  the  state  jails  were 
to  be  used  for  the  United  States'  pris- 
oners under  United  States  process,  it 
was  highly  fit  and  proper  they  should 
be  dealt  with  as  prisoners  under  state 
process." 

8.  Coffin  V.  Herrick,  10  Me.  121. 

[a]  Creditor's  approval  may  be  be- 
fore or  after  discharge  of  debtor,  "for, 
if  after,  it  is  a  ratification  of  the  act 
done  by  the  prison  keeper,  in  releas- 
ing the  debtor  from  his  custody." 
Coffin  V.  Herrick,  10  Me.  121.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Justification  of  Sure- 
ties ' ' 

9.  Coffin  V.  Herrick,  10  Me.  121, 
125. 

[a]  This  requirement  may  be  waived 
by  the  creditor.  Bartlett  v.  Willis,  3 
Mass.  86. 

10.  Kan.' — Hickman  v.  Fargo,  1  Kan, 
App.  695,  42  Pac.  381.  La. — Curtis  v. 
Moss,  2  Bob.  367.  Mass. — Pratt  v. 
Gibba,   9   Cush.   82. 

[a]  Though  imperfect  as  a  statutory 
bond,  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  the 
principal  to  execute  it,  it  may  yet  be 
good  as  a  common-law  obligation.  In- 
gram V.  State,  10  Kan.  630;  Hickman 
V.  Fargo,  1  Kan.  App.  695,  42  Pac. 
381. 

11.  Kimball  v.  Preble,  5  Me.  353. 
[a]     Acceptance  of  the  bond  may  be 

implied     from     the     conduct     of     the 
obligee.     Coffin  <;. 'Herrick,  10  Me.  121. 

12.  Bowen    v.    Gresham,    6    Blaekf, 


(Ind.)  452;  Smith  v.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  Eq. 
43,  21  Am.  Dec.  33. 

[a]  Suit  without  reformation,  see 
Bowen  v.  Gresham,  6  Blaekf.  (Ind.) 
452. 

13.  Smith  V.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  43, 
21  Am.  Deo.  33. 

[a]  The  equitable  doctrine  that 
equity  will  not  aid  in  enforcing  a  pen- 
alty will  not  defeat  such  an  action. 
Smith  V.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  43,  21  Am. 
Dec.  33. 

14.  Kruse  v.  Kingsbury,  102  Mich. 
100,  60  N.  W.  443;  Weeks  v.  Stevens, 
7  Vt.  72;  Lyman  v.  Mower,  2  Vt.  517; 
Lowrey  v.  Hine,  2  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  59. 

[a]  Payment  Not  Material. — This 
is  true  whether  he  has  paid  anything 
to  the  creditor  or  not.  Lyman  v. 
Mower,  2  Vt.  517. 

15.  Kruse  v.  Kingsbury,  102  Mich. 
100,  60  N.  W.  443.  See  supra,  II,  C, 
15,  j,  (II),  (C).  But  see  Lyman  v. 
Mower,  2  Vt.  517,  in  case  of  death  of 
sheriff. 

'  [a]  No  assignment  to  the  successor 
is  necessary.     Kruse  v.  Kingsbury,  102 

■  Mich.  100,  60  N.  W.  443. 

!  [b]  In  case  the  sheriff  is  bankrupt 
or  attempts  in  bad  faith  to  control  the 
bond  to  the  detriment  of  the   creditor 

i  it  ha^  been  said  that  the  creditor 
might  institute  an  action  in  the  sher- 
iff's name  and  prosecute  it  for  his  own 
benefit.     See  Weeks  v.  Stevens,  7  Vt. 

.72. 

I  16.  See  Kruse  v.  Kingsbury,  102 
Mich.  100,  60  N.  W.  443;  Weeks  v. 
Stevens,  7  Vt.  72. 

I  17.  See  the  following:  Mich. — Krusa 
V.  Kingsbury,  102  Mich.  100,  60  N.  W. 
443.  N.  J.— Smith  v.  Allen,  1  N.  J. 
Eq.  43,  21  Am.  Dec.  33.  Vt.— Lyman 
V.  Mower,  2  Vt.  517. 
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(C.)  Declakation  or  Complaint. —  The  declaration  should  aver  not  only 
the  execution  of  the  bond^'  and  a  breach  of' the  condition  thereof,^" 
but  should  show,  as  well,  the  existence  of  a  case  in  which  the  execution 
of  such  a  bond  was  authorized  by  statute.^" 

The  description  of  the  judgment  as  given  in  the  allegations  with 
respect  thereto,  should  not  vary  from  that  given  in  the  bond  as  set 
forth  in  the  declaration  or  eomplaint.^^  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege 
a  demand  for  payment  of  the  bond.^^  Actual  damages  need  not  ap- 
pear from,  the  complaint,^^  except  where  the  bond  is  considered  an 
indemnity  bond.^*  Surplusage  will  not  vitiate  an  otherwise  proper 
declaration,^^  unless  it  shows  the  imprisonment  to  be  illegal.^^ 

(D.)  Plea  ok  Answee.27  —  Defects  which  render  illegal  the  proceed- 
ings prior  to  the  commitment,  should  be  specially  pleaded,^*  unless 
they  appear  from  the  declaration  or  complaint.^'  Performance  must 
be  alleged  in  accordance  with   general  rules  elsewhere  discussed,^" 


[a]  A  joint  debtor  who  has  pur- 
chased the  judgment  cannot  sue  on  the 
bond  given  by  his  co-debtor,  since  the 
debt  is  extinguished  by  the  purchase. 
Allen  V.  Ogden,  12  Vt.  9. 

18.  Clark  v.  Kidder,  12  Vt.  689. 

[a]  The  signing  and  sealing  need 
not  be  alleged  in  express  terms  if  they 
appear  by  fair  intendment.  Denton  v. 
Adams,  6  Vt.  40. 

[b]  The  date  of  the  bond  (1)  need 
not  be  alleged  by  express  averment; 
it  is  sufficient  to  allege  that  on  a  cer- 
tain day,  naming  it,  the  defendants 
executed  and  delivered  the  bond.  Clark 
V.  Kidder,  12  Vt.  689.  (2)  The  date 
alleged  must  correspond  with  the  bond 
itself,  to  avoid  a  fatal  variance.  Clark 
V.  Kidder,  12  Vt.  689. 

19.  Martin  v.  Kennard,  3  Blaokf. 
(Ind.)  430.  See  also  Bulkley  v.  Finch, 
37  Conn.  71. 

20.  Martin  v.  Kennard,  3  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  430;  Lowrey  v.  Barney,  2  D. 
Chip.  (Vt.)  11.  See  United  States  Bank 
V.  Tucker,  7  Vt.  134,  as  to  what  need 
not  be  alleged. 

[a]  The  declaration  should  aver  the 
existence  of  the  judgment  and  execu- 
tion. Martin  v.  Kennard,  3  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  430.  See  also  United  States 
Bank  v.  Tucker,  7  Vt.  134. 

[b]  Command  of  the  Writ. — An  al- 
legation that  the  sheriff  committed  the 
debtor  to  prison  as  he  was  by  the, writ 
commanded  to  do,  is  a  sufficient  al- 
legation that  he  was  properly  com- 
manded in  the  execution  to  keep  the 
prisoner.  Dyer  v.  Cleveland,  18  Vt. 
241. 

21.  Bowen   v.    Gresham,    6   Blackf. 
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(Ind.)  452  (as  to  date  or  amount  of 
judgment) ;  Sherwin  v.  Bliss,  4  Vt.  96 
As  to  relief  by  reformation  and  cor- 
rection, see  supra,  II,  O,  15,  j,  (III), 
(A),  and  generally  the  title  "Beformar 
tion."  , 

22.  Bulkley  v.  Finch,  37  Conn.  71; 
Seymour  v.  Harvey,  8  Conn.  63;  United 
States  Bank  v.  Tucker,  7  Vt.  134. 

23.  Camp  V.  Allen,  12  N.  J.  L.  1; 
Smith  V.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  43,  21  Am. 
Dec.  33. 

[a]  Thei  reason  for  such  a  rule  is 
that  "this  bond  is  not  a  bond  of  in- 
demnity, strictly  speaking.  There  is  no 
necessity  of  showing  an  actual  damni- 
fication. The  bond  .is  forfeited  by  the 
defendant's  going  off  the  prison  lim- 
its."    Smith  V.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  43. 

24.  Barry  v.  Mandell,  10  Johns.  (N. 
,Y.)  563.  See  also  Sedgwick  v.  Knibloe, 
16  Conn.  219. 

25.  Bulkley  v.  Finch,  37  Conn.  71; 
Bank  of  United  States  v.  Tucker,  7  Vt. 
134.  See  generally  the  title  "Surplus- 
age and  Scandal." 

26.  Bank  of  United  States  v.  Tuck- 
er, 7  Vt.  134. 

27.  See  the  titles  "Answers;"  "De- 
nials;" "Pleas;"  and  titles  dealing 
with  particular  pleas  or  defenses. 

28.  Bank  of  United  States  V.  Tuck- 
er, 7  Vt.  134. 

29.  See  preceding  section. 

30.  See  4  Standakd  Peoc.  515,  516; 
11  Standakd  Peoc.  1019,  et  seq. 

[a]  _  A  general  averment  of  perform- 
ance is  insufficient,  unless  the  subject 
comprehends  such  a  multiplicity  of  mat- 
ter as  would  lead  to  great  prolixity. 
See   Tait  v.  Parkman,  15    Ala.    253; 
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and  the  same  is  true  as  to  discharge  of  the  debtor.'^ 

Set-offs  in  such  actions  are  governed  by  general  rules  elsewhere 
treated,'^ 

(E.)  Eeplication  and  Eejoindee.  ■ —  A  replication^'  and  rejoinder'* 
should  conform  to  general  rules  governing  such  pleadings. 

(F.)  Trial — Irregularities  in  the  issuance  of  the  execution  which 
do  not  render  it  void,  cannot  be  inquired  into  in  an  action  on  a  jail 
bond.'^  Neither  may  the  sufficiency  of  the  proceedings  preliminary 
to  the  debtor's  discharge  on  the  bond,  be  questioned."'  But  any  ques- 
tions of  fact  properly  in  issue,  are  to  be  determined  by  the  jury.'' 

(G.)  Eevtew.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  review  by  new  trial'*  or 
upon  appeal  or  error'®  are  applicable  to  this  action. 

k.  As  Poor  Debtor.  —  (I.)  Terminology  and  Distinctions.  —  Relief 
under  the  various  "poor  debtor's"  acts  is  not  the  same  as  is  afforded^ 
by  the  acts  respecting  "insolvent  debtors."*"  A  discharge  under  the 
former  acts  merely  discharges  the  debtor  from  imprisonment,*^  while 
a  discharge  under  the  latter  releases  the  debtor  also  from  his  debts 
to  all  participating  creditors.*^ 


Morrow  v.  Parkman,  14  Ala.  769;  Hay- 
den  V.  Palmer,  24  Wend.   (N.  T.)   364. 

31.  See  generally  11  Standard  Proc. 
3012;  and  the  titles  "Payment;"  "Re- 
lease." 

[a]  Every  fact  (1)  slowing  the 
legality  of  the  discharge  must  be  al- 
leged. Tait  V.  Parkman,  15  Ala.  253. 
(2)  But  an  averment  that  the  statutes 
regulating  the  debtor's  discharge  -were 
complied  with  is  sufS,eient  in  this  re- 
gard where  a  statement  of  all  the  facts 
would  lead  to  great  prolixity.  Hayden 
V.  Palmer,  24  Wend.  (N.  T.)  364. 

32.  See  the  title  "Set-Off,  Counter- 
claim and  Becoupment." 

[a]  In  a  suit  by  an  assignee  of  the 
bond  against  the  principal  and  surety 
thereon,  a  separate  demand  of  the  prin- 
cipal against  such  assignee  may  be 
pleaded  by  way  of  set-off.  Brundridge 
V.  Whitecomb,  1  D.  Chip.   (Vt.)   180. 

33.  See  the  title  "BepUcatiou  and 
Reply,"  and  Spader  v.  Frost,  4  Blackf. 
(Ind.)   190. 

34.  Walkers.  Eiley,  10  Rich.  L.  (S. 
C.)  87.  See  generally  the  title  "Re- 
joinder and  Subsequent  Pleadings." 

35.  Gibson  v.  Scott,  7  Vt.  147. 

36.  Hamilton  v.  Hamilton,  11  Rich. 
L.  (S.  C.)  351. 

[a]  The  order  for  the  debtor's  dis- 
charge is  conclusive  until  reversed,  on 
all  such  questions.  Hamilton  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 11  Rich.  L.   (S.  G.)   351. 

37.  Morrow  v.  Weaver,  8  Ala.  288. 

38.  See  Perkins  v.  Dana,  19  Vt.  589, 


and  generally  the  title   "New  Trial." 

39.  See  the  title  "Appeals." 

[a]  The  judgment  -will  be  set  aside 
(1)  on  a  writ  of  error  when  it  appears 
that  it  was  had  on  default  and  the 
complaint  shows  the  debtor  to  have 
been  committed  after  the  life  of  the 
execution  had  expired  (Roberts  v. 
Wells,  Brayt.  [Vt.]  37),  (2)  as  well 
as  where  the  record  fails  to  show  af-/ 
firmatively  that  a  breach  of  the  bond 
has  occurred.  Stewart  v.  Warfield,  37 
Ala.  446. 

40.  Jordan,  Marsh  &  Co.  v.  Hall, 
9  R.  I.  218,  11  Am.  Rep.  245;  Hurst 
V.  Samuels,  29  S.  C.  476,  7  S.  B.  822, 
opinion  of  Norton,  J. 

[a]  The  operation  of  the  insolvent 
acts,  so  far  as  they  effect  only  a  re- 
lease from  custody,  is  not  suspended 
by  the  federal  bankruptcy  acts.  In  re 
Jacobs,  12  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  273. 
Compare  13  Standard  Pkoc.  640. 

41.  Jordan,  Marsh  &  Co.  v.  Hall, 
9  R.  I.  218,  11  Am.  Rep.  245;  Hurst 
V.  Samuels,  29  S.  C.  476,  7  S.  E.  822, 
opinion  of  Norton,  J. 

[a]  It  affects  none  of  his  creditors 
except  the  prosecuting  or  committing 
creditor,  otherwise  than  by  the  assign- 
ment which  he  is  required  to  make. 
Jordan,  Marsh  &  Co.  v.  Hall,  9  E.  I. 
218,  11  Am.  Eep.  245. 

42.  Jordan,  Marsh  &  Co.  v.  Hall, 
9  R.  I.  218,  11  Am.  Rep.  245;  Hurst 
V.  Samuels,  29  8.  C.  476,  opinion  of 
Norton,   J.     See    infra,   II,    C,    15,   m. 
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(II.)  Who  Entitled  to. —  A  plaintiff,  as  well  as  a  defendant,  who  is 
liable  to  arrest  on  a  judgment  for  costs,  may  claim  the  benefit  of  the 
poor  debtor's  aet.*^  But  under  some  statutes  the  relief  is  not  avail- 
able where  the  liability  is  ex  delicto  and  arose  from  the  debtor's  wil- 
ful and  malicious  act  or  neglect.**  Where  the  statute  makes  such 
relief  available  only  to  one  in  actual  custody,  a  debtor  released  on  a 
jail  limits  bond  cannot  claim  the  relief.*^ 

(in.l)  The  Bond.  —  The  bond  must  be  executed  by  the  debtor  as  well 
as  by  the  sureties.*^  Its  requisites  are  usually  prescribed  by  statute,*' 
and  a  failure  to  comply  therewith  renders  the  instrument  invalid  as 
a  statutory  bond,*'  though  a  substantial  compliance  is  all  that  is 
necessary,*^  and  a  bond  invalid  under  the  statute  may  be  good  as  a 
common-law  bond.^"  A  bond  which  shows  on  its  face  that  it  was 
given  to  secure  release  from  an  illegal  arrest  is  void.®^ 

The  amount  of  the  bond  is  generally  fixed  by  statute,^^  which  must 


(III),  and  generally  the  title  "Insolv- 
ency.' ' 

43.  Thompson  v.  Berry,  5  E.  I.  95. 

44.  See  the  statutes,  and  Fisher  v. 
Comr.  of  Jail  Delivery,  3  Vt.  328; 
Hoar  «.  Comr.  of  Jail  Delivery,  2  Vt. 
402. 

[a]  A  minute  thereof,  ia  required  to 
be  inserted  in  or  certified  upon  the 
execution.  In  re  Wheelock,  13  Vt. 
375;  Barber  v.  Chase,  3  Vt.  340. 

[b]  Where  the  record  shows  that 
the  judgment  was  rendered  in  an  action 
in  assumpsit,  although  the  certificate 
recites  that  it  was  recovered  in  an 
action  of  trespass  on  the  case,  the 
debtor's  application  should  be  heard, 
and  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  a 
hearing.  Fisher  v.  Comr.  of  Jafl  De- 
livery, 3  Vt.  328. 

45.  Miller  v.  Strabbing,  92  Mich. 
300,  52  N.  W.  453. 

46.  Howard  v.  Brown,  21  Me.  385. 

47.  Eoaa  v.  Berry,  49  Me.  434;  Bliss 
v.  Kershaw,  180  Mass.  99,  61  N.  E. 
823;  Snelling  v.  Coburn,  10  Allen 
(Mass.)    344. 

[a]  Notice  to  the  creditor  of  the 
time  and  place  of  the  examination  may 
properly  be  a  condition  prescribed  in 
the  bond.  Whittier  v.  Way,  6  Allen 
(Mass.)   288. 

[b]  Date  of  Arrest. — Where  the 
time  within  which  the  application  is 
required  to  be  made  runs  from  the  day 
of  arrest,  it  is  important  that  this 
date  be  made  to  appear  from  the  bond. 
Cushman  v.  Waite,  21  Me.  540. 

48.  Eoss  V.  Berry,  49  Me.  434;  Mer- 
chants' Bank  v.  Lord,  49  Me.  99;  Ean- 
dall   V.   Bowden;  48   Me.   37;    Clark   v. 
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Metealf,  38  Me.  122;  Hatch  v.  Norris, 
36  Me.  419;  Howard  v.  Brown,  21  Me. 
385;    Stearns   v.   Veasey,   33   N.   H.   61. 

49.  Keith  v.  Bolier,  92  Me.  550,  43 
Atl.  499;  Hatch  v.  'Lawrence,  29  Me. 
480.  See  also  Wiggin  v.  Peters,  1 
Mete.   (Mass.)  127. 

[a]  For  example,  where  a  condi- 
tion required  by  the  statute  was  that 
the  debtor  would  "deliver  himself  into 
the  custody  of  the  keeper  of  the  jail," 
a  bond  is  good  under  the  statute  which 
is  conditioned  that  the  debtor  will 
"deliver  himself  and  go  into  close  con- 
finement." Hatch  V.  Lawrence,  29  Me. 
480. 

50.  Bell  V.  Furbush,  56  Me.  178; 
Eoss  1).  Berry,  49  Me.  434;  Clark  «. 
Metealf,  38  Me.  122. 

[a]  A  joint  bond  is  invalid  as  a 
statutory  instrument,  though  it  is  good 
as  a  common-law  bond.  Hatch  v.  Nor- 
ris, 36  Me.  419. 

51.  Gibson  v.  Ethridge,  72  Me.  261; 
Stearns  v.  Veasey,  33  N.  H.  61. 

52.  See  generally  the  statutes  of  the 
various  states  and  the  following.  Brad- 
ley V.  Pinkham,  63  Me.  164;  Flowers 
V.  Flowers,  45  Me.  459;  Clark  «.  Met- 
ealf, 38  Me.  122;  Howard  v.  Brown,  21 
Me.  385. 

[a]  Officer's  Pees. — ^TTnder  a  stat- 
ute providing  that  bond  shall  be  for 
double  "the  sum  due"  the  fees  of  the 
arresting  officer  for  executing  the  writ 
are  to  be  included  in  the  calculation. 
Bradley  v.  Pinkham,  63  Me.  164. 

[b]  Interest  on  the  judgment  (1) 
should  not,  unless  a  statute  provides 
to  the  contrary,  be  included  in  cal- 
culating the  penal  amount  of  the  bond 
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be    substantially    complied    with    in    order     ta     secure     release.'^ 

Approval.  —  Statutes  sometimes  regulate  the  approval  of  the  bond*^ 
and  they  must  be  substantially  foUowed.^^ 

Filing. —  Unless  a  statute  provides  to  the  contrary,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  this  bond  be  filed  with  the  other  papers  in  the  cause.^^ 

(IV.)  Proceedings  To  Obtain.  —  (A.)  Generally. —  The  proceedings  for 
relief  as  a  poor  debtor  being  summary  and  in  derogation  of  common 
lav/,^^  the  statutes  must  be  closely  followed  to  obtain  a  valid  dis- 
charge.^^ But  where  the  bond  given  is  insufficient  as  a  statutory 
obligation  but  good  as  a  common-law  obligation,  its  conditions  must 
be  complied  with  regardless  of  the  statute.^^ 

Joinder.  —  Joint  judgment  debtors  may  join  in  proceedings  of  this 
character.*" 

(B.)  Time  op  Application.  —  The  statute  may  prescribe  a  specified 
period  of  custody  before  application  may  be  made.°^  Where  the  bond 
gives  the  debtor  the  option  of  applying  for  relief  within  a  specified 
time  or  surrendering  himself,  the  fact  that  he  returns  into  custody 
does  not  prevent  a  subsequent  application;^^  but  if  he  does  not  sur- 
render himself  within  the  proper  time,  he  may  not  thereafter  be  ad- 
mitted to  the  oath,''^  even  though  proceedings  on  his  disclosure  were 


(Thacher  v.  Williams,  14  Gray  [Mass.] 
324),  (2)  but  where  a  statute  directs 
the  officer  executing  the  writ  to  collect 
interest  from  the  date  of  judgment 
this  sum  should  be  included.  Clark  v. 
Metcalf,  38  Me.  122. 

53.  Flowers  v.  Flowers,  45  Me.  459; 
Clark  V.  Metcalf,  38  Me.  122;  Howard 
V.  Brown,  21  Me.  385;  Pease  v.  Nor- 
ton, 6  Me.  229. 

[a]  A  slight  deviation  or  variance 
from  the  directions  of  the  statute  will 
not  vitiate  the  undertaking.  Keith  v. 
Bolier,  92  Me.  550,  43  Atl.  499;  Gil- 
more  V.  Edmunds,  7  Allen  (Mass.)  360; 
Thacher  v.  Williams,  14  Gray  (Mass.) 
324. 

54.  See  the  statutes,  and  Randall  v. 
Bowden,  48  Me.  37;  Battle  v.  Knapp, 
60  F.  H.  361. 

[a]  This  approval  may  be  signed  by 
the  attorney  for  the  creditors.  Serib- 
ner  v.  Mansfield,  68  Me.  74;  Eandall 
V.  Bowden,  48  Me.  37. 

55.  Seribner  v.  Mansfield,  68  Me.  74; 
Eandall  v.  Bowden,  48  Me.  37.  See  also 
Gould  V.  Ford,  91  Me.  146,  39  Atl. 
480.  But  see  Battle  v.  Knapp,  60  N.  H. 
S61. 

[a]  Indorsing  on  the  bond,  "We, 
the  subscribers,  do  approve  of  the 
sureties  named  in  the  foregoing  bond," 
is  a  sufficient  approval.  Seribner  v. 
Mansfield,  68  Me.  74. 


[b]  Waiver.— See  Battle  v.  Knapp, 
60  N.  H.  361. 

See  generally  the  title  "Justification 
Of  Sureties." 

56.  Thacher  v.  Williams,  14  Gray 
(Mass.)  324. 

57.  Marr  v.  Clark,  56  Me.  542;  Paine 
V.  Ely,  1  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  37;  Staniford 
V.  Barry,  Brayt.  (Vt.)  200. 

58.  Hackett  v.  Lane,  61  Me.  31; 
Marr  v.  Clark,  56  Me.  542;.  Houghton 
V.  Lyford,  39  Me.  267;  Fales  v.  Good- 
hue, 25  Me.  423;  Bunker  v.  Hall,  23 
Me.  26;  Knight  v.  Norton,  15  Me.  337; 
Haight  V.  Richards,  3  Vt.  77;  Paine  V. 
Ely,  1  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  37. 

See   the  preceding  section. 

59.  Ross  V.  Berry,  49  Me.  434. 

[a]  It  is  enough  that  the  terms  of 
the  bond  be  complied  with  in  such  a 
case.    Bell  v.  Furbush,  56  Me.  178. 

60.  Stearns  v.  Hemenway,  162  Mass, 
17,  37  N.  E.  766. 

61.  Funke  v.  Hurst,  119  Mich.  182, 
77  N.  W.  695. 

[a]  Constructive  custody  will  not 
satisfy  such  a  requirement.  Rusiewski 
V.  Michalski,  135  Mich.  530,  98  N.  W. 
1;  Miller  v.  Strabbing,  92  Mich.  300, 
52  N.  W.  453. 

62.  Somersworth  Sav.  Bank  v.  Woos- 
ter,  64  N.  H.  57,  5  Atl.  764. 

63.  Scovell  V.  Holbrook,  22  N.  H. 
269. 
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commenced  before  the  expiration  of  the  prescribed  period  and  ad- 
jotirned  to  a  day  beyond  it,°*  unless  such  adjournment  was  with  the 
consent  of  the  creditor,"^  or  was  caused  by  the  creditor,  or  by  an  act 
of  God,  or  by  the  law.'^ 

(C.)  To  Whom  Application  Made. —  The  statutes  variously,  require  the 
debtor  to  make  his  application  to  a  board  of  jail  commissioners," 
to  a  justice  of  the  peace  direct,^'  or  where  he  iS  in  custody,  to  the 
jailer,  and  through  him  to  a  justice  of  the  peace,®^  or  to  the  court 
which  issued  the  writ  under  which  he  is  detained,^"  or  to  some  other 
tribunal.'^ 

(T>.y  FoEM  AND  Contents  op  Application. — Even  where  the  statutes 
do  not  so  specify,  it  is  usually  considered  that  the  application  should 
be  in  writing,'^  and  should  be  signed  by  the  debtor  or  by  someone  for 
him.'''  Only  one  application  is  required  notwithstanding  the  debtor 
is  to  take  the  oath  on  two, executions,  where  the  accompanying  notice 
indicates  such  contemplated  action.''*  Where  no  form  is  prescribed 
it  is  sufficient  if  the  petition  contain  a  statement  of  facts  entitling 
the  applicant  to  the  benefit  of  the  oath,''^  describing  the  creditor^* 
and  that  he  is  under  arrest  so  as  to  be  entitled  to  a  discharge^'  and 


[a]  In  computing  time  (1)  from  a 
specified  date  the  first  day  is  excluded. 
Me. — Windsor  v.  China,  4  Greenl.  298. 
Mass. — Wiggin  v.  Peters,,  1  Mete.  127. 
N.  H.— Scovell  V.  Holbrook,  22  N.  H. 
269;  Bell  v.  Adams,  10  N.  H.  181. 
(2)  Fractions  of  days  are  not  counted. 
Clark  V.  Tlagg,  11   Gush.   (Mass.)  .539. 

[b]  Appearance  of  Creditor  Not  a 
Waiver. — Scovell  v.  Holbrook,  22  N.  H. 
269. 

64.  Newton  v.  Newbegin,  43  Me. 
293. 

65.  Newton  v.  Newbegin,  43  Me. 
293;   Fales  v.  Goodhue,  25  Me.  423. 

66.  Fales  v.  Goodhue,  25  Me.  423. 

67.  Allen  v.  Hall,  8  Vt.  34;  Dean  v. 
Lowry,  4  Vt.  481. 

68.  Winingder  v.  Diffenderffer's  Les- 
see, 5  Har.  &  J.   (Md.)   181. 

69.  Dalton-Ingersoll  Co.  v.  Hubbard, 
174  Mass.  307,  54  N.  E.  862;  Davis  v. 
Putnam,  5  Gray  (Mass.)  321;  Stevens 
V.  Edwards,  12  Gush.  (Mass.)  79;  Bruce 
V.  Keogh,  7  Cush.  (Mass.)  536;  City 
Bank  v.  FuUerton,  11  Mete.  (Mass.) 
73;  Jenkins  v.  Newell,  9  Mete.  (Mass.) 

3oa. 

[a]  An  application  to  the  "under- 
keeper  of  the  jail,"  is  sufS.cient  when 
this  official  is  the  one  in  whose  im- 
mediate custody  the  debtor  is.  Davis 
V.  Putnam,  5  Gray  (Mass.)  321. 

[b]  In  Maine,  the  debtor  may  ap- 
ply to  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the 
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county  in  which  he  was  arrested  or, 
after  commitment,  to  the  jailer  and 
thence  to  the  justice  of  the  county 
where  he  is  committed.  Wing  v.  Hus- 
sey,  71  Me.  185. 

70.  Shaw  V.  Silverstein,  21  E.  I. 
500,  44  Atl.  931;  Watson  v.  Fairljrother, 
7  E.  I.  511. 

71.  Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N.  H.  335, 
10  Atl.  680;  Fernald  v.  Noyes,  30  N.  H. 
39. 

72.  Fernald  v.  Noyes,  30  N.  H.  39. 
See,  however,  Keay  v.  Palmier,  5  N.  H. 
43,  where  it  is  said  that  the  wprd 
' ' petition "  used  in  the  statute,  "by 
no  means  implies  an  application  in 
writing. ' ' 

73.  Neal  v.  Paine,  35  Me.  158. 

74.  Chesley  v.  Welch,  10  N.  H.  251. 

75.  Me. — Smith  v.  Bragdon,  48  Me. 
101.  Mass. — ^Webster  v.  French,  11 
Cush.  304.  N.  H.— Fernald  v.  Noyes, 
30  N.  H.  39.  N.  J. — Van  Waggoner  v. 
Coe,  25  N.  J.  L.  197;  Stagg  v.  Austin, 
18  N.  J.  L.  82. 

[a]  In  Bhode  Island  "the  applica- 
tion of  the  debtor  for  this  relief  must 
state,  that  he  has  no  estate,  real  or 
personal,  wherewith  to  support  himself 
in  jail,  or  to  pay  prison  fees."  Wat- 
son V.  Fairbrother,  7  E.  I.  511. 

76.  Peck  V.  Wilson,  14  N.  H.  587. 

77.  Van  Waggoner  v.  Coe,  25  N.  J. 
L.  197;  Stagg  v.  Austin,  18  N.  J.  L. 
82. 
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is  Tinable  to  pay  the  judgment,"  together  with  any  apt  words  to  in- 
dicate his  desire  to  be  admitted  thereto.''®  It  need  not  describe  the 
statute  under  which  relief  is  sought.*"  The  application  is  not  vitiated 
by  clerical  errors  which  do  not  mislead,*^  by  omissions  which  may  be 
supplied  by  the  context,^"  nor  by  surplusage,**  or  by  errors  or  ir- 
regularities occurring  in  such  parts  of  the  .  petition  as  may  be  re- 
jected as  redundant.** 

Eetnm  of  Petition.  —  The  petition  is  sometimes  required  to  be  re- 
turned to  the  office  of  the  clerk*°  with  an  endorsement  showing  the 
proceedings  that  have  been  had  thereon. *° 

(E.)  Notice. —  (1.)  Generally. — The  statutes  ordinarily  require  that 
notice  to  the  judgment  creditor  be  given  of  the  application  for  dis- 
charge.*'   Where  the  execution  is  in  favor  of  several  creditors,  all  must 


78.  Webster  v.  French,  11  Cush. 
(Mass.)   304. 

[a]  But  see  Eaton  v.  Miner,  5  N.  H, 
542,  where  the  petition  did  not  state 
sueh  facts,  nor  even  attempt  to,  al- 
leging merely  the  custody  of  the  debtor 
and  praying  to  be  admitted  to  the 
benefits  of  the  act.  It  was  there  said: 
"The  application  was  not,  perhaps,  in 
the  best  form,  which  might  have  been 
adopted.  But  the  statute  prescribes 
no  form,  .  .  .  and  the  very  prayer 
to  be  admitted  to  take  the  oath  is, 
in  effect,  an  offer  to  swear  to  the  facta 
which  'entitle  the  debtor  to  be  dis- 
charged. We  are,  therefore,  of  opin- 
ion, that  it  is  not  essential  to  the 
validity  of  the  application,  that  it 
should  be  in  express  terms  alleged, 
that  the  debtor  is  destitute  of  prop- 
erty. ' ' 

79.  Fernald  «;.  Noyes,  30  N.  H.  39; 
Ladd  V.  Deming,  20  N.  H.  487.  See 
also  Bunker  v.  Nutter,  9  N.  H.  554. 

80.  Ladd  v.  Deming,  20  N.  H.  487. 
[a]     Even   if  the   statute  is  misde- 

scribed,  this  will  not  vitiate  the  ap- 
plication. Ladd  V.  Demingy  20  N.  H. 
487.  See  also  Bunker  v.  Nutter,  9  N.  H. 
554. 

81.  Fernald  v.  Noyes,  30  N.  H.  39/ 
Bunker  v.  Nutter,  9  N.  H.  554. 

[a]  Where  the  prayer  of  petition 
omitted  the  word  "oath,"  but  where 
the  context  made  the  meaning  clear, 
the  petition  was  held  suficient.  Fer- 
nald  V.  Noyes,  30  N.  H.  39. 

[b]  A  misdescription  of  the  nature 
'of  the  action  in   which   the   judgment 

was  rendered,  will  not  defeat  the  ap 
plication.  Osgood  v.  Hutchins,  6  N.  H. 
374. 

82.  Fernald  v.  Noyes,  30  N.  H.  39. 


83.  Ladd  v.  Deming,  20  N.  H.  487. 

84.  Ladd  v.  Deming,  20  N.  H.  487. 

85.  Banks  v.  Johnson,  12  N.  H.  445; 
Chesley  v.  Welch,  10  N.  H.  251. 

86.  Banks  v.  Johnson,  12  N.  H.  445; 
Chesley  .1).  Welch,  10  N.  H.  251. 

[a]  The  return  need  not  recite  the 
oath  which  was  administered;  it  is 
enough  that  it  show  the  oath  pre- 
scribed by  statute  to  be  the  one  which 
was  taken  by  the  debtor.  Chesley  v. 
Welch,  10  N.  H.  251. 

87.  Mass. — iGilmore  v.  Edmunds,  9 
Allen  379;  Whittier  v.  Way,  6  Allen 
288;  Putnam  v.  Longley,  11  Pick.  487. 
N.  H.— Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N.  H.  335, 
10  Atl.  680;  Fernald  v.  Noyes,  30  N.  H. 
39.  N.  C— Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Grubbs,  114 
N.  C.  470,  19  S.  E.  597.  R.  I.— Angell 
V.  Bobbins,  4  5.  I.  493.  Vt. — ^Dean  v. 
Lowty,  4  Vt.  481;  Eaymond  v.  Souther- 
land,  3  Vt.  494. 

[a]  Notice  or  Citation  by  Jail  Com- 
missioners.— Dean  v.  Lowry,  4  Vt.  481; 
Eaymond  v.  Southerland,  3  Vt.  494; 
Paine  v.  Ely,  1  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)   37. 

[b]  The  order  by  the  justices  fixing 
time  and  place  for  hearing  is  the  no- 
tice required.  Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N, 
H.  335,  10  Atl.  680. 

[c]  Proceedings  had  without  it  are 
wholly  void.  Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N. 
H.  335,  10  Atl.  680;  Cameron  v.  Little, 
13  N.  H.  23;  Eaymond  v.  Southerland, 
3  Vt.  494. 

fd]  Record  should  show  service  of 
such  notice.  Buckley  v.  Mitchell,  165 
Mass.  106,  42  N.  E.  557. 

[e]  Knowledge  Insufficient.  —  By 
legal  notice  is  meant  "something  more 
than  bare  knowledge  of  a  given  fact; 
it  is  knowledge  brought  home  to  a 
party  in  a  prescribed  form."    Sanborn 
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be  notified.**  A  debtor  who  has  been  notified  of  the  assignment  of 
the  creditor's  claim  should  give  such  notice  to  the  assignee.*'  The 
person  upon  whom  service  may  be  made  is  considered  in  a  subsequent 
section.'" 

(2.)  SeqvAsites. —  This  notice  being  the  foundation  of  the  entire  pro- 
ceeding must  be  in  substantial  compliance  with  the  statirtory  require- 
ments.'^ The  notice  should  contain  the  facts  of  which  it  is  necessary 
that  the  party  receiving  it  should  have  knowledge.'^  It  should  show 
that  the  debtor  is  unable  to  pay  the  judgment  or  debt,'^  give  a  de- 
scription of  the  judgment  and  process  to  which  it  relates,'*  and  de- 
clare the  purpose  of  the  debtor  to  seek  relief  therefrom.'^  It  should 
inform  the  creditor  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  examination.'^    The 


V.  Piper,  64  N.  H.  335,  10  Atl.  680. 

[f]  Notice  Bequired  by  Bond. 
When  a  notice  has  been  given  and 
thereafter  the  debtor  gives  his  bond, 
conditioned  in  the  usual  language  to 
give  notice  and  apply  for  relief,  the 
former  notice  is  no  longer  effectual; 
a  new  notice  must  be  given  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  bond.  Williams  v. 
McDonald,  18  Me.  120. 

[g]  Magistrate  Interested. — It  is  no 
objection  to  the  validity  of  a  notice 
in  the  form  of  a  citation  that  the 
magistrate  who  issued  the  same  was 
not  disinterested,  since  his  act  is  min- 
isterial rather  than  judicial.  Gray  v. 
£)ouglass,  81  Me.  427,  17  Atl.  320. 

88.  Putnam  v.  Longley,  11  Pick. 
(Mass.)  487,  irrespective  of  whether 
•Siich  persons  are  partners. 

89.  Cameron  v.  Little,  13  N.  H.  23. 

[a]  Actual  Knowledge  Sufficient. 
Special  notice  of  the  assignment  would 
seem  to  be  unnecessary  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  debtor  had  actual  knowl- 
edge of  the  assignment.  Cameron  v. 
Little,  13  N.  H.  23. 

[b]  Assignee  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors is  entitled  to  such  notice.  Hayes 
V.  Kingsbury,  22  Me.  400. 

90.  See  infra,  II,  C,  15,  k,  (IV), 
(E),  (5). 

91.  Me.— Perry  v.  Plunkett,  74  Me. 
328;  Farrington  v.  Farrar,  73  Ms.  37. 
Mass. — Hastings  v.  Partridge,  124  Mass 
401;  Nash  v.  Coffey,  105  Mass.  341; 
Pierce  v.  Phillips,  101  Mass.  313;  Car- 
ter V.  Clohecy,  100  Mass.  299.  N.  H. 
Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N.  H.  335.  10 
Atl.  680.  Vt.— Paine  v.  Ely,  1  D.  Chip. 
37,  must  direct  appearance  before  is- 
suing justices. 

92.  Hill  V.  Bartlett,  124  Mass.  399; 
Dana  v.  Carr,   124  Mass.  397. 

[a]     Wbere  the  debtor   is    at    large 
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under  bond,  the  notice  need  not  recite 
that  the  bond  had  not  expired,  especial- 
ly where  the  date  of  the  bond  is  given. 
Farrington  v.  Farrar,  73  Me.  37. 

93.  Dunham  v.  Burlingame,  2  Mete. 
(Mass.)   271. 

94.  Farrington  v.  Farrar,  73  Me.  37; 
Smith  V.  Bragdou,  48  Me.  101. 

[a]  A  variance  between  this  de- 
scription as  appears  in  the  notification 
and  the  description  in  the  execution 
which  is  not  of  such  a  character  as  to 
be  misleading  will  not  invalidate  the 
notice.  Farrington  v.  Farrar,  73  Me. 
37. 

[b]  The  date  of  the  judgment  need 
not  be  given  if  it  is  otherwise  iden- 
tified.    Band  v.  Tobie,  32  Me.  450. 

[c]  The  notice  need  not  describe 
the  execution  with  greater  particular- 
ity than  to  say  that  it  is  an  execution 
at  the  creditor's  suit.  Davis  v.  Put- 
nam, 5  Gray   (Mass.)   321. 

[d]  Where  Two  Executions  in  Favor 
of  Creditor. — If  the  debtor  is  arrested 
in  such  a  case,  his  notice  must  specify 
which  of  the  two  executions  he  seeks 
relief  from.  Merriam  v.  Haskins,  7 
Allen  (Mass.)  346. 

[e]  Belief  From  Two  Executions. 
Notice  of  intention  to  seek  relief  from 
two  executions  may  be  combined  in 
one  notice.  Chesley  v.  Welch,  10  N.  H. 
251. 

95.  Simpson  v.  Bowker,  11  Gush. 
(Mass.)  306;  Dunham  v.  Burlingame,  2 
Mete.  (Mass.)   271,  306. 

96.  Way  v.  O 'Sullivan,  106  Mass. 
118.  See  also  Danforth  v.  Knowlton, 
111  Mass.  76;  Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N 
H.  335,  10  Atl.  680.  But  see  Dunham 
V.  Burlingame,  2  Mete.   (Mass.)    271. 

[a]  Official  Character  of  Magistrate. 
A  statutory  requirement  that  the  no- 
tice in  such  a  case  shall  designate  the 
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notice  need  not  state  the  amount  of  the  debt.®' 

Unimportant  irregularities,"^  or  defects  of  form®'  by  which  a  party 
is  not  misled  to  his  injury  will  not  render  a  notice  insufficient,  and 
statutes  in  some  states  expressly  so  provide.^  So,  an  error  in  the 
reference  to  the  statute  under  which  the  debtor  seeks  relief,^  the 
omission  of  the  middle  initial  of  the  debtor's^  or  creditor's  name,* 
or  the  insertion  thereof  where  it  was  not  contained  in  the  execution,^ 
a  mistake  in  the  statement  of  the  costs,^  and  other  similar  errors  which 


official  character  of  the  magistrate  is- 
suing the  same  is  not  complied  with 
by  merely  adding  the  word  "magis- 
trate" to  the  signature  thereon.  Car- 
ter V.  Clohecy,  100  Mass.  299.  See 
also  Nash  v.  Coffey,  105  Mass.  341. 

[b]  The  hour  of  the  day  must  be 
fixed  as  well  as  the  day  itself;  a  notice 
which  does  not  do  this  is  invalid. 
Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N.  H.  335,  10  Atl. 
680. 

[c]  Fsiilure  to  give  the  street  ad- 
dress of  the  office  where  the  disclosure 
is  to  be  made,  will  not,  at  least  in  the 
absence  of  a  showing  that  the  creditor 
was  prejudiced  thereby,  invalidate  the 
proceedings.  Farrington  v.  Farrar,  73 
Me.  37. 

97.  Davis  v.  Putnam,  5  Gray  (Mass.) 
321. 

98.  Me. — Clement  v.  Wyman,  31  Me. 
50.  Mass. — Calnan  v.  Toomey,  129 
Mass.  451;  Salmon  v.  Nation,  109  Mass. 
gl6;  Way  v.  0 'Sullivan,  )106  Mass. 
118;  Collins  v.  Douglass,  1  Gray  167; 
Bussey  v.  Briggs,  2  Mete.  132.  N.  H. 
Osgood  V.  Hutchins,  6  N.  H.  374. 

[a]  Notice  Addressed  to  One  Not  a 
Creditor. — ^Where  the  only  creditor  was 
A.,  a  notice  is  not  invalid  because  it 
is  addressed  to  A.  and  B.  as  creditors. 
Clement  v.  Wyman,  31  Me.  50. 

99.  Me. — Perry  v.  Plunkett,  74  Me. 
328;  Farrington  v.  Farrar,  73  Me.  37. 
Mass. — ^Dwyer  v.  Winters,  126  Mass. 
186;  Dana  v.  Carr,  124  Mass.  397;  Hill 
V.  Bartlett,  124  Mass.  399;  Pierce  V. 
Phillips,  101  Mass.  313;  Davis  v.  Put- 
nam, 5  Gray  321;  Dunham  v.  Burlin- 
game,  2  Mete.  271.  N.  H. — Sanborn 
V.  Piper,  64  N.  H.  335,  10  Atl.  680; 
Fernald  v.  Noyes,  30  N.  H.  39;  Peek 
V.  Wilson,  14  N.  H.  587;  Chesley  v. 
Welch,  10  N.  H.  251;  Osgood  v.  Hutch- 
ins, 6  N.  H.  374;  Eaton  v.  Miner,  5 
N.  H.  542,  where  originals  instead  of 
copies  were  served. 

As  to  amendment  of  such  defects  see 
following  section. 

[a]  A  Test. — (1)  "When  its  terms 
are  so  unambiguous  and  distinct  that 


the  meaning  cannot  without  negligence 
or  inattention  be  misunderstood,  the 
notice  is  sufficient."  Sanborn  v.  Piper, 
64  N.  H.  335.  (2)  And  see  Farrington 
V.  Farrar,  73  Me.  37,  where  it  is  saia 
that  "The  essential  thing  is  to  give 
the  creditor  a  notice,  by  inspection  of 
which  it  can  be  judicially  known  that 
he  could  not  have  failed  rightly  to 
understand  the  person  and  case  to 
which  the  proceeding  related."  To 
the  same  effect,  see  Moore  v.  Bond,  18 
Me.  142. 

[b]  Unsigned. — Where  the  notice 
consists  of  an  order  by  the  justices,  the 
fact  that  it  is  not  signed  does  not  de- 
feat it.  Fernald  V.  Noyes,  30  N.  H. 
39. 

[e]  Describing  the  debtor  as  "a 
prisoner  in  jail,"  when  he  was,  in  fact, 
at  large  under  a  recognizance  is  not 
fatal  to  the  notice.  Davis  v.  Putnam, 
5  Gray  (Mass.)  321. 

[d]  Addressing  the  notice  to  the 
attorney  for  the  parties  upon  whom  it 
is  served  does  not  vitiate  it.  Pierce  v. 
Phillips,  101  Mass.  313. 

[e]  Failure  to  mention  one  of  the 
several  joint  creditors  does  not  vitiate 
a  notice  served  on  the  attorney  of  all 
of  them.  Dana  v.  Carr,  124  Mass. 
397. 

1.  Perry  v.  Plunkett,  74  Me.  328. 

2.  Me. — Moore  v.  Bond,  18  Me.  142. 
Mass. — ^Bussey  v.  Briggs,  2  Mstc.  132, 
where  a  notice  under  an  act  entitled, 
in  part,  "of  the  relief  of  poor  pris- 
oners committed  on  execution  for 
debt,"  referred  to  "an  act  for  the 
relief  of  poor  prisoners  who  are  com- 
mitted by  execution  for  debt."  N.  H. 
Ladd  V.  Doming,  20  N.  H.  487;  Bunker 
V.  Nutter,  9  N.  H.  554;  Osgood  v. 
Hutchins,  6  N.  H.  374. 

3.  Collins  V.  Douglass,  1  Gray 
(Mass.)   167. 

4.  Peck  V.  Wilson,  14  N.  H.  587. 
Dwyer  v.  Winters,  126  Mass.  186. 
Leach   v.    Hill,    3    Mete.    (Masf ) 


5. 
6. 

173. 
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do  not  mislead^  will  not  invalidate  subsequent  proceedings  thereunder. 
But  a  notice  giving  wrong  information  so  as  tp  mislead  the  party  upon 
whom  it  is  served,*  or  is  silent  as  to  material  information  which  the 
statute  requires,^  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  valid  notice. 

(3.)  Amendment.  — Formal  defects  or  irregularities  in  the  bond  may 
be  cured  by  an  amendment,^"  if  a  timely  application  therefor  be 
made.^^ 

(4.)  Length  of  Notice. —  The  notice,  to  be  effectual,  mlust  be  for  the 
prescribed  length  of  time.^^  Where  the  length  of  notice  is  propor- 
tioned to  the  distance  between  the  place  of  hearing  and  the  place 
of  service,  the  place  of  residence  is  immaterial.^' 

(5.)  Service.  —  (a.)  By  Whom  Made.  —  It  is  not  necessary  that  service 
of  this  notice  should  be  made  by  an  officer,^*  although  such  service  is 
quite  proper.^^ 

(b.)  Upon  Whom  Made.  —  The  statutes  sometimes  provide  for  the 
service  of  this  notice  on  the  adverse  party  or  his  attorney.*®    These 


7.  Davis  V.  Putnam,  5  Gray  (Mass.) 
321  (a  description  ofi  the  debtor  as 
a  "prisoner  in  jail"  when,  in  fact,  he 
is  at  liberty  under  an  undertaking); 
Green  v.  Wilbur,  10  Cush.  (Mass.)  4a9, 
a  recital  that  the  debtor  is  in  custody 
under  an  execution,  whereas,  in  fact, 
he  is  held  under  an  alias  writ. 

[a]  A  failure  to  add  the  interest  to 
the  amount  of  the  judgment  on  which 
the  debtor  lis  imprisoned.  Green  v. 
Wilbur,  10  Cush.  (Mass.)  439. 

8.  Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N.  H.  335, 
10  Atl.  680.  See  also  Peck  v.  Wilson, 
14  N.  H.  587;  Osgood  v.  Hutchins,  6 
N.  H.  374. 

[a]  A  misnomer  of  creditor  may 
vitiate  a  discharge  secured  thereunder. 
Slasson  v.  Brown,  20  Pick.  (Mass.) 
436,  where  the  notices  described  the 
creditor  as  "Ebenezer  B.  S.,"  when 
his  true  name  was  "Edward  B.  S." 

9.  Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N.  H.  335, 
10  Atl.  680. 

10.  Perry  v.  Plunkett,  74  Me.  328. 

[a]  Wien  defect  is  discovered  be- 
fore service  it  may  be  at  once  cor- 
rected. Barnes  v.  Eice,  157  Mass.  508, 
32  N.  E.  905. 

11.  Perry  v.  Plunkett,  74  Me.  328. 
[a]    After   institution    of    suit    on 

bond  an  amendment  will  not  be  per- 
mitted in  an  essential  particular.  Perry 
V.  Plunkett,  74  Me.  324. 

12.  Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N.  H.  335, 
10  Atl.  680.  See  Watson  v.  Willis,  24 
N.  C.  17. 

[a]    Even  an  amended  notice,  pui- 
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porting  to  cure  defects  in  the  original 
notice,  cannot  be  given  for  a  period 
shorter  than  the  statute  provides.  San- 
born V.  Piper,  64  N.  H.  335,  10  Atl. 
680. 

13.  Homer  v.  Sinnott,  119  Mass. 
191;  Carroll  v.  Rogers,  4  Allen  (Mass.) 
70;  Smith  v.  Eandall,  1  Allen  (Mass.) 
456;  City  Bank  v.  Fullerton,  11  Mete. 
(Mass.)  73. 

[a]  But  if  service  be  made  by  leav- 
ing at  the  last  usual  place  of  abode, 
the  party  so  served  must  be  allowed 
twenty-four  hours'  time  additional  to 
that  allowed  for  travel.  Central  Nat. 
Bank  v.  O'Connor,  123  Mass.  52;  Way 
V.  Wheeler,  112  Mass.  87. 

14.  Osgood  V.  Hutchins,  6  N.  H. 
374.  And  see  Eankin  v.  ,Nettleton,  2 
N.  H.  305. 

15.  Bliss  V.  Day,  68  Me.  201. 

[a]  By  Officer  De  Facto. — Bliss  v. 
Day,  68  Me.  201.  See  also  Elliott  v. 
Willis,  1  Allen  (Mass.)  461. 

[b]  Such  a  notice  is  not  a  writ  or 
precept  within  the  meaning  of  a  stat- 
ute which  provides  that  a  constable 
may  only  serve  writs  of  precepts  in 
certain  actions.  Bliss  v.  Day,  68  Me. 
201.  I 

16.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following  cases:  Callaghan  v.  Whit- 
marsh,  145  Mass.  340,  14  N.  E.  149; 
Sanborn  v.  Piper,  64  N.  H.  335,  10  Atl. 
680;  Fernald  v.  Noyes,  30  N.  H.  39. 

To  whom  notice  given,  see  supra,  11, 
C,   15,   k,    (IV),    (E),    (1). 

[a]     In  IMaiue,  the  service  shall  be 
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statutes  are  considered  as  referring  to  the  attorney  who  represented 
the  creditor  in  the  action  in  which  the  debtor  was  committed.^' 
When  service  is  permitted  to  be  made  on  the  attorney  it  may  be 
given  to  any  one  of  a  number  who  may  have  appeared.^' 

(c.)  Manner  of.  —  The  manner  of  service  provided  by  the  statutes 
should  be  closely  observed.^^  They  sometimes  provide  for  service  by 
publieation,2°  or  by  leaving  a  copy  at  the  last  and  usual  place  of 
abode.^^  Unless  so  provided  for,  however,  such  service  is  insuffi- 
cient.^^ 

(6.)  Setum  of  Service. — A  return  of  service  should  be  made^^  in 
accordance  with  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.^*  The  requirements 
as  to  the  form'  of  the  return  are  not  exacting;  if  it  show  with  rea'son- 
able  clearness  that  a  valid  service  was  made  it  will  be  sufficient.^^ 
It  should,  however,  specify  the  time  of  the  service,^*  and  should  be 
returned  before  the  proper  officer.^' 

Amendment.  —  Great  liberality  is  allowed  in  making  amendments  to 
the  return  to  supply  omissions  or  correct  errors  so  as  to  sustain  the 
proceedings.^* 

(P.)    Objections  and  Exceptions. —  All    proper    objections   should    be 


upon  the  creditor  if  he  is  alive  and 
within  the  state,  otherwise  upon  the 
attorney  in  the  suit.  Smith  v.  Brag- 
don,  48  Me.  101. 

[b]  Where  the  notice  is  to  several 
joint  creditors,  service  upon  one  of 
them  is  sufficient.  Malendy  v.  Hungef- 
ford,  5  Ga.  544;  Smith  v.  Brown,  61  Me. 
70. 

17.  Priest  v.  Tarlton,  3  N.  H.  93. 
[a]    Neither  the  death  of  the  party 

nor  the  discharge  of  the  attorney  will 
dissolve  the  relation,  so  as  to  prevent 
service  upon  such  attorney.  Priest  v. 
Tarlton,  3  N.  H.  93. 

18.  Fernald  v.  Noyes,  30  N.  H.  39. 
[a]    Where  the  appearance  is  by  a 

firm  of  attorneys,  upon  any  member 
of  such  firm.  Knight  v.  Fifleld,  7  Gush. 
(Mass.)    263. 

19.  Young  V.  Capen,  7  Mete.  (Mass.) 
287. 

20.  Ex  parte  Cantey,  11  Eieh.  L. 
(S.  C.)  520;  Mordecai  v.  La  Eissey,  1 
Eich.  L.  (S.  0.)  192. 

21.  Mass. — Central  Nat.  Bank  v. 
O'Connor,  123  Mass.  52;  Smith  v.  Ran- 
dall, 1  Allen  456;  Young  v.  Capen,  7 
Mete.  287.  N.  H. — Madison  v.  Eano, 
4  N.  H.  79.  N.  J.— Hogan  v.  Hutton, 
20  N.  J,  L.  82. 

[a]  Joint!,  creditors  living  at  the 
same  dwelling  may  be  served  by  leav- 
ing one  copy  of  the  notice  at  such 
dwelling.     Niles  v.  Hancock,  3  Mete. 


fMass.)    568;   Leach   v.   Hill,   3   Mete. 
(Mass.)  173. 

[b]     The  mere  reading  of  the  notice 
by   the    officer   to   the   creditor   is   not 
sufficient.    Hanson  v.  Dyer,  17  Me.  96;  , 
Young  V.  Capen,  7  Mpto.  (Mass.)  287. 

22.  Madison  v.  Bano,  4  N.  H.  79. 
See  also  Flanders  v.  Thompson,  2  N.  H. 
421. 

23.  See   notes    and   cases   following. 

[a]  Verification  of  the  return  is 
necessary  unless  it  is  made  by  an  of- 
ficer. Allen  V.  Bruce,  12  N.  H.'418; 
Osgood  V.  Hutchins,  6  N.  H.  374. 

[b]  Affidavit  not  conclusive,  but  re- 
turn of  sheriff  is  conclusive.  Woods  l>. 
Blodgett,  15  N.  H.  569. 

24.  See  generally  the  title  "Re- 
turns." 

25.  Smith  v.  Eandall,  1-  Allen 
(Itifass.)  456! 

26.  Lord  v.  Skinner,  9  Allen  (Mass.) 
376;  Smith  ■».  Randall,  1  Allen  (Mass.) 
456. 

27.  Smith  v.  Huntington,  2  Day 
(Conn.)    562. 

28.  Shepherd  v.  Jackson,  16  Gray 
(Mass.)  599.  See  generally  the  title 
"Betums." 

[a]  Amendment  after  discharge  (1) 
to  show  proper  service,  is  allowable 
(Shepherd  v.  Jackson,  16  Gray  (Mass.) 
599) ;  (2)  but  not  to  show  insufficient 
service.  Shepherd  v.  Jackson,  16  Gray 
(Mass.)  599;  Davis  v.  Putnam,  5  Gray 
(Mass.)   321. 
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promptly  made,  otherwise  they  may  be  lost  by  waiver.^^  Objections 
to  the  sufficieney  of  the  notice  should  be  made  at  the  hearing  of  the 
application.^" 

Charges  of  Fraud. —  Statutes  permit  the  creditor  to  file,  in  opposition 
to  his  debtor's  application  for  relief,  charges  of  fraud  on  the  part 
of  the  latter  which,  if  sustained,  will  defeat  the  application.^^  The 
charges  should  be  made  in  language  substantially  equivalent  to  that 
used  in  the  statute,^^  and  are  sufficient  if  they  are  stated  with  such 
clearness  and  precision  as  to  inform  the  debtor  of  the  nature  and 
particulars  of  the  transaction  to  be  proved  against  him.^^  The  charges 
may  be  made  on  information  and  belief,^*  and  may,  for  sufficient 
cause,  be  amended.^" 

Waiver  of  Objections.  —  Technical  defects  in  the  proceedings  may  be 
waived  by  a  party.^^  Thus,  irregularities  in  the  notice  of  hearing 
which  might  otherwise  have  been  available  to  the  creditor  are  waived 
by  appearing  and  contesting  the  application  without  specially  object- 
ing to  the  irregularities.^'     Waiver  of  such  defects  may  also  result 


29.  Lewis  v.  Brewer,  51  Me.  108; 
Osgood  V.  Thome,  63  N.  H.  375.  See 
infra,  this  section. 

[a]  Objection  to  the  justice  of  the 
peace  appointed  by  a  supreme  court 
justice  to  hear  the  matter,  should  be 
made  to  the  latter  and  not  at  the  hear- 
ing.    Osgood  V.  Thorne,  63  N.  H.  375. 

30.  Lewis  v.  Brewer,  51  Me.  108. 

[a]  Where  valid  objections  are  over- 
ruled relief  may  be  had  by  certiorari. 
Lewis  V.  Brewer,  51  Me.  108.  See  gen- 
erally 4  Standakd  Proc.  881,  et  seq. 

31.  See  the  statutes  and  the  cases 
cited  infra,  this  section. 

[a]  One  of  several  partners  may, 
on  behalf  of  his  firm,  sign  and  swear 
to  charges  of  fraud  in  such  a  proceed- 
ing. Brown  v.  Tobias,  1  Allen  (Mass.) 
385. 

32.  Chamberlain  v.  Hoogs,  1  Gray 
(Mass.)   172. 

S3.  Chapin  v.  Haley,  133  Mass.  127; 
Anderson  v.  Edwards,  123  Mass.  273; 
Stoekwell  v.  Silloway,  100  Mass.  287; 
Chamberlain  v.  Hoogs,  1  Gray  (Mass.) 
172.  And  see  Clatur  v.  Donegan,  126> 
Mass.  28. 

See  generally  the  title  "Fraud  and 
Deceit." 

[a]  The  charge  need  not  be  in  the 
form  appropriate  for  an  indictment  or 
complaint  in  a  criminal  proceeding. 
Stoekwell  V.  Silloway,  100  Mass.  287. 

[b]  Documents  attached  may  be  re- 
ferred to  by  way  of  specifying  and 
completing  the  charge  of  fraud.   Stock- 
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well  V.   Silloway,   100   Mass.   287.     See 
generally  the  title  "Exhibits." 

[e]  If  they  do  not  meet  this  test 
the  creditor  may  be  required  to  specify 
further  wherein  the  alleged  fraud  ex- 
ists. Noyes  v.  Manning,  162  Mass.  14, 
37  N.  E.  768. 

34.  Stoekwell  v.  Silloway,  100  Mass. 
287. 

35.  Stoekwell  v.  Silloway,  100  Mass. 
287;  Brown  v.  Tobias,  1  Allen  (Mass.) 
385. 

36.  Ky. — See  Bryant  v.  Crittenden,  1 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  59.  Me. — Puller  v.  Davis, 
73  Me.  556;  Patten  v.  Kimball,  73  Me. 
497;  Page  v.  Plummer,  10  Me.  334. 
Mass. — Lord  v.  Skinner,  9  Allen  376. 
N.  H.— Bunker  v.  Nutter,  9  N.  H.  554. 

[a]  Where  the  adverse  party  has 
been  duly  notified  but  fails  to  attend 
he  will  be  bound  by  the  proceedings 
had  although  they  are  admittedly  ir- 
regular. Bryant  v.  Crittenden,  1  Ky. 
L.   Eep.   59. 

37.  Fuller  v.  Davis,  73  Me.  556; 
Page  V.  Plummer,  10  Me.  334;  Bunker 
V.  Nutter,  9  N.  H.  554. 

[a]  The  creditor  may  appear  speci- 
ally, so  as  to  object  to  the  insufS.eiency 
of  the  notice,  in  which  case  he  waives 
nothing.  Williams  v.  Kimball,  132 
Mass.  214.  See  also  Fuller  v.  Davis,  73 
Me.  556. 

[b]  Mere  presence  at  the  hearing, 
without  participation  therein,  is  not  a 
waiver.  Call  v.  Barker,  27  Me.  97, 
where  it  is  said  that  "If  the  creditor 
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from  acceptance  of  the  notice  as  good,  by  the  creditor's  attorney.^' 
But  the  officer  on  whom  the  service  is  made  cannot  waive  any  of  the 
creditor's  rights,^'  unless  specially  authorized  so  to  do;*°  nor  does 
appearance  of  the  creditor  at  the  hearing  to  oppose  it,  waive  the  fail- 
ure to  institute  the  proceedings  within  the  time  prescribed  by  statute.*^ 

(G.)  Hearing  and  Determination. —  (1.)  Generally. — The  hearing  must 
be  had  at  the  time,*^  and  place*^  specified  in  the  notice.  If  the  hear- 
ing is  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the  parties  have  an  hour  after 
the  time  set  within  which  to  appear,**  unless  otherwise  provided  by 
statute ;  the  justice  loses  jurisdiction  if  the  debtor  fails  to  appear 
within  the  hour.*° 

The  order  and  mode*^  of  the  examination,  as  well  as  the  ultimate 
disposition  of  the  debtor's  application  for  admission  to  the  benefits 
of  the  act,*^  is  usually  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  court  or  official 
before  whom'  the  hearing  is  had.  But  where  it  appears  that  the  ap- 
plicant has  complied  w;ith  the  requirements  of  the  statute  and  is  act- 
ing in  good  faith  it  is  his  right  to  be  admitted  to  the  benefit  of  the 
act.*"  Unless  the  statute  provides  otherwise,*^  if  one  of  the  magistrates 
who  originally  took  jurisdiction  is  unable  to  be  present,  another  may 
be  called  in.^"  The  debtor  should  be  required  to  answer  such  proper 
interrogatories  as  may  be  asked  by  the  creditor.^^    Conversely,  he  may 


or  his  attorney  does  not  lead  the  debtor 
or  the  justices  into  any  illegal  course 
of  proceeding,  but  merely  sits  in  silence 
and  allows  them  to  pursue  their  own 
course,  the  rights  of  the  creditor  can- 
not be  considered  as  thereby  waived  or 
forfeited." 

38.  Patten  v.  Kimball,  73  Me.  497 
(where  an  express  waiver  was  indorsed 
on  the  notice);  Page  v.  Plummer,  10 
Me.  334;  Mutual,  etc.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Woodward,  8  Allen  (Mass.)  148,  error 
in  the  name. 

[a]  Defects  in  the  manner  of  serv- 
ice waived  by  acceptance.  Williams  v. 
Kimball,  135  Mass.  411. 

39.  Cutler  v.  Boyd,  124  Mass.  181. 

40.  Cutler  v.  Boyd,  124  Mass.  181. 

41.  Scovell  V.  Holbrook,  22  N.  H. 
269. 

42.  Banks  v.  Johnson,  12  N.  H.  445. 

43.  Banks  v.  Johnson,  12  N  .H.  445. 

44.  See  the  title  "Justices  of  the 
Peace,"  and  the  following  cases:  Hills 
V.  Jones,  122  Mass.  412;  Sweetser  v. 
Eaton,  14  Allen  (Mass.)  157;  Lord  v. 
Skinner,  9  Allen  (Mass.)  376;  Phelps 
V.  Davis,  6  Allen  (Mass.)  287;  Hobbs 
V.  Fogg,  6  Gray  (Mass.)  251;  Downer 
V.  HoUister,  14  N.  H.  122,  40  Am.  Dee. 
175;   Banks  v.  Johnson,   12   N.   H.   445. 

[a]  Where  the  creditor  has  previ- 
ously consented  thereto,  the  oath  ma^ 


be  administered  before  the  expiration 
of  the  hour.  Lord  v.  Skinner,  9  Allen 
(Mass.)   376. 

45.  Sweetser  v.  Eaton,  14  Allen 
(Mass.)    157. 

[a]  This  rule  has  been  changed  by 
statute  and  the  justices  may  now  hold 
the  hearing  open  for  longer  than  the 
hour  in  their  discretion.  Lincoln  V. 
Cook,  124  Mass.  383. 

46.  In  re  Ballon,  7  E.  I.  466. 

47.  In  re  Ballou,  7  R.  I.  466. 

[a]  Where  the  debtor  has  recently 
been  refused  relief  under  the  insolv 
eiicy  laws  the  magistrates  to  whom  ap- 
plication is  made  for  relief  as  a  poor 
debtor  may  require  the  applicant  to 
show  that  he  has  undergone  some 
change  of  circumstances  in  the  interim. 
In  re  Ballou,  7  E.  I.  466. 

48.  Harrison  v.  Emmerson,  2  Leigh 
(29  Va.)   764. 

[a]  Mandamus  lies  to  compel  the 
justices  to  administer  the  oath  and 
otder  the  debtor's  discharge  in  such  a 
case.  Harrison  v.  Emmerson,  2  Leigh 
(29  Va.)  764.  See  generally  the  title 
"Mandamus." 

49.  Cushing  v.  Briggs,  2  E.  I.  139. 

50.  Brown  v.  Lakeman,  5  Mete. 
(Mass.)   347. 

51.  Marr  v.  Clark,  56  Me.  542; 
Bunker  v.  Nutter,  9  N.  H.  554. 
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not  be  required  to  answer  such  questions  as  are  not  pertinent  to  the 
investigation.^^ 

(2.)  Continuances.  —  Such  hearing  may  be  continued  from  time  to 
time  as  justice  may  require,  upon  order  of  the  judge  or  magistrate,^^ 
or  by  the  consent  of  the  parties  thereto.^*  Any  such  adjournment, 
however,  must  be  to  a  proper  place  and  time,^^  and  the  proceeding 
may  not  h'e  left  open  under  a  general  continuance.^"  In  some  cases 
an  adjournment  takes  place  by  operation  of  law,  as  where  the  day 
for  the  hearing  falls  upon  a  non-judicial  day.^^  Statutes  sometimes 
limit  a  time  beyond  which  this  hearing  may  not  be  adjourned  with- 
out the  loss  of  jurisdiction,^*  unless  by  stipulation  of  the  parties.^^ 

(H.)'  The  Oath  and  Its  Administeation.' — The  statutes  regulating  this 
proceeding  usually  designate  the  person  or  tribunal  by  whom  the 
prescribed  oath  shall  be  administered,""  and  also  determine  the  form 
and  general  requisites  thereof."^  In  substance,  they  usually  require 
the  debtor  to  swear  that  he  has  no  estate  above  a  sum  or  amount 
specified  in  the  statute,"^  and  that  he  is  not  attempting  to  defraud  any 
of  his  creditors."^  The  requirements  of  the  statute  as  to  the  form 
of  this  oath  should  be  closely  followed."* 


[a]  An  adjudication  of  the  bank- 
niptcy  of  the  debtor  does  not  relieve 
him  of  this  duty  under  a  statute  re- 
quiring him  to  answer  and  "malie  true 
disclosure  of  his  business  affairs  and 
property  under  oath."  Marr  v.  Clark, 
56  Me.  542. 

52.  Ledden  v.  Hanson,  39  Me.  355. 

53.  Me.— Gould  v.  Ford,  91  Me.  146, 
39  Atl.  480;  Chamberlain  v.  Sands,  27 
Me.  458;  Fales  v.  Goodhue,  25  Me.  423. 
Mass. — Manning  v.  Reynolds,  164  Mass. 
150,  41  N.  E.  62;  Barham  v.  Gomez,  149 
Mass.  221,  21  N.  E.  297;  Carleton  v. 
Wakefield,  111  Mass,  481;  Eussell  v. 
Goodrich, 'S  Allen  150;  Way  v.  Foote,  7 
Allen  354.  N.  H.— Osgood  v.  Hutchins, 
6  N.  H.  374. 

[a]  After  announcement  of  inten- 
tion to  deny  relief  the  magistrate;  it 
has  been  held,  may  not  adjourn  tho 
hearing.  Eussell  v,  Goodrich,  8  Allen 
(Mass.)   150. 

[b]  In  Maine  it  is  not  a  condition 
precedent  that  the  citation  and  return 
be  first  examined  as  to  their  correct- 
ness, nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  fees 
of  the  justice  be  paid  nor  any  formal 
organization  perfected  before  the  power 
to  adjourn  may  be  exercised.  Gould 
V.  Ford,  91  Me.  146,  39  Atl.  480. 

[e]  This  power  is  incidental  to  the 
authority  conferred  to  determine  the 
application.  Banks  v.  Johnson,  12  N, 
H.  445. 
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As  to  the  power  to  grant  continu- 
ances generally,  see  5  Standard  Proc. 
441-443. 

[d]  Where  the  hearing  is  before  two 
justice's  and  only  one  is  present,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  justice  present  to  ad- 
journ the  hearing.  Chesley  v.  Welch, 
10  N.  H.  251.  Contra,  Hovey  v.  Hamil- 
ton, 24  Me.  451;  WiUiams  v.  Burrill,  23 
Me.  144,  not  even  with  the  creditor's 
consent. 

54.  Leach  v.  Pillsbury,  18  N.  H.  525. 
See  also  Mt.  Washington  Glass  Works 
V.  Allen,  121  Mass.  283. 

55.  Bliss  V.  Kershaw,  180  Mass.  99, 
61  N.  E.  823. 

56.  Bliss  V.  Kershaw,  180  Mass.  99, 
61  N.  E.  823. 

'57.  Poor  V.  Beatty,  78  Me.  580,  7 
Atl.  541.  See  generally  the  title  "Sun- 
day and  HoUdays." 

58.  Fales  v.  Goodhue,  25  Me.  423. 

59.  Leach  v.  Pillsbury,  18  N.  H.  525. 

60.  See  the  statutes,  and  the  follow- 
ing: Bunker  v.  Nutter,  9  N.  H.  554; 
Wilcox  V.  Crowell,  16  E.  I.  707,  19  Atl. 
329;  In  re  Ballou,  7  E.  L  466. 

[a]  Not  by  the  clerk  even  in  the 
absence  of  the  judge.  Wilcox  v.  Crow- 
ell, 16  E.  I.  707,  19  Atl.  329. 

61.  See  the  statutes. 

62.  Little  V.  Hasey,  12  Mass.  319; 
Bunker  v.  Nutter,  9  N.  H.  554. 

63.  Bunker  v.  Nutter,  9  N.  H.  554. 

64.  Little  V.  Hasey,  12  Mass.  319. 
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(I.)  The  Assignment. —  The  statute  sometimles  requires  the  debtor  to 
make  an  assignment  before  he  is  entitled  to  his  discharge;'*  in  which 
event  he  must  make  the  assignment  whether  or  not  he  has  an  assign- 
able interest  and  regardless  of  its  effect.*' 

(J.)  Costs — A  debtor  who  obtains  his  discharge  in  this  manner 
is  not  entitled  to  his  costs,''  and  in  some  jurisdictions  he  is  required 
to  satisfy  his  creditor  and  the  jailer  for  charges  incurred  for  his 
maintenance  in  custody  before  he  may  be  discharged.'* 

(K.)  The  Certificate. —  (1.)  General  Statement. —  Upon  his  determina- 
tion that  the  debtor  is  entitled  to  his  discharge  the  magistrate  must, 
in  some  states,  make  a  certificate  to  this  effect.'®  It  is  this  certificate 
which  entitles  the  debtor  to  his  discharge,''"  when  he  has  otherwise 
complied  with  the  statutory  conditions  precedent  to  his  discharge." 

(2.)  Eequmtes.  —  Statutes  sometimes  prescribe  the  form  of  the  cer- 
tificate to  be  made  by  the  magistrate,'^  and,  where  such  is  the  ease, 
nothing  need  be  inserted  therein  which  these  statutes  do  not  require.''' 
Generally,  however,  the  certificate  must  conform  to  the  execution  from 
which  relief  is  sought,''*  and  should  show  that  at  the  time  therein 
named,'^  the  creditor  having  been  duly  notified  thereof,"  the  debtor 
was  admitted  to  and  actually  took  the  oath  prescribed  by  law.'"  If 
it  recites  that  the  creditors  were  properly  notified,  it  need  not  there- 


65.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  To  whom  made,  see  Jordan, 
Marsh  &  Co.  v.  Hall,  9  R.  I.  218,  11  Am. 
Bep.  245. 

66.  Head  v.  Clark,  45  N.  H.  287; 
Sheafe  v.  Laighton,  36  N.  H.  240. 

67.  Boberts  v.  Shell,  4  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 
160. 

68.  Haight  v.  Eichards,  3  Vt.  77. 
See  also  Emerson  v.  Lombard,  15  Me. 
458,  where  the  creditor  is  held  entitled 
to  his  costs  but  it  is  not  determined 
that  the  payment  thereof  is  a  condi- 
tion prec'3,dent  to  the  debtor's  release. 

[a]  The  payment  of  the  magis- 
trate's fee  is  not  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  debtor's  discharge.  Coleman  v. 
Hawkes,  120  Mass.  594. 

69.  Granite  Bank  v.  Treat,  18  Me. 
340;  Murray  v.  Neally,  11  Me.  238. 

[a]  Two  certificates,  (1)  one  to  the 
de'btor  and  one  to  the  jailer.  Haight 
V.  Bichards,  3  Vt.  77;  Eaymond  v. 
Southerland,  3  Vt.  494;  Staniford  v. 
Barry,  Brayt.  (Vt.)  200.  (2)  Delivery 
of  certificate  to  plaintiff's  attorney  for 
the  jailer  is  not  a  compliance  with  the 
statute.     Haight  v.  Bichards,  3  Vt.  77. 

70.  Mass. — Butler  v.  Fairbanks,  4 
Gray  531;  Green  v.  Wilbur,  10  Cush. 
439.  N.  H.— Banks  v.  Johnson,  12  N. 
H.  445.  E.  I.— Barry  v.  Viall,  12  B.  I. 
18;  Eastwood  v.  Schroeder,  5  E.  I.  388. 


■Vt. — ^Eaymond    v.    Southerland,    3    Vt. 
494;  Staniford  v.  Barry,  Brayt.  200. 

[a]  Upon  the  presentation  to  his 
keeper,  of  such  a  certificate,  the  debtor 
may  demand  his  discharge  as  a  matter 
of  right.  Banks  v.  Johnson,  12  N.  H. 
445;  Barry  v.  Viall,  12  B.  I.  18;  East- 
wood V.  Schroeder,  5  E.  I.  388. 

71.  Call  V.  Barker,  27  Me.  97;  Met- 
ealf  V.  Hilton,  26  Me.  200.  / 

72.  See   the   statutes. 

[,a]  Tor  forms  of  oeTtifieate,  ;See 
Farrington  v.  Farrar,  73  Me.  37;  Allen 
V.  Hall,  8  Vt.  34. 

[b]  Stamp  act  held  not  to  affect 
such  certificates.  Angler  v.  Smalley,  58 
Me.  425. 

73.  Butler  v.  Fairbanks,  4  Gray 
(Mass.)  531;  Chesley  v.  Welch,  10  N. 
H.  251. 

74.  Holbrook  v.  Pearee,  15  Vt.  616; 
Dean  v.  Lowry,  4  Vt.  481. 

[a]  Failure  to  insert  date  of  execu- 
tion will  not  vitiate  the  certificate 
where  the  debt  is  otherwise  sufficiently 
identified.  Burnham  v.  Howe,  23  Me. 
489. 

75.  Banks  v.  Johnson,  12  N.  H.  445. 

76.  Banks  v.  Johnson,  12  N.  H.  445; 
Osgood  V.  Hutchins,  6  N.  H.  374. 

77.  Banks  v.  Johnson,  12  N.  H.  445, 
See  also  Clark  v.  Metcalf,  38  Me.  122. 
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after  state  whether  they  did  or  did  not  attend.'^  This  certificate  forms 
no  part  of  the  record/^  and  need  not  recite  that  the  justices  who 
presided  were  disinterested.*"  It  should,  however,  show  that  the 
magistrates  signing  the  same  had  jurisdiction  throughout  the  entire 
course  of  the  proceedings.^^  Harmless  irregularities  in  the  certificate 
will  not  vitiate  it.'^ 

(3.)  Amendment.  —  If  an  application  therefor  be  seasonably  made, 
this  certificate  may  be  amended  to  make  its  recitals  conform  to  the 
facts.*^ 

(V.)  Effect  of  the  Discharge.  —  Discharge  under  the  poor  debtor's  act 
relieves  the  debtor  from  arrest  or  imprisonment,**  in  respect  of  the 
debt  or  claim  which  is  the  subject  of  the  suit  in  which  he  is  in  cus- 
tody.**   It  shields  his  body  against  that  debt  so  long  as  it  continues 


78.  Carter  v.  Miller,  12  Vt.  513. 
Compare  Banks  v.  Johnson,  12  N.  H. 
445;,  Osgood  v.  Hutchins,  6  N.  H.  374, 
dictum  to  the  contrary. 

[a]  In  Vermont  (1)  the  certificate 
of  the  commissioners  is  required  to  state 
their  determination  as  to  the  sufficiency 
and  regularity  of  the  notice  given  to 
the  creditor  on  the  application  of  the 
debtor  for  this  relief.  Allen  v.  Hall,  8 
Vt.  34.  (2)  In  the  absence  of  some 
such  statement  as  to  notice  it  would 
seem  necessary  that  it  show  the  credi- 
tors to  have  appeared.  Carter  v.  Mil- 
ler, 12  Vt.  513. 

[b]  The  certificate  is  conclusive  as 
to  its  recitals  regarding  this  notice. 
Eaymond  v.  Southerland,  3  Vt.  494. 

79.  Scamman  v.  Huff,  51   Me.  194. 

80.  Scamman  v.  Huff,  51  Me.  194. 

81.  Bowker  v.  Porter,  39  Me.  504. 

[a]  Where  the  hearing  and  oath 
were  at  an  adjourned  term,  the  cer- 
tificate should  reveal  such  facts  as  will 
show  that  jurisdiction  was  not  lost  by 
the  adjournment.  Bowker  v.  Porter,  39 
Me.  504. 

[b]  A  certificate  signed  by  a  magis- 
trate without  jurisdiction  is  void. 
Gushing  v.  Briggs,  2  E.  I.  139. 

82.  Burnham  v.  Howe,  23  Me.  489 
(failure  to  insert  date  of  execution); 
Carter  v.  Miller,  12  Vt.  513,  immaterial 
variance  between  certificate  delivered 
to  jailer  and  one  delivered  to  debtor. 

83.  Scamman  v.  Huff,  51  Me.  194; 
Ayer  v.  Woodman,  24  Me.  196;  Ward 
V.  Clapp,  4  Mete.   (Mass.)   455. 

[a]  Amendment  To  Show  Adminis- 
tration of  Proper  Oath. — Kimball  v. 
Irish,  26  Me.  444;  Burnham  v.  Howe, 
23  Me.  489;  Ward  v.  Clapp,  4  Mete. 
(Mass.)   455. 
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[b]  After  the  commencement  of  an 
action  (1)  on  the  poor  debtor's  bond 
(Burnham  v.  Howe,  23  Me.  489);  (2) 
or  even  at  the  time  of  the  trial  thereof. 
Kimball  v.  Irish,  26  Me.  444;  Burnham 
V.  Howe,  23  Me.  489. 

84.  Me. — McLaughlin  v.  Whitten,  32 
Me.  21.  N.  TI.—In  re  Shannon,  48  N. 
H.  407.  E.  I. — ^Jordan,  Marsh  &  Co.  v. 
Hall,  9  R.  I.  218,  11  Am.  Eep.  245; 
In  re  Ballou,  7  E.  I.  466. 

85.  U.  S. — Stearns  v.  United  States, 
2  Paine  300,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,341. 
Cal. — See  Ex  parte  Batchelder,  96  Cal. 
233,  31  Pac.  45,  where  the  defendant 
was  in  custody  under  an  order  for  his 
airest  for  failure  to  pay  alimony.  Conn. 
Trumbull  v.  Smith,  2  Conn.  241.  Ga. 
Harris  v.  Broyles,  25  Ga.  136.  Me. — Mc- 
Laughlin V.  Whitten,  32  Me.  21.  Mass. 
Kellogg  V.  Underwood,  163  Mass.  214, 
40  N.  E.  104;  Willington  v.  Stearns,  1 
Pick.  497.  N.  H. — Tn  re  Shannon,  48 
N.  H.  407.  N.  J. — See  Bannister  v. 
Miller,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  121,  32  Atl.  1066. 
R.  I. — .Jordan,  Marsh  &  Co.  v.  Hall,  9 
B.  I.  218,  11  Am.  Eep.  245;  In  re  Bal- 
lou, 7  E.  I.  466;  Eastwood  v.  Sehroeder, 
5  E.  L  388. 

fa]  When  the  TTnited  States  is  the 
committing  creditor  (1)  the  rule  is  the 
same.  Stearns  v.  United  States,  2 
Paine  300,  22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,341. 
(2)  Not,  however,  where  the  debtor  is 
in  custody  to  satisfy  a  fine  imposed  in 
a  criminal  prosecution.  In  re  Laaki, 
14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,098. 

[b]    Obligations    arising   subsequent 
to  the  discharge  are  not  effected  there- 
by.    McLaughlin    v.    Whitten,   32    Me. 
21 ;   Bannister  v.  Miller,  54  N.  J.  Bq, 
1121,  32  Atl.  1066. 
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a  debt,'°  unless  he  is  thereafter  convicted  of  having  acted  fraudulently 
in  procuring  his  discharge.*'  It  is  also  a  full  justification  to  an 
officer  for  omitting  to  make  an  arrest  under  an  execution.*^  The 
discharge  does  not,  however,  operate  extraterritorially,*^  nor  as  to 
creditors  other  than  those  at  whose  suit  the  debtor  is  in  custody.^" 
Nor  does  the  discharge  operate  to  bar  the  creditor  from  collecting 
his  claim  out  of  the  debtor's  property.^^ 

(VI.)  Eenewal  of  Application.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  notices  of  the 
debtor's  intention  to  seek  this  relief  may  be  issued  as  often  as  it  is 
shown  that  sulisequent  to  the  hearing  on  a  former  application,  the 
debtor  has  undergone  some  change  of  circumstances  from  which  it 
would  appear  that  he  is  now  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  oath,°^  or 
that  evidence,  not  available  at  the  former  hearing,  has  been  subse- 
quently discovered.^'  In  some  states  the  second  application  is  made 
ex  parte;®*  in  others  it  is  obtained  only  after  a  hearing  had  upon 
proper  notice.®^  The  citation  in  such  a  case  is  required  to  recite  the 
change  of  circumstances  upon  which  it  is  issued.®^ 


86.  Eastwood  v.  Sehroeder,  5  E.  I. 
388,  where  the  court  say  further,  ' '  even 
if  ,the  judgment  be  again  sued  on. ' ' 

[a]  Habeas  corpus  will  afford  re- 
lief from  an  arrest  made  in  the  face 
of  such  a  discharge.  In  re  Davis,  111 
Mass.  288;  State  v.  Ward,  8  N.  J.  L. 
120.     See  generally  supra,  II,  C,  15,  f. 

[b]  Debtor's  Wife  Not  Protected. 
It  is  only  the  debtor 's  body  that  is  pro- 
tected by  this  discharge.  So  where  his 
■wife  is  in  custody,  his  discharge  as  a 
poor  debtor  will  not  entitle  her  to  bo 
released.     Hall  v.  White,  27  Conn.  488. 

87.  In  re  Davis,  111  Mass.  288; 
Man  V.  Lowden,  4  McCord  (S.  C.)  485. 

88.  Thompson  v.  Berry,  5  E.  I.  95. 

89.  Conn. — Woodbridge  v.  Wright,  3 
Conn.  523.  Ga. — Joice  v.  Scales,  18  Ga. 
725.  N.  H.— Hubbard  v.  Wentworth,  3 
N.  H.  43.  N.  J.— Wood  V.  Malin,  10  N. 
S.  L.  208. 

90.  Jordan,  Marsh  &  Co.  v.  Hall,  9 
E.  I.  218,  11  Am.  Eep.  245. 

91.  Jones  v.  Jones,  87  Me.  117,  32 
Atl.  779;  Spencer  v.  Garland,  20  Me. 
75  (holding  that  the  bond  is  only  a 
substitute  for  the  detention  of  the 
body,  and  not  a  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment,  or  a  limitation  upon  the 
rights  of  the  creditor  against  the  debt- 
or 's  property) ;  Hathaway  v.  Crosby,  17 
Me.  448.  See  also  Hunter  v.  United 
States,  5  Pet.  (U.  S.)  173,  8  L.  ed.  86. 

92.  In  re  Snow,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  430, 
22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,143;  Burdick  v. 
Simmons,  9  E.  I.  17;  Watson  v.  Fair- 
brother,    7    K.    I.    51 J  J    Eastwood    V. 


Schroed'sr,  5  E.  I.  388;  Angell  v.  Eob- 
bins,  4  E.  I.  493. 

[a]  By  a  renewal  of  the  application 
I  is  meant,  any  such  citation  or  applica- 
tion issued  for  the  purpose  of  relief 
against  the  same  debt.  That  the 
former  application  was  for  relief  from 
mesne  process  does  not  alter  this  rule. 
Eastwood  V.  Sehroeder,  5  ,E.  I.  388. 

[b]  After  the  Lapse  of  a  Specified 
Time. — Merrill  v.  Kaulback,  158  Mass. 
o28,  33  N.  E.  515;  Burt  v.  Geary,  128 
Mass.  404;  Hastings  v.  Partridge,  124 
Mass.  401. 

[c]  Under  a  statute  which  prohibits 
the  debtor  from  having  a  second  cita- 
tion where  he  has  withdrawn  his  appli- 
cation, or  where,  upon  trial,  he  shall 
not  be  admitted  to  take  the  oath,  the 
refusal  of  the  magistrate  to  hear  the 
application  because  of  defects  in  the 
notice,  does  not  prevent  a  second  ap- 
plication. Angell  V.  Bobbins,  4  E.  I. 
493;  Gushing  v.  Briggs,  2  E.  I.  139. 

[d]  A  debtor  who  is  at  large  on  an 
undertaking  is  in  no  diflPerent  position 
from  a  debtor  who  remains  in  actual 
cnstodj',  so  far  as  the  provisions  re-^ 
lating  to  a  renewal  of  his  application 
are  concerned.  City  Bank  v.  Norton,  48 
Me.  73. 

93.  In  re  Snow,  3  Woodb.  &  M,  430, 
22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,143. 

94.  Burdick  v.  Simmons,  9  E.  I.  17; 
Watson  V.  Fairbrother,  7  E.  I.  511; 
Angell  V.  Bobbins,  4  E.  I.  493. 

95.  City  Bank  v.  Norton,  48  Me.  78. 

96.  Burdick  v.  Simmons,  9  E.  I.  17; 
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(VII.)  Appeal  and  Keview.BT  —  The  right  to  appeal  from  the  determi- 
nation of  this  application  is  usually  given  to  either  party.^*  An 
appeal  from  the  o^der  of  discharge  will  not  operate  to  detain  the 
debtor  in  custody,  and,  if  he  is  at  liberty  on  bail,  it  will  not  con- 
tinue the  liability  of  the  sureties,""  nor  will  an  appeal  by  the  debtor 
from  an  adverse  decision,  exempt  him  from  arrest  during  the  pend- 
ency of  the  appeal.^ 

1.  On  Surrender  of  Property.  —  (I.)  Greiierally.  —  Statutes  in  some 
states  provide  that  a  person  imprisoned  by  virtue  of  an  execution 
against  the  body  may  be  discharged  upon  making  a  full  assignment 
or  surrender  of  his  property  for  the  benefit  of  the  execution  creditor.^ 
Under  some^  but  not  under  other  statutes*  a  debtor  may  obtain  his 
release  from  constructive  as  well  as  actual  custody. 


■Wiatson   V.    Fairbrother,    7    E.    I.    511; 
Eastwood  V.  Schroeder,  5  B.  I.  388. 

[a]  If  it  does  not  do  so,  subsequent 
proceedings  thereunder  are  void.  East- 
wood V.  Schroeder,  5  R.  I.  388. 

[b]  It  need  not,  however,  recite  the 
evidence  by  which  such  change  of  cir- 
cumstances was  shown.  Burdick  v.  Sim- 
mons, 9  E.  I.  17. 

97.  As  to  appeals  generally  see  2 
Standard  Pboc.  106,  et  seq. 

98.  Everett  v.  Henderson,  150  Mass. 
411,  23  JS".  E.  318.      ' 

[a]  Jeopardy.' — A  statute  which 
confers  such  a  right  does  not  violate 
the  constitutional  inhibition  against 
placing  the  debtor  twice  in  jeopardy. 
Stockwell  V.  Silloway,  100  Mass.  287. 

5)9.  Collamore  v.  Fernald,  3  Gray 
(Mass.)'  318;  IngersoU  v.  Strong,  9 
Mete.   (Mass.)   447. 

1.  Fletcher  v.  Bartlett,  10  Gray 
(Mass.)   491. 

2.  Ga. — Hening  v.  Nelson,  20  Ga. 
583.  HI.— See  Hurd's  Eev.  St.,  1909, 
ch.  72;  Kitson  v.  Farwell,  132  111.  327, 
23  N.  E.  1024;  In  re  Salisbury,  16  111. 
350;  People  ex  rel.  Brennan  v.  Cotton, 
14  111.  4l4.  Ky. — McGovern  v.  Maloney, 
30  Ky.  L.  Eep.  801,^99  S.  W.  935.  La. 
State  ex  rel.  Cawley  v.  Judge  of  Dis- 
trict Court,  45  La.  Ann.  948,  13  So.  196. 
N.  Y.— Cons.  Laws,  1909,  §§120-139; 
Shaffer  v.  Riseley,  114  N.  T.  23,  20 
2Sr.  E.  630;  Develin  v.  Cooper,  84  N.  Y. 
430;  Matter  of  Brady,  69  N.  Y.  215, 
53  How.  Pr.  128;.  Green  v.  Young,  21 
N.  Y.  Supp.  255.  Ohio.— Walsh 'a  Les- 
see V.  Einger,  2  Ohio  327,  15  Am.  Dec. 
555.  S.  C— Walker  v.  Eiley,  10  Eich. 
L.  87;  Mack  v.  Garrett,  10  Eich.  L.  79; 
Bulwinkle    v.    Grube,    5   Eich.   L,    286; 
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Gibson  v.  Steele,  3  MeCord  45.  Tenn. 
M'Kenzie  v.  Hackney,  3  Yerg.  417.  See 
also  Grisham  v.  Grisham,  8  Yerg.  393. 

[a]  The  sole  object  of  this  statute 
is  the  discharge  of  honest  debtors  who 
have  made  an  honest  and  full  surrender 
of  all  their  property  for  their  creditors. 
It  is  not  intended  to  benefit  debtors 
who  have  disposed  of  their  property 
for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  the  very 
creditors  at  whose  suit  they  were  im- 
prisoned. Matter  of  Brady,  69  N.  Y. 
215,  53  How.  Pr.  128,  affirming  8  Hun 
437. 

[b]  A  mere  readiness  and  willing- 
ness (1)  to  deliver  his  property  is  not 
enough;  there  must  be  an  actual  deliv- 
ery of  the  property  to  the  assignee,  or 
the  performance  of  some  act  which  is 
equivalent  thereto.  Walker  «.  Eiley,  10 
Eich.  L.  (S.  C.)  87.  (2)  Where  the 
property  is  in  the  possesion  of  another 
who  claims  title  thereto,  a  transfer  to 
his  creditors  of  his  right  in  the  prop- 
erty is  all  he  can  do  and  will  entitle 
him  to  his  discharge,  so  far  as  the  de- 
livery of  his  property  is  concerned. 
Bowen  v.  HoUeyman,  9  Eich.  L.  (S.  C.) 
65. 

fc]  An  infant  is  a  "person"  with- 
in the  meaning  of  such  statutes.  Peo- 
ple ex  rel  Smith  v.  Mullin,  25  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   698. 

3.  In  re  Langslow,  167  N.  T.  314, 
60  N".  E.  590;  Develin  v.  Cooper,  84 
N.  Y.  410. 

[a]  A  person  who  has  been  admit- 
ted to  jail  liberties,  is  deemed  to  be 
imprisoned,  within  the  meaning  of  such 
statutorv  provisions.  In  re  Langslow, 
167  N.  Y.  314,  320,  60  N.  E.  590. 

4.  Wendover  v.  Tucker,  4  Ind.  381. 
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(11.)  Proceedings  To  Procure.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  In  some  states  the 
debtor^  makes  an  application  by  petition.^  All  the  statutory  require- 
ments in  proceedings  for  such  a  discharge  must  be  closely  followed,' 
since  such  requirements  are  all  jurisdictional  to  the  right  of  the  court 
to  grant  the  order  of  discharge.^ 

(B.)  Time  foe  Making  Application.  —  The  timie  within  which  the  ap- 
plication may  be  made  is  regulated  by  statute,^  which  sometimes  re- 
quires a  certain  period  of  imprisonment  in  case  the  debt  or  debts 
exceed  a  specified  sum.^" 

(C.)  The  Petition. —  The  statutes  generally  require  a  written  petition 
signed  by  the  petitioner"  and  addressed  to  the  court  from  which  the 
execution  issued,^^  or  to  some  other  tribunal  designated  by  statute.^" 
Unless  required  by  statute,  the  petition  need  not  name  or  refer  to 
the  judgment  under  which  the  execution  was  issued.^*  Where  length 
of  residence"  or  of  the  imprisonment^''  of  the  debtor  are  jurisdic- 
tional facts,  they  must  be  directly  averred.  The  prayer  of  the  petition 
under  such  statutes  is  that  the  estate  of  the  debtor  may  be  assigned 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors  and  that  his  person  may  be  exempted 
from, arrest  or  imprisonment.^' 

5.  Hoyle  v.  Murray,  42  App.  Div.  ■  legally  made  on  that  day.  King  ». 
313,  59  N.  T.  Supp.  200.  I  Strain,  6  Blackf.  (Ind.)  447. 

6.  Matter  of  Brady,  69  N.  Y.  215,  I  10.  Funke  v.  Hurst,  119  Mieh.  182, 
53  How.  Pr.  128;  BuUymore  v.  Cooper,  j  77  N.  W.  695;  In  re  Haight,  11  Civ. 
46  N.  Y.  236.  See  infra,  II,  C,  15,  I,  \  Proe.  (N.  Y.)  227.  See  supra,  II,  C,  11, 
(11),    (G).  jb,  (IV). 

7.  Shaffer  v.  Eiseley,  114  N.  Y.  23,       11.     See  the  statutes. 

20  N.  E.  630;  Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  46  |  [a]  In  Illinois,  the  proceeding  is 
N.  Y.  236,  246;  In  re  Quick,  92  App.  summary  and  no  formal  pleadings  are 
Div.  131,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  316;  Seward  required.  It  is  enough  that  the  im- 
V.  Wales,  40  App.  Div.  539,  58  N.  Y.  prisoned  debtor  offers  to  surrender  his 
Supp.  42;  In  re  Patton,  7  Misc.  467,  property  and  asks  to  be  discharged. 
27  N.  Y.  Supp.  992.  i  Kitson  v.  Farwell,  132  111.  327,  335,  23 

8.  Bullymore   v.    Cooper,    46   N.    Y.   N.  E.  1024. 


236,  246;  In  re  Quick,  92,  App.  Div.  131, 
87  N.  Y.  Supp.  316. 

[a]     "We   consider  the  statute  im 


12.  Matter  of  Brady,  69  IST.  Y.  215, 
53  How.  'Pr.  128. 

13.  See  the  following:     lU. — Kitson 


perative,  that  the  papers  presented  to  ^i.  Farwell,  132  111.  327,  23  N.  E.  1024; 
the  court  shall  conform  with  exactness  ,  Sawyer  v.  Nelson,  44  111.  App.  184.  Ky. 
to  its  provisions.  It  is  matter  neces-  '  McGovern  v.  Maloney,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
sary  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  '  801,  99  S.  W.  935.  N.  Y. — Matter  of 
not  only  that  a  petition  and  account  Brady,  69  N.  Y.  215,  53  How.  Pr.  128; 
should  be  presented  to  it,  but  that  they  j  Seward  v.  Wales,  40  App.  Div.  539,  58 
shall  be  the  very  petition  and  account '  N.   Y.  Supp.  42. 


specified."      Bullymore    v.    Cooper,    46 
N.   Y.   236,   246, 


14.     Goodwin  v.  GriflSs,  88  N.  Y.  629. 
fa]     That  only  one  plaintiff  and  ona 


[b]     But  trifling  deviations  from  the   defendant  in  the  judgment  were  named 
statutory  requirements  will  not  invali-  .  in   the  petition   is   not  a  fatal   defect, 


date  the  proceedings.  Richmond  v. 
Praim,  24  Hun  (N.  Y.)  578. 

9.  In  re  Haight,  11  Civ.  Proc.  (N. 
Y.)   227. 

[a]  Discharge  may  be  obtained  on 
Sunday  from  an  arrest  on  civil  process 


Goodwin  v.  GriflSs,  88  N.  Y.  629. 

15.  Develin  v.  Cooper,  84  N.  Y.  410, 

16.  In  re  Rosenberg,  10  Abb.  Pr.  ISf, 
S.  (N.  Y.)  450.  See  supra,  II,  C,  11, 
b,   (IV). 

17.  Develin  v.  Cooper,  84  N.  Y.  410, 
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Cause  of  Imprisonment.  —Under  some  statutes,  the  petition  must 
state  the  cause  of  the  imprisonment.^* 

(D.)  Schedule  and  Inventory.  —  (1.)  Generally.  ■ —  Under  some  statutes, 
the  petitioner  must  annex  to,  and  present  with  the  petition  or  ap- 
plication for  such  discharge,  a  schedule  of  his  property,^'  or  show  in 
his  petition  a  sufficient  excuse  for  failing  to  do  so.^°  And  even  where 
a  formal  petition  is  not  required,  such  a  schedule  must  be  made  before 
a  discharge  will  be  granted.^^  A  new  schedule  need  not  be  filed  upon 
a  second  application,  made  because  of  informality  in  first  proceed- 
ings,^^ nor  where  a  second  arrest  has  been  made  on  another  execu- 
tion.23 

(2.)  Form  and  Contents.  —  This  schedule  should  contain  a  statement 
of  all  the  estate,  effects  and  property  of  the  applicant,^*  wheresoever 


18.  Matter  of  Brady,  69  N.  T.  215, 
53  How.  Pr.  128;  Bullymore  v.  Cooper, 
46  N.  Y.  236;  Matter  of  Chappell,  23 
Hun  (N.  Y.)   179. 

[a]  It  is  suificient,  (1)  where  the 
statute  does  not  require  more,  to  state 
the  imprisonment  is  by  virtue  of  an 
execution.  Goodwin  v.  Grif&s,  88  N.  Y. 
629.  (2)  Where  the  petition  alleged 
that  the  defendant  was  a  prisoner,  con- 
fined in  the  county  jail,  on  execution 
issued  out  of  the  county  court,  in  a 
civil  cause  at  the  suit  of  a  person,  nam- 
ing him,  it  was  held  a  suificient  state- 
ment of  the  cause  of  imprisonment, 
under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the 
text.  Matter  of  Chappell,  23  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  179. 

19.  111.— Strieker  v.  Kubusky,  35  111. 
App.  159.  N.  J.— Race  v.  Dehart,  24  IST. 
J.  L.  37;  Le  Chevallier  v.  Hamilton,  18 
N.  J.  L.  260.  N.  Y.— Shaffer  v.  Kise- 
ley,  114  N.  Y.  23,  20  N.  E.  630;  Dev- 
elin  V.  Cooper,  84  N.  Y.  410;  Bullymore 
V.  Cooper,  46  N.  Y.  236;  In  re  Haight, 
11  Civ.  Proc.  227;  Seward  v.  "Wales,  40 
App.  Div.  539,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  42;  In  re 
Patton,  7  Misc.  467,  27  N.  Y.  Supp. 
•992.     N.   C— Ballard  v.  "Waller,  52  N. 

C.  84;  Adams  i>.  Alexander,  23  N.  C. 
501.  Fa.— In  re  Oliver,  1  Ashm.  112; 
"Woodward's  Case,  1  Ashm.  107. 

20.  Seward  v.  "Wales,  40  App.  Div. 
539,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  42. 

fa]  Statement  of  Exemption  Not  an 
Excuse. — Seward  v.  "Wales,  40  App. 
Div.  539,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  42. 

[b]  Becital  in  Order  of  Discharge 
Will  Not  Cure  Omission. — Sew,ard  v. 
"Vi'^ales,  40  App.  Div.  539,  58  N.  Y.  Supp. 
42. 

[c]  Allegation  of  adjudication  of 
bankruptcy  before  the  rendition  of  the 

Vol.  XVI 


judgment,  is  not  an  excuse.  Bully- 
more V.  Cooper,  46  N.  Y.  236,  affirming 
2  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  71. 

21.  Strieker  v.  Kubusky,  35  111.  App. 
159. 

22.  Eaee  v.  Dehart,  24  N.  J.  L.  37. 

[a]  That  the  debtor  may  have  ac- 
quired property  in  the  interim  is  no  ob- 
jection to  such  a  rule,  for  on  the  hear- 
ing the  debtor  is  compelled  to  disclose 
the  present  condition  of  his  estate  un- 
der oath.  Race  v.  Dehart,  24  N.  J.  L. 
37. 

23.  Banks  v.  Ingram,  10  Rich.  L.  (S. 
C.)   28. 

24.  III.— Strieker  v.  Kubusky,  35  III. 
App.  159.  Ky.— Sowle  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ber- 
nard, 100  Ky.  658,  39  8.  "W.  239.  N.  J. 
"Van  "Waggoner  v.  Coe,  25  N.  J.  L.  197. 
N.  Y. — Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  46  N.  Y. 
236;  People  ex  rcl.  Galstan  v.  Brooks, 
40  How.  Pr.  165;  In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  114;  In  re  Haight,  11  Civ, 
Proc.  227;  Seward  v.  "Wales,  40  App. 
Div.  539,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  42;  In  re  Pat- 
ton,  7  Misc.  467,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  992. 
N.  C. — Adams  v.  Alexander,  23  N.  C. 
501.  Pa. — McDonough's  Case,  37  Pa. 
275;  "Wolfram  v.  Strickhouser,  1  "Watts 
&  S.  379.  S.  C— Clerry  v.  Spears,  2 
Spears  686;  Cavan  v.  Dunlap,  Cheves 
241.  And  see  Hibler  v.  Hammond,  2 
Strobh.   105. 

[a]  In  listing  property  previously 
transferred  by  a  trust  deed  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  it  is  not  sufficient 
merely  to  list  the  resulting  trust,  for 
the  trust  deed  may  have  been  given 
fraudulently.  The  schedule  should  list 
to  the  assignee  whatever  interest  the 
debtor  may  have  so  that,  if  the  con- 
veyance were  fraudulent,  the  assignee 
might  recover  the  entire  property  for 
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sitaate,^^  and  of  whatever  kind  or  character,^*  whether  real  or  per- 
sonal,^' legal  or  equitable,^*  and  without  regard  to  whether  or  not 
it  is  exempt  from  execution.^'  All  charges  affecting  the  property 
or  estate  thus  scheduled  must  be  made  to  appear,^"  both  as  they 
exist  at  the  time  when  the  petition  for  discharge  was  prepared,^^ 
and  as  they  existed  at  the  time  when  the  person  was  first  imprisoned 
under  the  execution. ^^  The  property  listed,  however,  need  only  be 
sueh  as  the  debtor  has  at  the  time  of  filing  the  schedule;  not  what 
he  owned  at  the  time  of  his  arrest. ^^  The  schedule  should  contain 
a  list  of  all  of  the  defendant's  creditors,^*  the  amount  due  to  each,'^ 
unless  this  amount  be  to  him  unknown,^^  or  in  dispute,'^  and  the 
nature  and  character  of  the  debt,^^  and  a  statement  as  to  the  causes 
of  his  insolvency.*^    In  some  states,  it  must  also  contain  an  account 


the  creditor.     Adams  v.  Alexander,  23 
K.  C.  501. 

25.  Wolfram  v.  Strickhouser,  1 
Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  379. 

26.  Adams  v.  Alexander,  23  N.  C. 
501;  Wolfram  v.  Strickhouser,  1  Watts 

6  S.  (Pa.)  379. 

[a]  A  contingent  remainder  should 
be  Included.  Clerry  v.  Spears,  2  Spears 
(S.  C.)  686. 

[b]  A  residuary  interest  in  prop- 
erty assigned,  after  the  purpose  of  the 
assignment  is  satisfied,  should  be 
listed.    In  re  Oliver,  1  Ashm.  (Pa.)  112. 

27.  In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8. 
(N.  T.)   114. 

28.  In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  (N.  Y.)  114. 

[a]  Epiuitable  Estates. — The  sched- 
ule ought  to  "disclose  every  interest, 
which  would  have  been  liable  to  the 
creditor  on  f..  fa.,  or  ought  in  law  or 
equity  to  be  subject  to  the  debtor's  de- 
mand." Adams  v.  Alexander,  23  N.  C. 
501. 

29.  Strieker  v.  Kubusky,  35  HI.  App. 
159. 

•  30.  Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  46  IST.  Y. 
236  (under  2  Eev.  St.  31,  §4);  In  re 
Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.  (N.  Y.) 
114;  Seward  v.  Wales,  40  App.  Div. 
539,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  42;  In  re  Patton, 

7  Misc.  467,   27  N.  Y.  Supp.  992. 

31.  Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  46  N.  Y. 
236  (under  2  Eev.  St.  31,  §4);  In  re 
Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.) 
114;  Seward  v.  Wales,  40  App.  Div. 
539,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  42;  In  re  Patton, 
7  Miac.  467,  27  N.  Y.  Supp.  992. 

32.  Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  46  N.  Y. 
236;  In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  Y.)  114;  Seward  v.  Wales,  40  App. 
Div.   539,   58   N.   Y.   Supp.   42;   In  re 


Patton,   7   Mise.   467,  27   N.   Y.   Supp. 
992. 

33.  Johnson  v.  Martin,  25  Ga.  268. 

34.  N.  J.— Berry  v.  Arthur,  13  N.  J. 
L.  308.  N.  Y.— Develin  v.  Cooper,  84 
N.  Y.  410.  Pa.— McDonough 's  Case,  37 
Pa.  275;  Wolfram  v.  Strickhouser,  1 
Watts  &  S.   379. 

[a]  Failure  to  mention  the  plaintiff 
at  whose  suit  the  petitioner  is  impris- 
oned will  not,  in  the  absence  of  a  show- 
ing of  fraud  therein  or  that  such  omis- 
sion in  some  way  wrought  a  hardship 
on  the  plaintiff,  invalidate  a  discharge 
had  in  such  a  proceeding.  Com.  v. 
Cornman,  4  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  2. 

35.  Le  Chevallier  v.  Hamilton,  18  N. 
J.  L.  260;  Berry  v.  Arthur,  13  N.  J.  L. 
308;  Wolfram  ».  Strickhouser,  1  Watts 
&"S.  (Pa.)  379. 

36.  Le  Chevallier  v.  Hamilton,  18  N. 
J.  L.  260. 

37.  Le  Chevallier  v.  Hamilton,  18  N. 
J.  L.  260. 

38.  Wolfram  v.  Strickhouser,  1 
Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)  379. 

[a]  The  cause  and  consideration  of 
the  indebtedness  is  required  to  be  set 
forth.  Develin  v.  Cooper,  84  N.  Y.  410, 
aifirminp  20  Hun  (N.  Y.)  188,  holding 
it  a  sufifieient  compliance  with  such  a 
lequirement,  to  state  that  "the  indebt- 
edness is  one  on  drafts  drawn  by  the 
debtor  and  discounted  by  the  creditor. 
.  .  .  It  is  not  necessary  to  state  what 
the  money  was  used  for  by  the  debtor." 

39.  McDonough's  Case,  37  Pa.  275; 
Wolfram  V.  Strickhouser,  1  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)   379. 

[a]  This  last  requirement  is  met  by 
a  schedule  which  assigns  the  causes  of 
the  petitioner's  insolvency  to  debts  due 
him,  in  a  certain  sum,  "as  appears  by  a 
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of  all  deeds,  securities,  hooTss,  vouchers  and  papers,  relating  to  the 
property  scheduled,*"  with  the  names  and  places  of  abode  of  the  ■wit- 
nesses to  such  deeds,  securities,  and  writings  or  papers.*^  In  all  cases, 
facts  and  not  the  mere  conclusion  from  facts,  must  be  set  forth.*^ 
This  schedule  need  not  state  on  what  execution  it  was  given  when  the 
writ  under  which  the  surrender  was  made  is  attached  thereto.*' 
Irregularities  which  are  trivial  and  in  no  way  mislead  the  creditors 
will  not  vitiate  the  schedule.** 

The  return  of  this  schedule  should,  under  some  of  the  statutes,  be  to 
the  clerk  of  the  court  from  which  the  execution  issued.*^ 

(3.)  Amendment.  —  In  a  proper  case  the  court  may  permit  an  amend- 
ment of  the  debtor's  schedule.*^  Granting  or  withholding  permission 
to  do  so,  is,  however,  largely  a  matter  of  discretion.*'  Thus,  omis- 
sions which  were  inadvertent  and  not  the  result  of  a  fraudulent  de- 
sign may  be  supplied  by  amendment.*^ 

(E.)  The  Affidavit.  —  Under  some  statutory  provisions,  an  affidavit 
by  the  petitioner,*^  on  the  day  of  th^  presentation  of  the  application^" 


V.   Cooper,   46   N.  T. 
Garrison,  10  Bich.  L. 


reference  to  his  book  of  aeeounts  in 
possession  of  his  assignees."  In  re 
Oliver,  1  Ashm.  (Pa.)  112. 

40.  Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  46  N.  Y. 
236. 

41.  Bullymore 
236;  McKenzie  v. 
(S.  C.)   234. 

[a]  In  South  Carolina  it  has  been 
held  that  although  the  language  of  the 
statute  may  be  imperative,  neverthe; 
less  a  case  might  arise  wherein  a  full 
compliance  therewith,  or  even  a  partial 
one  would  be  impracticable  and  that  the 
entire  matter  should  be  left  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  commissioner  of  special 
bail.  McKenzie  v.  Garrison,  10  Eich. 
L.  234. 

42.  In  re  Patton,  7  Mise.  467,  27  N. 
Y.  Supp.  992. 

43.  Sheriff  of  Fayette  v.  Buckner,  1 
Litt.  (Ky.)  126. 

44.  Lindsey  v.  Hunter,  18  Ga.  50; 
Le  Chevallier  v.  Hamilton,  18  N.  J.  L. 
260. 

[a]  The  failure  of  the  debtor  to 
strictly  pursue  aU  the  statutory  re- 
quirements in  this  connection,  will  not, 
if  the  result  of  inadvertanee  or  im- 
perfect recollection  rather  than  any  bad 
faith,  forever  preclude  him  from  ob- 
taining his  discharge  in  this  manner. 
In  re  Eosenberg,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N. 
Y.)  450. 

[b]  Naming  a  creditor  without  stat- 
ing the  sum  due  him,  as  where  the  ap- 
plicant put  opposite  the  creditor's 
name,   "amount    disputed,"    does   not 
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vitiate  the  schedule.    Le  Chevallier  v. 
Hamilton,  18  N.  J.  L.  260. 

45.  Sheriff  of  Fayette  v.  Buckner,  1 
Litt.  (Ky.)  126.  See  generally  the 
title  "  Returns. " 

46.  In  re  Eosenberg,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  (N.  Y.)  450;  Kelly  v.  Johnson,  13 
Eich.  L.  (S.  C.)  35;  Craig  v.  Pinson,  2 
Speers  (S.  C.)  176;  Glenn  v.  Lopez, 
Harp.   (S.  C.)   105. 

[a]  Where  the  amendflient  Is  per- 
mitted after  the  hearing  the  creditor 
has  a  right  to  examine  the  debtor  as 
to  the  matter  presented  by  his  amend- 
ment. Kelly  V.  Johnson,  13  Eich.  L. 
(S.  C.)   35. 

47.  Craig  v.  Pinson,  2  Spears  (S.  0.) 
176.  >        r  \         J 

48.  Glenn  v.  Lopez,  Harp.  (S.  C.) 
105,  where  the  court  says  that  in  such 
a  case  the  party  seeking  the  amend- 
ment should  be  required  to  show  "sat- 
isfactorily that  the  omission  was  not 
designed  to  effect  a  fraudulent  con- 
cealment, or  to  give  some  other  rea- 
sonable account  why  the  property  was 
not  included." 

49.  In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  Y.)  114;  In  re  Haight,  11  Civ.  Proc. 
(N.  Y.)  227.  See  also  Develin  v.  Cooper, 
84  N.  Y.  410';  Brandon  v.  Eogers,  10 
Eich.  L.  (S.  C.)  9. 

50.  Shaffer  v.  Eiseley,  114  N.  Y.  23, 
20  N.  E.  630;  Matter  of  Brady,  69  N, 
Y.  215,  53  How.  Pr.  128;  Bullymore  v. 
Cooper,  2  Lans.  (N".  Y.)  71  (affirmed 
in  46  N.  Y.  236);  Eichmond  V.  Priam, 
24  Hun  (N.  Y.)  578. 
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for  such  discharge,  must  be  annexed  to  the  petition  and  schedule.^^ 
Fona  and  Contents.  —  In  some  states,  the  statutes  prescribe  the  form 
and  contents  of  s"uch  affidavit,^^  and  they  should  be  closely  followed.'^' 
(F.)  Notice  to  Creditor. —  (1.)  Generally.  —  Statutes  generally  pro- 
vide that  within  a  time  specified  therein,  the  petitioner  must  serve 
upon  all  his  creditors,"*  and,  the  adverse  party,"®  a  copy  of  his  petition 
and  sehedule,"^  together  with  a  written  notice  of  the  time  when,  and 
place  where,  they  will  be  presented."^  Clerical  errors  in  this  notice 
will  not  vitiate  the  proceedings."*    The  length  o£  time  of  this  notice 


[a]  The  failure  to  make,  on  tbe 
day  of  the  preseutation  of  the  petition, 
the  affidavit  required  by  the  statute, 
renders  the  proceedings  for  a  discharge 
jurisdictionally  defective.  ShafEer  v. 
Eiseley,  114  N.  Y.  23,  20  N.  E.  630; 
Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  46  N.  Y.  236,  244. 

[b]  Before  Presentation. — An  affi- 
davit, taken  seventeen  days  before  the 
day  of  presenting  the  petition  for  dis- 
charge, is  not  a  compliance  with  stat- 
ute. Shaffer  v.  Eiseley,  114  N.  Y.  23, 
20  N.  E.  630.  See  also  Bullymore  v. 
Cooper,  2  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  71  (affirmed 
in  46  N.  Y.  236);  Richmoid  v.  Priam, 
24  Hun  (N.  Y.)  578. 

[c_]  As  served  on  the  judgment 
creditor,  the  petition  and  the  account 
of  the  imprisoned  debtor's  property  are 
not  required  by  the  statute  to  be  sworn 
to.  Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  2  Lans.  (N. 
Y.)  71,  affirmed  in  46  N.  Y.  236. 

[d]  The  "presentation"  of  the  pe- 
tition "should  not  be  deemed  to  mean 
the  actual  moment  when  it  is  handed 
to  the  court  on  the  application  for  an 
order  to  bring  the  prisoner  before  it, 
but  should  be  construed  to  extend  from 
that  moment  until  the  actual  produc- 
tion of  the  prisoner."  Hillyer  v.  Eos- 
enberg,  11  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  403. 

51.  ShafEer  v.  Eiseley,  114  N.  Y.  23, 
20  N.  E.  630;  Matter  of  Brady,  69  N. 
Y.  215,  53  How.  Pr.  128;  In  re  Haight, 
11  Civ.  Proc.  (N.  Y.)  227. 

[a]  It  is  a  sufficient  compliance 
with  a  statute  requiring  the  affidavit 
to  be  "indorsed  thereon"  to  attach  or 
annex  the  affidavit  to  the  petition. 
Eichmond  v.  Priam,  24  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
578. 

[b]  Failure  to  make  objection  to 
the  lack  of  the  affidavit,  or  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  court  to  such  defect, 
waives  it.  Shaffer  v.  Eiseley,  114  N. 
Y.  23,  20  N.  B.  630.  See  also  Cowen- 
hoven  v.  Ball,  118  N.  Y.  231,  235,  23  N. 
E.  470. 


58.  Matter  of  Brady,  69  N.  Y.  215, 
53  How.  Pr.  128;  In  re  Haight,  11  Civ. 
Proc.  (N.  Y.)  227;  Bullymore  v.  Cooper, 
2  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  71,  (affirmed,  46  N.  Y. 
236) ;  Brandon  v.  Eogers,  10  Eich.  L. 
(S.   C.)    9. 

53.  Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  2  Lans.  71, 
affin-med,  46  N.  Y.  236,  246. 

54.  N.  J.— "Weeks  v.  Buderus,  39  N. 
J.  L.  448;  Hogain  v.  Hutton,  20  N.  J. 
L.  82;  Berry  v.  Arthur,  13  N.  J.  L. 
308.  N.  Y.—In  re  Quick,  92  App.  Div. 
131,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  316.  N.  O.— Wat- 
son V.  Willis,  24  N.  C.  17;,Crain  v. 
Long,  14  N.  C.  371;  Jordan  v.  James, 
10  N.  C.  110;  Burton  v.  Dickens,  7  N. 
C.  103.  Pa. — ^Bartholomew's  Admr.  v. 
Bartholomew,  50  Pa.  194.  See  Eow- 
and  V.  Smiley,  96  Pa.  165.  S.  O.—Ex 
parte  Cantey,  11  Eich.  L.  520;  Hibler 
V.  Hammond,  2  Strobh.  105. 

[a]  In  New  York  the  fourteen  days' 
notice  of  the  presentation  of  the  debt- 
or's petition  and  schedule  required  by 
§2205  of  the  Code  of  Civ.  Proc.  may 
not  be  dispensed  with  by  an  order  to 
show  cause  under  §780  of  the  Code. 
In  re  Quick,  92  App.  Div.  131,  87  N.  Y. 
Supp.  316,  affirmed  in  179  N.  Y.  601,  72 
N.  E.  1149.      ■ 

55.  Sowle  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bernard,  100 
Ky.  658,  39  S.  W.  239. 

56.  In  re  Quick,  92  App.  Div.  131, 
87   N.  Y.   Supp.   316. 

[a]  Jurisdictional  Pr er ecinislt©. 
Service  of  the  petition,  schedules,  and 
notice,  or  some  equivalent  thereof,  is 
indispensable  to  invest  the  court  with 
jurisdiction  to  grant  an  order  discharg- 
ing the  debtor.  In  re  Quick,  92  App. 
Div.  131,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  316. 

57.  See  eases  cited  supra,  this  secj 
tion. 

58.  Briggs  v.  Hobson,  3  Ala.  404 
(holding  sufficient  a  notice  that  the 
debtor  would  appear  on  "Saturday  the 
28th  July  next, ' '  when,  in  .  fact,  the 
28th  day  of  the  next  July  was  Frid,ay) ; 
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varies  tinder  the  different  statutes.'^  The  provisions  as  to  time  must 
be  strictly  observed."" 

(2.)  Service. —  Service  of  such  papers  may  be  made  under  soma 
statutory  provisions,  either  upon  the  creditor,"^  or  his  representative,"'' 
or  upon  his  attorney."^  The  manner  of  serving  the  notice  is  prescribed 
by  statute,"*  which  must  be  strictly  followed,"'  unless  its  requirements 
have  been  waived.""  Such  waiver  may  be  found  from  any  facts  tend- 
ing to  show  the  same."^ 

(G.)  Objections  and  Exceptions.  —  Existing  judgment  creditors,"^  or, 
in  some  states,  any  person  interested,"^  may  contest  the  application 
for  discharge,  by  establishing  the  fraudulent  disposition  of  his  prop- 
erty by  the  debtor,'"  or  that  the  proceedings  for  a  discharge  are  not 


In  re  Blanchard,  15  N.  J.  L.  478,  the 
mere  omission  of  the  word  "junior" 
after  the  name  of  the  debtor  will  not 
be  fatal. 

59.  See  the  statutes,  and  Sowle  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Bernard,  100  Ky.  658,  39  S.  W. 
239;  Berry  v.  Arthur,  13  N.  J.  L.  308. 

60.  In  re  Quick,  92  App.  Div.  131, 
87  N.   Y.  Supp.   316. 

[a]  A  general  statute  permitting  re- 
duction of  time  required  for  service  of 
notice  of  motion,  is  not  applicable  to 
these  proceedings.  In  re  Quick,  92 
App.  Div.  131,  87  N".  Y.  Supp.  816.  See 
generally  the  title  "Notice." 

[bl  A  delay  In  giving  the  requisite 
notice  has  been  excused  where  the 
debtor  misunderstood  the  ambiguous 
language  of  the  act.  Ex  parte  Cantey, 
11  Eich.  L.  (S.  C.)  520. 

61.  In  re  Quick,  92  App.  Div.  131, 
87  N.  Y.   Supp.  316. 

[a]  When  the  state  is  a  creditor, 
see  N.  Y.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  §2207. 

[b]  In  New  Jersey  this  notice  must 
be  served  on  the  creditors'  attorneys 
and  on  the  creditors  individually  if 
they  be  within  the  state.  Louis  v.  Kas- 
kel,  49  N.  J.  L.  592,  9  Atl.  773. 

62.  Se«  the  statutes. 

63.  Shaffer  v.  Eiseley,  114  N.  Y.  23, 
20  N.  B.  630,  whose  name  is  subscribed 
to  the  execution. 

[a]  What  Attorney. — ^TJnder  a  stat- 
ute requiring  the  giving  of  such  notice 
to  the  attorney  for  the  committing 
creditor  is  meant  the  attorney  who  ap- 
peared for  the  creditor  in  the  suit  in 
which  the  debtor  was  imprisoned.  Louis 
V.  Kaskel,  49  N.  J.  L.  592,  9  Atl.  773. 

64.  See  the  statutes. 

65.  Mordecai  v.  La  Bissey,  1  Bieh. 
L.  (S.  C.)  192. 
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66.  Goodwin  v.  Griffis,  88  N.  Y.  629, 
waiver  of  personal  service. 

67.  Goodwin  v.  Griffis,  88  N.  Y.  629. 
fa]    Wliere  an  admission  of  service 

was  endorsed  upon  the  petition  and  the 
accompanying  papers,  and  the  person 
so  signing  was  properly  identified  as 
the  creditor  in  the  judgment  upou 
which  the  execution  issued,  it  was  held 
sufficient  as  against  the  objection  that 
there  was  no  proof  of  the  personal 
service  of  the  papers  upon  the  judg- 
ment creditor.  Goodwin  v.  Griffis,  88 
N.   Y.   629,   635. 

68.  lU.— People  v.  Hanchett,  111  111. 
90.  N.  Y.—In  re  Pearce,  29  Hun  270; 
Coffin  V.  Gourlay,  20  Hun  308;  In  re 
Haight,  11  Civ.  Proc.  227.  S.  C— Hib- 
ler  V.  Hammond,  2  Strobh.  105. 

[a]  Only  Existing  Creditors. — Mat- 
ter of  Brady,  69  N.  Y.  215,  53  How, 
Pr.  128. 

[b]  In  Illinois  (1)  any  creditor  of 
the  debtor  may  appear  before  the 
court  and  contest  the  truth  of  the 
schedule,  presented  by  the  debtor  (Kit- 
son  V.  Farwell,  132  111.  327,  23  N.  E. 
1024),  (2)  and  his  right  to  a  dis- 
charge. People  V.  Hanchett,  111  111. 
90. 

69.  Kitson  v.  Farwell,  132  111.  327, 

23  N.  B.  1024. 

70.  Matter  of  Brady,  69  N.  Y.  215, 
53  How.  Pr.  128 ;  In  re  Fowler,  59  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  148,  8  Daly  548;  In  re 
Haight,  11  Civ.  Proc.  (N.  Y.)  227; 
Matter  of  Watson,  2  S.  D.  Smith  (N. 
Y.)   429. 

[a]  "The  fraud  which  will  l3ar  a 
debtor's  discharge  is  not  that  of  which 
he  may  have  been  guilty  in  contracting 
the  debt  or  liability,  but  fraud  in  the 
subsequent  disposition  of  his  property 
to  evade  such  liability."  In  re  Pearce, 
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in  other  respects  just  and  fair;^^  which  latter  fact  is  conclusively 
adjudicated  by  a  previous  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  arrest,"  or 
for  discharge  from  provisional  arrest  in  the  same  action,^^  when  such 
a  finding  was  necessarily  made  therein,'* 

Suggestions  of  Traudjs  — Provision  is  made  in  some  states  for  filing 
suggestions  of  fraud'"  upon  obtaJDing  leave  of  court  therefor''  upon 
motion  supported  by  affidavit.'^    The  language  of  such  affidavit  should 


29  Hun  (N.  Y.)  270.  See  also  Matter 
of  Brady,  69  N.  Y.  215,  53  How.  Pr. 
128;  Coffin  v.  Gouilay,  20  Hun  308; 
In  re  Haight,  11  Civ.  Proe.  (N,  Y.) 
£27. 
See  infra,  this  section. 

[b]  Fraudulent  conveyance  whether 
hefore  or  after  the  action  in  whieh  the 
arrest  is  made.  In  re  Haight,  11  Civ. 
Proe.  (N.  Y.)  227;  In  re  Watson,  2  B. 
D.  Smith  (N.  Y.)   429. 

[c]  Application  for  discharge  as  a 
bankrupt  is  not  such  a  disposition  of 
his  property  as  will  defeat  the  debt- 
or's right  to  discharge.  In  re  Fowler, 
59  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  148,  8  Daly  (N. 
y.)  548,  limiting  and  explaining  In  re 
Fitzgerald,  8  Daly  (N.  Y.)  188,  which 
holds  that  where  a  debtor  elects  to 
proceed  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act, 
he  waives  his  right  to  proceedings  for 
a  discharge  under  the  state  law. 

71.  In  re  Boyce,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  624, 
ly  Civ.  Proe.  23. 

[a]  Where  the  credit  of  a  judgment 
debtor  is  good  (1)  and  he  makes  no  ef- 
fort to  pay  the  debt  in  judgment 
against  him  by  means  of  such  credit 
(In  re  Boyce,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  624,  19 
Civ.  Proe.  23),  (2)  or  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  wife  of  a  debtor  is  in  a 
position  where  she  might  aid  her  hus- 
band, and  it  does  not  iapp-ear  that  she  is 
unwilling  or  unable  to  do  so,  the  pro- 
ceedings for  a  discharge  are  not  "just 
and  fair"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  In  re  Boyce,  11  N.  Y.  Supp. 
624,  19  Civ.  Proe.  23. 

[b]  Where  the  income  of  a  debtor, 
together  with  the  circumstances  con- 
nected with  the  judgment  against  him 
and  the  facts  as  to  those  dependent 
upon  him,  shows  that  with  proper  ef- 
fort the  debtor  might  pay  a  portion, 
at  least  of  the  judgment  against  him, 
the  proceedings  for  a  discharge  are 
not  just  and  fair.  ,  In  re  Donoghue,  17 
Abb.  N.  C.  (N.  Y.)  277. 

72.  Matter  of  Zeitz,   12   Civ.  Proe. 


(N.  Y.)  423;  Matter  of  Roberts,  8  Daly 
(N.  Y.)  95,  59  How.  Pr.  136. 

[a]  If  the  judgment  does  not  neces- 
sarily involve  a  finding  that  the  debtor 
had  a  fraudulent  intent  or  guilty  knowl- 
edge, the  question  is  an  open  one,  and 
may  be  tried  in  a  proceeding  for  a  dis- 
charge. In  re  Roberts,  8  Daly  (N.  Y.) 
95,  59  How.  Pr.  136;  In  re  Zeitz,  12 
Uv.  Proe.  (N.  Y.)  423. 

73.  In  re  Roberts,  8  Daly  (N.  Y.) 
95,  59  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)   136. 

74.  See  generally  the  title  "Res 
Judicata." 

[a]  The  entry  in  the  judgment  in 
an  action,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  an  exeution  against  the  person  by 
reason  of  a  prior  order  of  arresb  issued 
in  the  action,  which,  upon  motion  tha 
court  refused  to  vacate,  though  an  es- 
sential element  thereof,  is  not  an  ad- 
judication that  the  proceedings  for  a 
discharge  are  not  just  and  fair,'  and 
therefore  a  ground  for  refusing  the 
same,  since  the  recital  in  the  judgment 
is  mflrely  an  entry  indicating  the  pro- 
cess by  whieh  the  judgment  may  be  en- 
forced, and  the  granting  or  vacating  of 
the  order  of  arrest  does  not  affect  the 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action  and  right  to 
judgment  thereon.  7?!.  re  Zeitz,  12  Civ. 
Proe.   (jST.  Y.)   423. 

75.  As  to  determination  of  sugges- 
tions of  fraud,  see  infra,  II,  0,  15,  1, 
(II),  (H). 

76.  See  cases  cited  infra,  this  sec- 
tion. 

77.  Ex  parte  Maffet,  11  Rich.  L.  (S, 
0.)  358.  Compars  Hibler  v.  Hammond, 
2  Strobh.  (S.  C.)'  105,  where  it  is  said: 
"If  the  creditors  appear,  the  court 
shall  hear  what  may  be  alleged  for  or^ 
against   the   discharge. ' ' 

78.  Ex  parte  Maffet,  11  Rich.  L.  (S. 
C.)  358. 

[a]  The  determination  of  this  mo- 
tion rests  lairgely  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court.  Ex  parte  Maffet,  11  Rich.  L. 
(S.  C.)   358. 

Vol.  XVI 


348  JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFOBCEMENT  OF 

be  specific  as  to  the  charges  of  fraud.'^  The  suggestions  of  fraud 
should  be  in  writing,^"  and  should  be  filed  within  the  prescribed  time.*^ 
They  should  conform  to  the  general  principles  of  pleading,^^  should 
be  made  upon  oath,^'  and  should  specify  the  particulars  wherein  the 
fraud  exists,^*  with  certainty.'^  Where  there  are  several  creditors 
they  may  be  compelled,  at  the  request  of  the  debtor,  to  all  join  in 
an  issue  on  a  suggestion  of  fraud.*^ 

(W..)  Hearing  and  Determination.  —  (1.)  Generally..  —  The  debtor 
should  be  present  at  the  hearing,^'  and  should  be  required  to  sub- 
mit, under  oath,*^  to  an  examination  as  to  the  condition  of  his  prop- 
erty.'^ The  court  may  consider  matter  anterior  to  the  imprisonment,®" 
and  may  review  the  acts  of  the  applicant  in  respect  of  any  of  his 
'property,  whether  listed  in  his  schedule  or  not.*^  Jurisdictional  objec- 
tions may  properly  be  presented  at  this  time.®^  Where  suggestions 
of  fraud  have  ibeen  filed,  an  issue  thereon  should  be  framed  and  sub- 
mitted to  a  jury.®^  And  in  some  jurisdictions  all  other  issues  must 
be  submitted  to  a  jury.®*  Where  it  appears  that  the  debtor's  schedule 
is  correct  and  that  his  proceedings  are  just  and  fair,  his  discharge 
will  be  ordered.®^  On  the  other  hand,  should  it  appear  that  the  ap- 
plicant has  failed  to  malje  a  full  and  fair  surrender  of  his  estate  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors,®"  or  has  not  given  to  his  creditors  such 


79.  Ex  parte  MafEet,  11  Rich.  L.  (S. 
C.)    358,  general  belief  insuflacient. 

80.  State  v.  Carroll,  51  N.  C.  458. 

81.  Coleman,  v.  Dickerson,  10  Ga. 
551. 

[a]  Should  be  filed  not  later  than 
the  first  term  unless  good  excuse  be 
sliown  for  not  doing  so  earlier.  Cole- 
man V,  Dickerson,  10  Ga.  551. 

82.  Gray  v.  Schroder,  2  Strobh.  (S. 
C.)   126. 

83.  State  v.  Carroll,  51  N.  C.  458. 

84.  State  c.  Carroll,  51  N.  C.  458. 

85.  Nixon  v.  Nunnery,  31  N.  C.  28. 

[a]  A  reasonable  certainty  is  all 
that  is  required.  Gray  v.  Schroder,  2 
Strobh.   (S.  C.)   126. 

[b]  Objections  to  the  form  (1)  of 
the  suggestion  of  fraud,  as  that  it  is 
not  sufficiently  certain,  must  be  made^ 
if  at  all,  before  issue  is  joined  thereon. 
Nixon  V.  Nunnery,  31  N.  C.  28.  (2) 
Such  objections  may,  it  seems,  be  in 
the  form  of  a  demurrer.  See  Gray  v. 
Schroder,  2  Strobh.  (S.  C.)  126. 

86.  Williams  v.  Moyd,  27  N.  C.  649, 
even  though  they  have  separate  judg- 
ments. 

[a]  This  privilege  may  be  waived 
by  the  debtor.  Williams  t;.  Floyd,  27 
N.  C.  649. 

87.  Cooley  v.  Culton,  20  111.  40. 

.  88.    In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  T.)    114. 
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89.  Cooley  v.  Culton,  20  111.  40. 

90.  In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  Y.)    114. 

91.  In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  Y.)   114. 

92.  In  re  Eosenberg,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.   (N.  Y.)  450. 

As  to  objections  and  exceptions  gen- 
erally, see  supra,  II  C,  15,  1,  (II), 
(G). 

93.  Ga. — Mims  v.  Lockett,  20  Ga. 
474.  N.  C— State  v.  Carroll,  51  N.  C. 
458.  S.  C.—Ex  parte  MafEet,  11  Bich. 
L.  358. 

[a]  Except  where  the  debtor  as- 
signs whatever  interest  he  may  have  in 
the  property  which  it  is  alleged  he  did 
not  include  in  his  schedule.  Craig  «. 
Pinson,  2   Spears    (S.  C.)    176. 

fb]  Where  no  suggestion  of  fraud 
is  filed  the  court  may  not  take  it  upon 
it.self  to  declare  the  schedule  fraudu- 
lent, because  this  is  a  matter  peculiarly 
for  a  jury.  Minis  i;.  Lockett,  20  Ga. 
474. 

As  to  filing  suggestions  of  fraud,  see 
swpra,  II,  C,  15,  1,   (II),   (G). 

94.  Hartsville  Oil  Mill  v.  Du  Eose 
(S.  C),  88  S.  E.  446.  ' 

95.  In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  Y.)  114;  In  re  Haight,  11  Civ. 
Proc.   (N.  Y.)   227. 

96.  lU.— Lipe  v.  McClevy.  41  Hl- 
App.  59.    Ky. — See  Sowle  Mfg.  Co.  ». 
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notice  of  his  application  as  the  law  requires,^'  or  that  he  has,  in  any 
other  particular,  failed  to  comply  with  the  requisites  of  the  law,®* 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  deny  the  application  unless  it  appears 
that  such  omission  was  the  result  of  necessity  or  accident,*®  or  is 
inconsequential  in  its  nature.^  Where  it  appears  at  the  hearing  that 
thp  execution  under  which  the  debtor  is  in  custody  was  issued  in 
the  sort  of  a  case  in  which  he  is  not  entitled  to  discharge,  the  ap- 
plication must  be  denied.^  And  the  same  is  true  where  it  appears 
that  the  imprisonment  has  not  continued  for  the  statutory  length  of 
time  to  entitle  the  debtor  to  a  discharge.^  It  has  been  held  that  the 
right  to  operi  and  close  the  argument  belongs  to  counsel  for  the  cred- 
itors resisting  the  discharge.*  ' 

(2.)  Continuances.s  —  Where  the  statute  so  provides,^  or  even  in  the 
absence  of  statute,  where  justice  requires  it,^  the  hearing  may  be  con- 
tinued for  a  time  not  exceeding  the  limit,  if  any,  set  by  the  statute,* 
unless  by  the  consent  of  the  parties.®    The  application  for  a  continuance 


Bernard,  100  Ky.  658,  39  S,  "W.  239. 
S.  C.—Ex  parte  Maflfet,  11  Eieh.  L. 
358. 

[a]  Where  it  appears  that  the  debt- 
or has  given  to  his  wife  several  thou- 
sand dollars  and  a  luxurious  home  in 
which  he  lives  with  her,  receiving  from 
her  a  liberal  income,  the  court  will 
refuse  to  discharge  him  as  an  insolvent 
debtor.  Lipe  v.  McClevy,  41  111.  App. 
59. 

97.  Berry  v.  Arthur,  13  N.  J.  L. 
308;  Rowaud  v.  Smiley,  96  Pa.  165. 
See  supra,  II,  C,  15,  1,  (II),  (F). 

98.  N.  J.— IlifE  V.  Banghart,  60  N. 
J.  L.  400,  37  Atl.  894.  N.  Y.—In  re 
Ilaight,  11  Civ.  Proc.  227.  S.  C.—Ex 
parte  Maffet,  11  Eich.  L.  358. 

99.  Hogan  v.  Hutton,  20  N.  J.  L. 
82;  Berry  i;.  Arthur,  13  N.  J.  L.  308. 
See  also  In,  re  Blanchard,  15  N.  J.  L, 
478. 

[a]  A  discharge  will  not  he  denied 
for  lack  of  notice  where  it  appears 
that  "the  creditor  or  his  place  of  ad- 
dress could  not  be  found,  or  if  the 
agent  employed  to  serve  the  notice, 
should  serve  it  on  the  wrong  person  by 
mistake."  Hogan  v.  Hutton,  20  N.  J. 
L.  82. 

[b]  Where  the  petitioner  fails  to 
list  a  debt  due  him  because  of  the  hon- 
est conviction  that  the  debt  is  worth- 
less, or  because  of  some  misapprehen- 
sion or  mistake,  his  discharge  will  not 
be  denied  him  on  that  account.  In  re 
Oliver,  1  Ashm.  (Pa.)  112. 

1.  In  re  Blanchard,  15  N.  J.  L.  478. 

2.  lU.— In  re  MuUin,  118  111.  551,  9 
N.  E.  208;  In  re  Murphy,  109  HI.  81; 


First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Burkett,  101  111. 
391,  40  Am.  Eep.  209;  Masterson  v.  Fur- 
man,  89  111.  App.  291;  Blattau  v.  Evans, 
57  111.  App.  311;  Brown  v.  Lobdell,  51 
HI.  App.  574,  in  case  malice  is  the  gist 
of  the  action.  N.  H. — Leighton  v.  Bills, 
75  N.  H.  566,  78  Atl.  643.  N.  J.— Hat- 
field V.  Boswell,  25  N.  J.  L.  85  (seduc- 
tion) ;  Wallace  v.  Coil,  24  N.  J.  L.  600, 
same.  Pa. — Feil  v.  Soloman,  21  Pa. 
Dist.  599,  slander. 

[a]  Seduction. — A  defendant  in  cus- 
tody in  an  action  for  seduction  may 
obtain  his  release  in  this  manner  not- 
withstanding a  statute  which  provides 
for  denying  his  discharge  when  malice 
was  the  gist  of  the  action;  People  v. 
Greer,  43  111.  213.  Compare  Hatfield  v. 
Boswell,  25  N.  'j.  L.  85. 

3.  Funke  v.  Hurst,  119  Mich.  182,  77 
N  W.  695.  See  In  re  Rosenberg,  10 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  450,  and  supra, 
II,  C,  11,  b,  (IV). 

4.  Johnson  v.  Martin,  25  Ga.  268. 
But  see  the  title  "Opening  and  CloSf 
ing." 

5.  See,  as  to  continuances  generally, 
5  Standard  Peoc,  438,  et  seq. 

6.  See  generally  the  statutes  of  the 
various  states  and  the  following:  Peo- 
ple V.  Hanchett,  111  111.  90;  Cooley  v. 
Culton,  20  111.  40;  Stagg  v.  Austin,  IS 
N.  J.  L.  82. 

7.  Johnson's  Case,  1  Ashm.  (Pa.) 
157,  to  allow  amendment  of  petition. 

8.  People  V.  Hanchett,  111  111.  90. 

9.  People  V.  Hanchett,  111  111.  90. 
[a]     Consent      May      Be      Implied. 

Where  such  a  hearing  was  continued  to 
a  designated  day  and  the  court  at  the 
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is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of  the  court. ^^ 

(3.)  Findings.  —  The  findings  should  conform  to  the  general  prin- 
ciples governing  findings.^^  A  finding  of  a  specific  cause  for  denjdng 
the  discharge  need  not  follow  the  language  of  the  statute  prescribing 
such  a  eause.^^  The  findings  should  be  specific,^^  and  should  be  made 
to  all  the  issues.^* 

(I.)  The  Assignment.  —  After  the  hearing  and  the  determination  that 
the  debtor  is  entitled  to  his  discharge,^*  the  court  must  make  an  order, 
directing  the  petitioner  to  execute  to  one  or  more  trustees  named  an 
assignment  of  all  his  property  not  exempt,  or  of  so  much  thereof  as  is 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execution  upon  which  he  is  imprisoned.^®  The 
assignee  should  be  sworn  to  perform  and  discharge  his  duties  as  such 
in  a  trite  and  faithful  manner,^''  and  may  be  required  to  give  a  bond.^^ 

(X)  Order  pok  Discharge.  —  (1.)  In  General.  —  Upon  a  compliance  by 
imprisoned  debtor  with  the  statutory  provisions,  the  court  must  make 
an  order,  discharging  the  debtor  from  imprisonment,  by  virtue  of  each 
execution  specified  in  his  petition.^^  This  order  should  recite  all  the 
facts  requisite  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  to  make  the  same,^"  and, 


time  of  granting  the  continuance  in 
quired  of  the  parties  if  the  date  fixed 
was  satisfactory  and  no  objection  was 
made  thereto,  the  objection  that  the 
continuance  was  beyond  the  statutory 
period  was  considered  to  have  been 
waived.  People  v.  Hanchett,  111  III. 
flO. 

10.     Stagg  V.  Austin,  18  N.  J.  L.  82. 

il.  See  the  title  "Findings  and 
Conclusions." 

12.  Brandon  v.  Eogers,  10  Eich.  L. 
(S.  C.)  9. 

13.  Lemon  v.  Moore,  2  Spears  (S. 
C.)    617. 

[a]  False  Schedule.— A  finding  that 
an  assignment  mentioned  in  the  debt- 
or's schedule  was  false  and  fraudulent 
will  not  convict  him  of  filing  a  "false 
sijhedule."  Cavan  v.  Dunlap,  Cheves 
(S.   C.)    241. 

14.  Ifsmon  v.  Moore,  2  Spears  (S.  C.) 
617. 

[a]  Where  there  were  several 
specifications  of  fraud  a  finding  of  the 
jury  that  the  debtor  was  "guilty  of 
fraud"  is  neither  specific,  nor  does  it 
embrace  all  the  specifications.  Lemon 
v.  Moors,  2  Spears  (S.  C.)  617. 

15.  Berry  v.  Arthur,  13  N.  J.  L.  308; 
Matter  of  Finck,  59  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
145;  In  re  Patton,  7  Misc.  467,  27  N. 
Y.  Supp.  992,  23  Civ.  Proo.  331,  58  N. 
Y.  St.  512;  In  re  Boyce,  19  Civ.  Proc. 
23,  11  Isr.  Y.  Supp.  624;  In  re  Haight, 
11  Civ.  Proc.  (N.  Y.)  227. 

16.  Stokes  V.  Hardy,  71  N.  J.  L.  549, 
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60  Atl.  403;  In  re  Boyce,  19  Civ.  Proc. 
23,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  624;  In  re  Haight, 
11  Civ.  Proc.  (N.  Y.)  227. 

[a]  That  the  schedule  does  net  show 
that  the  debtor  has  any  property  does 
not  alter  this  requirement.  Stokes  v. 
Hardy,  71  N.  J.  L.  549,  60  Atl.  403. 

[b]  In  Louisiana  the  practice  in 
this  regard  is  for  the  court  to  make 
an  order  accepting  the  proffered  sur- 
render of  property.  See  State  ex  rel. 
Cawley  v.  Judge  of  District  Court,  45 
La.  Ann.  948,  13  So.  196. 

17.  Jordan,  Marsh  &  Co.  v.  Hall,  9 
E.  L  218,  11  Am.  Eep.  245. 

18.  Jordan,  Mar^h  &  Co.  v.  Kail,  9 
E.  I.  218,  11  Am.  Eep.  245. 

19.  Shaffer  v.  Eiseley,  114  N.  Y.  23, 
20  N.  E.  630. 

[a]  In  Louisiana  the  practice  in  this 
regard  is  for  the  court  to  make  an 
order  accepting  the  proffered  surrender 
of  property  and,  at  the  same  time,  con- 
voking a  meeting  of  tho  prisoner's 
creditors.  These  latter  have  ten  days 
in  which  to  file  suggestions  of  fraud 
during  which  time  the  debtor  remains 
in  custody.  At  the  expiration  of  that 
time,  no  such  suggestions  having  been 
filed,  the  order  of  discharge  is  made. 
State  ex  rel.  Cawley  v.  Judge  of  Dis- 
trict Court,  45  La.  Ann.  948,  13  So. 
196. 

20.  Shaffer  v.  Eiseley,  114  N.  Y.  23, 
20  N.  E.  630;  BuUymore  v.  Cooper,  2 
Lans.  (N.  Y.)   71,  affirmed  in  46  N.  Y. 
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where  the  court  is  of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction,  its  failure  in  this 
respect  renders  the  order  invalid,^^  and  affords  an  officer  no  protection 
if  he  discharges  the  judgment-debtor  thereon,^^  unless  he  can  show 
aliunde  that  the  court  did,  in  fact,  have  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order.^^ 

(2.)  Vacating  m  Setting  AsideM  — The  court  may  vacate  an  order  oi 
discharge  which  it  has  made  without  jurisdiction,^^  or  which  was  made 
in  a  manner  materially  irregular.^'' 

(3.)  Efect — Such  a  discharge  operates  as  an  exemption  from  ar- 
rest for  a  debt  previously  contracted."  It  does  not  operate  as  a  dis- 
charge of  the  debt,  however,  and  a  fieri  facias  may  thereafter  be  is- 
sued.^* Where  the  statute  under  which  the  proceedings  were  had  pro- 
vide for  a  notice  to  all  the  creditors  of  the  imprisoned  debtor,^*  the 
discharge  operates  only  as  to  such  of  them  as  were  given  notice  of  his 
application.^"  It  is  generally  considered  that  the  operation  of  the 
order  of  discharge  is  only  local  and  not  extraterritorial.^^ 


236;    Seward   v.  Wales,   40    App.   Div. 
539,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  42. 

[a]  A  recital  that  the  petition  was 
filed  is  not  equivalent  to  the  statement 
that  the  requisite  schedule  was  also 
annexed,  since  the  schedule  is  no  part 
of  the  petition — it  is  a  distinct  paper, 
required  to  accompany  the  petition  for 
a  discharge.  Seward  v.  Wales,  40  App. 
Div.  539,   58   N.   Y.   Supp.   42. 

[b]  Presumption  as  to  compliance 
■with  notice  as  to  place  of  the  hearing, 
«ee  Goodwin  v.  Grifds,  88  N.  Y.  629. 

61.  Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  2  Lans.  (N. 
Y.)    71,  affirmed,  46  N.  Y.  236. 

[a]  Failure  to  recite  essential  part 
of  afladavit  held  fatal.  Bullymore  v. 
Cooper,  2  Lans.  (N.  Y.)  71,  80,  affirmed, 
46  N".  Y.  236. 

22.  Shaffer  v.  Eiseley,  114  N.  Y.  23, 
20  N.  E.  630;  Develin  v.  Cooper,  84 
K  Y.  410;  Seward  v.  Wales,  40  App. 
Div.  539,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  42. 

23.  Shaffer  v.  Eiseley,  114  N.  Y.  23, 
20  N.  E.  630;  Goodwin  v.  Grifas,  88  N. 
Y.  629,  636;  Develin  v.  Cooper,  84  N. 
Y.  410;  Bullymore  v.  Cooper,  2  Lans. 
(N.  Y.)  71,  affirmed,  46  N.  Y.  236;  Sew- 
ard V.  Wales,  40  App.  Div.  539,  58  N. 
Y.  Supp.  42. 

24.  As  to  vacating  judgments,  see 
15  Standaed  Pboc.  151. 

25.  In  re  Eosenberg,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.    (N.   Y.)    450. 

26.  In  re  Eosenberg,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.    (N.   Y.)    450. 

27.  N.  J. — ^Bannister  v.  Miller,  54  N. 
J.  Eq.  121,  32  Atl.  1066.  N.  Y. 
Spencer  v.  Eichardson,  7  Johns.  116. 
N.  C— Jordan  v.  James,  10  N.  C.  110; 
Burton  v.  Dickens,   7   N.   C.   103.     Pa. 


Johnston  v.  Coleman,  8  Watts  &  S.  69. 
E.  I.— In  re  Ballou,  7  E.  I.  466;  Taylor 
V.  Ames,  5  E.  I.  361.  S.  0. — Hibler  v. 
Hammond,  2  Strobh.  105.  See  also 
Hurst  V.  Samuels,  29  S.  C.  476,  7  S.  E. 
822,  opinion  of  Norton,  J. 

[a]  This  exemption  may  be  waived 
by  submitting  to  a  subsequent  arrest 
for  a  debt  previously  contracted  and 
giving  a  bond  to  procure  release  from 
custody.  Johnston  v.  Coleman,  8  Watts 
&  S.  (Pa.)  69. 

[b]  The  remedy  for  a  subsequent 
arrest  is  by  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 
Johnston  v.  Coleman,  8  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)  69.  See  generally  supra,  II,  C, 
15,  f,  and  10  Standard  Proc.  908,  et 
seq. 

28.  Strode  v.  Broadwell,  36  111.  419; 
Marshall  Field  &  Co.  v.  Freed,  191  111. 
App.  619;  Bannister  v  Miller,  54  N. 
J.  Eq.  121,  32  Atl.  1066. 

[a]  In  Rhode  Island  the  debtor,  by 
such  a  discharge  is  relieved  from  "all 
debts  or  pecuniary  claims  existing 
against  him  prior  to  his  application,  un- 
less incurred  by  a  promise  of  marriage, 
or  originating  in  tort  or  criminal  con- 
duct." Jordan,  Marsh  &  Oo.  v.  Hall, 
9  E.  L  218. 

29.  See  supra,  II,  C,  15,  1,  (II),  (F). 

30.  Crain  v.  Long,  14  N.  C.  371. 
[a]    Where  no  notice  is  required  this 

limitation  does  prevail.  Crain  v.  Long, 
14  N.  C.  371. 

31.  U.  S.— Sturges  v.  Crowninshield, 
4  Wheat.  122,  197,  4  L.  ed.  529.  Conn. 
Smith  V.  Healey,  4  Conn.  49;  Atwater's 
Admr.  v.  Townsend,  4  Conn.  47,  10  Am. 
Dec.  97^  Woodbridge  v.  Wright,  3  Conn. 
523.    N.  J,— Wood  V.  Malin,  10  N.  J.  L. 
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(K.)  Eemanding  After  Eepusal  of  Dischaege.  —  Upon  the  refusal  or  dis 
missal  of  the  debtor's  application,  the  appropriate  order  is  that  he  be 
remanded  to  the  custody  of  the  sheriff.'^  Such  an  order  operates  to 
supersede  the  bond  given  for  the  debtor's  release  prior  to  the  hearing, 
and  no  action  may  be  maintained  thereon  for  a  subsequent  escape.^^ 

(L.)  Second  Application.  — "When,  after  a  hearing  on  the  merits, 
the  debtor's  petition  has  been  rejected,  he  cannot  commence  a  new  pro- 
ceeding involving  the  same  facts  and  have  the  same  issues  retried.^* 
But  if  any  new  facts  are  included  in  his  second  application,  these  may 
be  the  proper  subject  of  judicial  investigation.^^  And  a  new  applica- 
tion may  be  made  where  the  first  M'as  not  disposed  of  on  the  merits  but 
because  of  some  defect  in  the  preliminary  proceedings,^^  as,  for  ex- 
ample, that  the  sureties  were  net  sufficient  under  the  statute.^'^  But  a 
rehearing  may  be  petitioned  for,^^  and  a  second  application  is,  under 
some  statutes,  a  matter  of  right.'^ 

m.  On  Giving  Bond  To  Apply  for  Relief  as  an  Insolvent. —  (i.) 
Generally .*o  —  The  statutes  of  some  states  provide  that  a  debtor  in  cus- 
tody may  obtain  his  liberty  by  giving  a  bond  conditioned  upon  his  ap- 


208.  N.  Y.' — Peck  v.  'Hozier,  14  Johns. 
M6;  Sieard  v.  Whale,  11  Johns.  194; 
White  V.  Canfield,  7  Johns.  117,  5  Ann 
Dec.  249. 

[a]  The  reason  for  this  rule,  laid 
down  by  Chief  Justliee'  Marshall,  in 
Sturges  V.  Crowninshield,  4  Wheat.  (U. 
S.)  122,  197,  4  L.  ed.  529,  is  that  "The 
distinction  between  the  obligation  of 
e.  contract,  and  the  remedy  given  by 
the  legislature  to  enforce  that  obliga- 
tion, has  been  taken  at  the  bar,  and 
exists  in  the  nature  of  things.  .  .  . 
Confinement  of  the  debtor  may  be  a 
punishment  for  not  performing  his  con- 
tract, or  may  be  allowed  as  a  means  of 
inducing  him  to  perform  it.  But  the 
state  may  refuse  to  inflict  this  punish- 
ment, or  may  withhold  this  means,  and 
leave  the  contract  in  full  force.  Im- 
prisonment is  no  part  of  the  cotitract, 
End  simply  to  release  the  prisoner,  does 
not  impair  its  obligation." 

32.  Biebel  v.  Kuttnaner,  147  111. 
App.  627.  See  also  Tucker  i).  Davidson, 
28  Ga.  535. 

[a]  It  Need  Not  Eun  In  the  Name  of 
the  People. — People  v.  Hanchett,  111 
111.  90. 

33.  Lamar  v.  Toley,  26  Ga.  180. 

34.  In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  T.)  114;  In  re  Rosenberg,  10  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  T.)  450;  Abbot's  Case, 
1  Ashm.  (Pa.)  69.  See  generally  the 
title  "Res  Judicata,"  and  15  Standard 
Proc.  485,  et  seq.,  561,  et  seq.  Compare 
supra,  II,  C,  15,  k,   (VI). 
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35.  In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8. 
(N.  Y.)-  114. 

[a]  Matters  of  excuse  or  explana- 
tion are  not  new  facts.  But  if  the  new 
facts  were  omitted  from  the  first  pro- 
ceeding because  of  inadvertence  and 
not  from  fraudulent  design,  the  court 
will  consider  them  on  the  new  applica- 
tion. In  re  Thomas,  10  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  T.)   114. 

[b]  An  objection  that  the  court  has 
no  jurisdiction  of  the  proceedings  may 
be  taken  at  this  time  even  though  no 
such  objection  was  made  at  the  former 
hearing.  In  re  Rosenberg,  10  Abb.  Pr. 
N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  450. 

36.  Race  v.  Dehart,  24  N.  J.  L.  37. 
[a]     Where  the  former  petition  was 

dismissed  on  technical  objections  and 
without  a  hearing  on  the  merits,  might 
a  subsequent  application  be  sustained? 
query.  See  Abbot's  Case,  1  Ashm.  (Pa.) 
69. 

37.  Race  v.  Dehart,  24  N.  J.  L.  37. 

38.  Abbot's  Case,  1  Ashm.  (Pa.)  69, 
the  granting  of  which  is  in  the  court's 
discretion. 

39.  ^ozio  V.  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
74  N._  J.  L.  63,  64  Atl.  970,  as  if  no  ap- 
plication had  ever  been  made. 

40.  As  to  the  distinction  between 
relief  in  such  a  proceeding  and  relief 
under  "poor  debtor's"  acts,  see  supra, 
II,  C,  15,  k,  (I). 

As  to  insolvency  generally,  see  13 
Standard  Proc.  635,  et  seq. 
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plication  for  his  discharge  as  an  insolvent.**  These  statutes,  however, 
are  only  intended  to  afford  relief  from  imprisonment  under  final  pro- 
cess.*^ 

(rr.)  The  Bond.  —  The  statutes  governing  the  bond  should  be  com- 
plied with,  otherwise  the  bond  will  be  invalid.*'  However,  a  substan- 
tial compliance  is  suflBcient.**  The  amount  of  the  bond  is  usually  fixed 
by  statute.*^  The  conditions  of  the  bond  should  not  be  more  severe 
than  those  prescribed.*"  But  a  departure  from  the  prescribed  condi- 
tions which  does  not  increase  the  burden  of  the  bond,  will  not  inval- 
idate it.*^  Nor  can  the  debtor  or  the  sureties  object  on  the  ground  that 
the  conditions  are  less  onerous  than  those  imposed  by  statute,*'  although 
such  a  defect,  if  timely  objection  is  taken  thereto  by  the  creditor,  will 


41.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  discussion  following. 

[a]  The  federal  bankruptcy  act 
does  not  suspend  these  acts  so  far  as 
they  operate  merely  to  release  the 
debtor  from  imprisonment.  In  re  Ja- 
cobs, 12  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  273. 

fb]  Rearrest. — When  he  has  given 
bond  to  apply  for  his  discharge  as  an 
insolvent  and  does  not  do  so  within  the 
time  prescribed  by  law  and  the  condi- 
tion of  his  bond,  a  second  execution 
may  issue  and  he  be  again  taken  into 
custody.  Simmons  v.  Hoopes,  1  Ashm. 
(Pa.)  '35. 

[c]  Fraud  in  Application. — An  ap- 
plicant for  the  benefit  of  an  act  pro- 
viding for  the  discharge  of  insolvent 
debtors,  who  has  been  convicted  of 
fraud  in  making  his  schedule,  may  be 
at  once  rearrested  and  it  is  proper  for 
tne  court  to  hear  and  determine  a  mo- 
tion for  an  order  directing  the  same, 
either  at  the  same  or  a  subsequent 
term.  Mack  v.  Garrett,  10  Eich.  L.  (S. 
C.)  79. 

42.  Ex  parte  Mason,  2  Ashm.  (Pa.) 
239. 

As  to  relief  from  imprisonment  on 
provisional  process,  see  2  Standard 
Feoc.  969,  et  seq. 

43.  Browning  v.  Cooper,  18  N.  J.  L. 
196;  Eayre  v.  Earl,  8  N.  J.  L.  359; 
Smith  V.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  43,  21  Am. 
Dec.  33;  Power  v.  Graydon,  53  Pa.  198; 
McKee  v.  Stannard,  14  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.) 
380. 

44.  Ala. — Thompson  v.  Pierce,  3  Stew. 
427.  N.  J.— Smith  v.  Allen,  1  N.  J. 
Eq.  43,  21  Am.  Dec.  33.  N.  C— Moor- 
ing *.  James,  13  N.  C.  254. 

45.  Colley  v.  Morgan,  5  6a.  178; 
Pease  v.  Norton,  6  Greenl.   (Me.)   229. 

[a]  But  a  bond  in  a  less  sum  than 
that  fixed  by  the  statute  is  not  neces- 


sarily void.     CoUey  v.  Morgan,  5  6a. 
178. 

46.  N.  J.— Smith  v.  Allen,  1  N.  J, 
Eq.  43,  21  Am.  Dee.  33.  N.  C— Wil 
liams  V.  Yarborough,  13  N.  C.  12.  But 
see  Hardison  v.  Benjamin,  31  N.  C.  331 
Pa. — Power  v.  Graydon,  53  Pa.  198 
McKee  v.  Stannard,  10  Serg.  &  E. 
380. 

[a]  Illustration. — A  bond  given  con 
ditioned  to  apply  for  relief  as  an  in 
solvent  and  "to  abide  all  orders  of 
said  court,"  is  void  under  a  statute 
which  provides  that  the  condition  of 
the  bond  shall  be  that  the  debtor  shall 
apply  for  relief,  and  abide  by  all  law- 
ful orders  or  "surrender  himself  to 
the  jail  of  the  county"  if  he  shall  fail 
in  any  of  these  things.  This  is  be- 
cause the  omission  of  this  last  clause 
"surrender  himself,  etc.,"  makes  the 
condition  of  the  bond  more  severe  than 
the  statute  authorizes,  for  the  debtor 
might,  under  such  a  bond,  have  sur- 
rendered himself  to  the  county  jail  and 
still  the  bondsmen  would  have  been 
liable.  McKee  v.  Stannard,  10  Serg. 
&  E.  (Pa.)  380. 

47.  Ala. — Thompson  v.  Pierce,  3  Stew. 
427.  N.  J.— Smith  v.  Allen,  1  N.  J. 
Eq.  43,  21  Am.  Dec.  33.  Pa.— Power 
V.   Graydon,  53  Pa.  198. 

[a]  The  test  has  been  laid  down  aa 
follows:  "If  the  condition  of  the  bond 
imposes  no  new  duties  on  the  obligors, 
or  no  duties  diverse  from  those  re- 
quired by  the  statute  as  justly  and 
legally  expounded,  then  it  will  be 
good."  Smith  v.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  Eq. 
43. 

[b]  "A  mere  verbal  difference  or 
departure  from  the  statute,  will  not 
render  the  bond  void."  Smith  v.  Al- 
len, 1   N.   J.  Eq.  43,  21   Am.  Dec.  33, 

48.  Williams  v.  Yarborough,  13   N, 
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Invalidate  the  bond.**  Neither  surplusage^"  nor  clerical  mistakes,  such, 
for  example,  as  a  misnomer  of  parties,  will  not  invalidate  the  bond."^ 
In  the  absence  of  a  statutory  direction  to  the  contrary,  this  bond  may 
be  given  either  to  the  sheriff  or  the  creditor.*- 

(III.)  Actions  on  the  Bond.Bs  —  The  parties  to  such  an  action  are  de- 
termined in  accordance  with  general  principles  elsewhere  treated,^*  and 
the  same  is  true  as  to  the  averments  of  the  declaration  or  complaint.^^ 
A  plea  of  a  discharge  under  the  insolvency  laws  should  state  facta 
showing  such  a  discharge,'^  should  specify  the  tribunal  by  which  such 
discharge  was  granted,^^  and  show  that  such  tribunal  had  authority 
and  jurisdiction  to  order  the  debtor's  discharge.** 

16.  Escape.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  after  an  escape,  made  with 
the  consent  of  the  officer  having  the  prisoner  in  custody,"^  or  with  the 
consent  of  the  committing  creditor,*"  the  debtor  may  not  be  again  ar- 
rested on  the  same  writ.  In  some  states,  however,  the  rule  is  other- 


C.  12.     See  also  Kimball  v.  Preble,  5 
Greenl.    (Me.)    353. 

49.  Browning  v.  Cooper,  18  N.  J.  L. 
196;  Eajre  v.  Earl,  8  N.  J.  L.  359. 

50.  Smith  v.  Allen,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  43, 
21  Am.  Dec.  33. 

51.  Friek  v.  Kitchen,  4  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)'  30. 

52.  Tucker  v.  Davidson,  28  Ga.  535; 
Pease  v.  Norton,  6  Greenl.   (Me.)   229, 

[a]  The  beneficial  interest,  where 
this  rule  prevails,  is  considered  as  be- 
longing to  the  creditor  in  either  case. 
Tucker  v.  Davidson,  28  Ga.  535;  Pease 
V.  Norton,  6  Greenl.  (Me.)  229. 

[b]  Bond  may  be  given  to  individ- 
ual partners  in  a  suit  by  the  partner- 
ship under  a  statute  authorizing  the 
bond  to  be  payable  to  the  plaintiff. 
Greenville  v.  Trammell,  13  Ga.  280. 

53.  Compare  supra,  II,  G,  15,  j, 
(HI). 

54.  See  the  titles  "Bonds;"  "Par- 
ties." 

[a]  Personal  representatives  of  the 
creditor  are  proper  parties  plaintifE  to 
a  suit  on  such  a  bond.  Mooring  v. 
James,  13  N.  C.  254. 

55.  See  generally  the  title  'Bonds;" 
"Declaration  and  Complaint." 

[a]  The  condition  as  well  as  the 
penal  part  of  the  bond  should  be  set 
out  in  the  declaration.  Patrick  v, 
Eucker,  19  111.  428. 

[b]  A  breach  of  the  condition 
should  be  alleged.  Louis  v.  Kaskel,  51 
N.  J.  L.  236,  17  Atl.  120. 

56.  Langley  v.  Lane,  10  N.  C.  313. 
As   to   pleading   discharge,   see    gen- 
erally 13  Standard  Proo.  684. 
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As  to  pleading  judgment  as  estoppel 
see  generally  15  Standard  Pkoc.  623, 
et  seq. 

[a]  A  discharge  in  another  county 
where  he  had  given  another  bond  after 
his  arrest  there,  is  a  good  defense. 
Skillman  v.  Baker,  18  N.  J.  L.  134. 

57.  Langley  v.  Lane,  10  N.  C.  313. 

58.  Langley  v.  Lane,  10  N.  C.  313. 
As  to  presumptions   of    jurisdiction 

see  15  Standard  Peoc.  424,  426,  et  seq. 
>  59.  Conn. — Munson  v.  Hills,  2  Boot 
324.  Ga. — Colley  v.  Morgan,  5  Ga. 
178.  Mass. — Doane  v.  Baker,  6  Allen 
260;  Houghton  v.  Wilson,  10  Gray  365; 
Brown  v.  Getehell,  11  Mass.  11;  Com. 
V.  Drew,  4  Mass.  391.  N.  H. — Butler 
V.  Washburn,  25  N.  H.  251,  258;  Sher- 
burn  V.  Beattie,  16  N.  H.  437.  N.  J. 
Browning's  Exr.  v.  Eittenhouse,  40  N. 
J.  L.  230.  N.  Y.— Loekwood  v.  Mer- 
eereau,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  206;  Lan- 
sing V.  Fleet,  2  Johns.  Cas.  3,  1  Am. 
Dec.  142;  Clark  v.  Cleveland,  6  Hill 
344,  349.  N.  C. — Jackson  v.  Hampton, 
28  N.  C.  34;  Spencer  v.  Moore,  19  N. 
C.  264.  Pa.— Cora.  v.  Sheriff,  1  Grant 
Cas.  187. 

See  supra,  IT,  C,  10. 

[a]  That  the  plaintiff  may  retake 
the  escaped  debtor  in  such  a  case,  al- 
though the  sheriff  may  not,  is  laid 
down  as  the  general  rule  in  Lansing 
V.  Elect,  2  Johns.  Cas.  (N.  T.)  3,  1  Am. 
Dec.  142. 

60.  Doane  v.  Bartlett,  4  Allen 
(Mass.)  74;  Little  v.  Newburyport 
Bank,  14  Mass.  443;  Lansing  v.  Fleet, 
2  Johns.  Cas.  (N.  Y.)  3,  1  Ain.  Dec. 
142.     See  supra,  II,  C,  15,  b. 
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■wise."  But  if  a'  re-arrest  is  made  on  the  same  writ  without  objection 
by  the  debtor  and  is  sanctioned  by  the  creditor,  the  escape  is  purged.*^ 
Where  the  escape  was  the  result  of  the  neglect  of  the  officer,"^  or  was 
otherwise  than  by  the  consent  of  the  sheriff  or  creditor,**  the  debtor  may 
be  retaken  on  the  same  writ.  "When  the  debtor  escapes  from  con- 
structive custody  the  same  rules  apply.*°  The  right  to  arrest  under 
alias  and  pluries  writs  is  discussed  elsewhere  in  this  article."* 

17.  Rearrest.  —  The  circumstances  under  which  the  debtor  may  be 
re-arrested  have  been  in  large  part  previously  treated  in  this  article.*' 
When  a  re-arrest  is  proper,  the  sheriff  may  retake  the  debtor  at  any 
time,^*  and  may  use  all  necessary  force.** 


61.  People  V.  Hanohett,  111  111.  90. 

[a]  By  Statute. — State  v.  Lawson,  3 
Gill  (Md.)   62. 

[b]  "The  present  doctrine  is  well 
stated  in  the  case  of  Carthrae  v.  Clarke, 
S  Leigh  268.  That  was  an  action  on 
a  prison  bounds  bond.  The  defense 
was  that  the  sheriff  had  voluntarily 
permitted  the  debtor  to  escape,  and 
had  rearrested  him,  and  then  taken  the 
bond  in  suit.  It  was  there  contended 
that  the  rearrest  was  not  legal,  and 
he  was  not  legally  imprisoned  when 
he  executed  the  bond,  and  that  it  was 
therefore  void.  In  answer  to  this  posi- 
tion the  court  said:  'It  is  said  in  2 
Bacon's  Abridgment,  Escape,  c,  p.  515, 
that  it  was  formerly  held  if  the  sheriff 
suffered  a  prisoner  in  execution  to 
make  a  voluntary  escape,  the  prisoner 
was,  in  such  case,  absolutely  dis- 
charged from  the  creditor,  arid  that  the 
right  of  action  was  entirely  trans- 
ferred against  the  sheriff,  who,  by 
means  of  such  escape,  became  a  debtor 
ex  delicto,  for  which  Arundel  v. 
Wytham,  Leo.  73,  and  the  case  of 
Sheriff  of  Essex,  Hob.  202,  are  cited. 
.  ..  .  The  principle  was  soon  after 
repudiated  by  the  courts  of  England. 
The  case  of  Trevillian  v.  Lord  Eob- 
erts,  is  reported  in  Eolle's  Abr.  902, 
pi.  8,  11,  Viner's  Abr.  Execution,  v. 
a.  pi.  8,  p.  26:  'If  A  be  in  execution 
at  the  suit  of  B,  and  escape  with  the 
assent  of  the  sheriff,  and  after  the 
sheriff  retakes  him  ...  he  shall  be  in 
execution  to  B,  .  .  .  and  it  is  then 
said  that  the  Sheriff  of  Essex  case, 
in  Hobart,  is  not  law.'  "  People  v. 
Hanchett,  111  111.  90. 

As  to  actions  againiiit  sberiffs  for 
permitting  escape  of  prisoner,  see  the 
title  "Prisons  and  Prisoners." 

62.  Lockwood  v.  Mereereau,  6  Abb. 
Pr.   N.   g.    (N.   T.)    206;   Thompson   v. 


Lockwood,  15  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  256; 
Lansing  v.  Fleet,  2  Johns.  Cas.  (N.  Y.) 
3,  1  Am.  Dec.  142;  McElroy  v.  Man- 
cius,  13  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  121;  Eawson 
V.  Turner,  4  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  469.  See 
Browning's  Exr.  v.  Eittenhouse,  40  N. 
J.  L.  230,  where  the  court  says:  "The 
defendant  was  in  custody  by  his  vol- 
untary submission,  and  by  the  concur- 
rent act  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  made 
compulsory,  so  that  he  could  not  go 
at  large."  The  "concurrent  act  of 
the  plaintiff"  referred  to  was  in  op- 
posing an  application  for  a  discharge 
under  an  insolvent  debtor's  act.  And 
for  a  similar  case,  see  McElroy  v. 
Mancius,  13  Johns.   (N.  Y.)    121. 

[a]  To  constitute  an  election  in  such 
a  case,  however,  the  creditor  must  have 
acted  with  knowledge  of  his  debtor's 
escape.  McElroy  v.  Mancius,  13  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  121;  Dash  v.  Van  Kleeck,  7 
Johns.   (N.  Y.)  477,  5  Am.  Dec.  291. 

63.  Conn. — Munson  v.  Hills,  2  Boot 
324.  Ga. — CoUey  v.  Morgan,  5  Ga.  178. 
N.  H.— Butler  v.  Washburn,  25  N.  H. 
251,  258.  N.  Y. — Lockwood  i>.  Mer- 
eereau, 6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  206;  Lansing 
V.  Fleet,  2  Johns.  Cas.  3,  1  Am.  Dee. 
142. 

64.  Owen  v.  Glover,  2  Cranch  C.  C. 
.'=;22,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,629.  See  Mur- 
ray V.  Peay,  1  McMuU.   (S.  C.)   10. 

65.  Owen  v.  Glover,  2  Cranch  C,»C. 
522,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,629. 

66.  See  supra,  11,  C,  10. 

67.  See  supra,  IT,  C,  10;  II,  C,  15, 
k,  — ;  II,  C,  15,  m,  (I),  note;  II,  C, 
16. 

68.  Lockwood  v.  Mereereau,  6  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  S.   (N.  Y.)  206. 

69.  Lockwood  v.  Mereereau,  6  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  S.   (N.'  Y.)   206. 

As  to  manner  of  making  arrest,  see 
sitpra,  II,  C,  11,  a. 
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D.  Peocebdings  for  Wrongful  Execution,"*  —  1.  Wrongful 
Levy,  —  A  wrongful  levy  of  an  execution  may  occur  when  an  officer 
acts  upon  a  writ  which  does  not  justify  the  levy,  as  where  the  writ 
contains  an  inherent  defect  caused  by  an  irregularity  in  issuing  it  or 
the  extinguishment  of  the  execution  judgment  ;'^  or  it  may  result  from 
the  action  of  an  officer  in  executing  the  writ,  as  by  taking  the  property 
of  the  wrong  person,  or  levying  upon  the  wrong  property  of  the  exe- 
cution debtor,''^ 

2.  Nature  of  the  Action.  —  When  an  officer  wrongfully  levies  upon 
the  personal  property  of  a  stranger,  the  injured  party  may  bring  an 
action  of  replevin  against  him.'^^  Under  some  statutes,  however,  the 
right  to  replevin  against  the  officer  has  been  abridged,  in  which  case 
the  remedy  is  an  action  attacking  the  process  and  judgment  ;'*  unless 
the  property  has  been  sold,  when  replevin  may  be  maintained.'^  The 
injured  owner  may  also  sue  for  the  value  of  the  property  taken  and 
incidental  damages,  in  an  action  of  trespass,'^  or  he  may  bring  an 


70.  Eemedies  for  excessive  levy,  see 

infra,  IV,  D,  2. 

Abuse  of  process,  see  generally  tlie 
title  "Sheriffs,  Constables  and  Mar- 
shals." 

71.  Cal.— Tower  v.  McDowell,  97  Cal. 
xviii,  31  Pac.  843.  Mich. — Trowbridge 
V.  BuUard,  81  Mich.  451,  45  N.  VP. 
1012.  Mo. — Kamerick  v.  Castleman,  29 
Mo.  App.  658. 

72.  U.  S.— Buck  V.  Colbath,  3  Wall. 
334,  18  L.  ed.  257.  Ind. — Jarratt  v. 
Gwathmey,  5  Blaokf.  237.  Me. — Mus- 
Bey  V.  Cahoon,  34  Me.  74. 

73.  lU.— Harris  v.  Nelson,  113  HI. 
App.  487.  N.  J. — ^Brueu  v.  Ogden,  11 
N.  J.  L.  370,  20  Am.  Dec.  593.  N.  Y. 
Fonda  V.  Van  Home,  15  Wend.  631, 
30  Am.  Dec.  77;  Allen  v.  Crary,  10 
Wend.  349;  Alvord  v.  Haynes,  13  Hun 
26.  Ohio. — Sammis  v.  Sly,  4  Ollio  Cir. 
Dec.  60.  Pa. — Bhearick  v.  Huber,  6 
Binu.  2. 

Sea  generally  the  title   "Replevin." 

[a]  Mortgagee. — Replevin  will  not 
lie  in  favor  of  a  mortgagee  before 
sale,  but  will  after  if  the  absolute  title 
be  sold.  Fugate  v.  Clarkson,  2  B.  Mon, 
(Ky.)  41,  36  Am.  Dec.  589. 

[b]  Eeplevin  or  Trespass. — "The 
remedy  in  all  times  for  this  trespass, 
which  is  a  very  common  one,  has  been 
by  an  action  of  replevin  to  take  the 
property  out  of  the  hands  of  the  sheriff 
or  marshal  and  return  it  to  the  owner, 
or  to  leave  the  officer  to  proceed  with 
the  sale  of  the  property  and  sue  him 
or  the  purchaser  in  trespass  for  its 
value  and  for  any  incidental  damage. 
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In  the  one  case  the  party  whose  prop- 
erty was  wrongfully  seized  recovered 
possession  of  it.  In  the  other  he  re- 
covered compensation  for  its  loss." 
Van  Norden  v.  Morton,  99  TJ.  S.  378, 
23  L.   ed.  453. 

[e]  Election  of  Remedies. — Having 
successfully  maintained  replevin  one 
cannot  also  bring  trespass  to  recover 
for  the  damages  occasioned  by  the 
wrongful  levy.  Harris  v.  Nelson,  113 
111.  App.  487.  See  generally  5  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  86,  111.  But  see  Stevens  v. 
Springer,  23  Mo.  App.  375. 

[d]  In  Woodworth  v.  Gorsline,  30 
Colo.  186,  69  Pac.  705,  58  L.  E.  A, 
417,  it  is  held  that  replevin  success- 
fully maintained  against  the  officer  is 
not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  of 
tiover  against  joint  trespassers,  the 
execution  plaintiffs,  not  parties  to  the 
replevin  action. 

74.  Emerson  v.  Hopper,  94  Ark.  384, 
127  S.  W.  467.  See  also  Van  Norden 
V.  Morton,  99  U.  8.  378,  25  L.  ed.  453; 
Shaw   V.   Levy,   17    Serg.    &   E.    (Pa.) 

As  to  the  necessity  for  making  a 
claim  for  the  property,  see  swra,  n, 
B,  6. 

75.  Emerson  v.  Hopper,  94  Ark.  384, 
127  S.  W.  467. 

76.  U.  S. — ^Van  Norden  v.  Morton, 
99  U.  S.  378,  25  L.  ed.  453;  Hoxsie 
V.  Nodine,  123  Fed.  379,  61  C.  C.  A. 
223.  Ala. — Stowers  Furniture  Co.  v. 
Brake,  158  Ala.  639,  48  So.  89;  Shep- 
pard  V.  Shelton,  34  Ala.  652;  Tatum  v. 
Morris,  19  Ala.  302.    Cal. — ^Buffandeau 
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action  of  trover  for  the  conversion  of  the  property."  When  the  prop- 
erty wrongfully  levied  upon  and  sold  is  real  estate,  the  action  should 
be  one  to  remove  the  cloud  upon  the  title.'*  In  such  case  an  action  for 
the  value  of  the  property  will  not  lie,™  unless  the  sale  is  to  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  without  notice.*"    When  the  wrongful  levy  resultsi  from  an 


V.  Edmondson,  17  Cal.  436,  79  Am. 
Dee.  139.  lU. — McDaniel  v.  Fox,  77 
111.  343;  Collins  v.  Waggoner,  1  III. 
51;  Harris  v.  Nelson,  113  111.  App.  487. 
Ind. — Glover  v.  Horton,  7  Blaekf.  295; 
Jamison  v.  Hendricks,  2  Blaekf.  94, 
18  Am.  Dec.  131.  Ky.— Fbrsythe  v.  El- 
lis, 4  J.  J.  Marsh.  298,  20  Am.  Dec. 
218;  Sanders  v.  Vance,  7  Mon.  209,  18 
Am.  Dec.  167;  Wickliffe  v.  Sanders,  6 
Mon.  296.  Me. — Symonds  v.  Hall,  37 
Me.  354,  59  Am.  Dec.  53.  Klass.— Blood 
1-.  Wood,  1  Mete.  528.  N.  H. — Breck  v, 
Blanehard,  20  N.  H.  323.  N.  J. — Bruen 
r.  Ogden,  11  N.  J.  L.  370,  20  Am.  Dec. 
593.  N.  Y. — Chapman  v.  Dyett,  11 
Wend.  31,  25  Am.  Dee.  598;  Phillips 
V  Hall,  8  Wend.  610.  N.  C— Bender 
V.  Askew,  14  N.  C.  149,  22  Am.  Dec. 
714.  Pa. — Allison  v.  Eheam,  3  Serg. 
&  E.  139,  8  Am.  Dec.  644. 

See   generally  the   title   "Trespass." 

[a]  Trespass  Against  Execution 
Plaintiff.  —  The  owner  of  property 
wrongfully  taken  under  an  execution 
against  another  is  not  restricted  to  his 
claim  under  the  statute,  but  may  re- 
sort to  the  indemnity  bond,  or  to  his 
action  of  trespass  against  the  execution 
plaintiff.  Franklin  v.  Gumersell,  9  Mo. 
App.  84;  State  v.  Donnelly,  9  Mo.  App. 
619. 

[b]  Trespass  by  Eeversioner. — A 
sale  is  necessary  before  an  owner  who 
holds  merely  a  reversionary  interest, 
and  not  possession,  can  maintain  an 
action  of  trespass  against  the  officer. 
Dixon  V.  White  Sew.  Mach.  Co.,  128 
Pa.  397,  18  Atl.  502,  15  Am.  St.  Eep. 
683,  5  L.  E.  A.  659. 

77.  Ala. — Sheppard  v.  Shelton,  34 
Ala.  652.  Fla. — Toomer  v.  Fourth  Nat. 
Bank,  68  Fla.  555,  67  So.  225.  El. 
Harris  v.  Nelson,  113  111.  App.  487. 
Ind. — Jamison  v.  Hendricks,  2  Blaekf. 
94,  18  Am.  Dee.  131.  Ky. — Christopher 
V.  Covington,  2  B.  Mon.  357;  Sanders 
V.  Vance,  7  Mon.  209,  18  Am.  Dec, 
167;  Wickliffe  v.  Sanders,  6  Mon.  296. 
N.  Y.— Alvord  v.  Haynes,  13  Hun  26. 
Vt. — Gage  V.  Barnes,  11  Vt.  195. 

See  generally  the  title  "Trover  and 
Oonveiiion." 


78.  Norgren  v.  EdsOn,  51  Minn.  567, 
53  N.  W.  876.  See  Pope  v.  Benster,  42 
Neb.  304,  60  N.  W.  561,  47  Am.  St. 
Eep.   703. 

79.  Norgren  p.  Edson,  51  Minn.  567, 
53  N.  W.  876. 

[a]  But  in  Pope  v.  Benster,  42  Neb. 
304,  60  N.  W.  561,  the  court  says: 
"It  is  true  that  the  rule  of  caveat 
emptor  applies  to  one  who  purchases 
real  estate  at  a  judicial  sale  thereof; 
and  that  if  real  estate  be  sold  upon 
an  execution  issued  upon  a  judgment 
T/hich  has  in  fact  been  paid  and  sat- 
isfied, that  such  sale  would  be  void  as 
against  the  owner  thereof,  and  the  pur- 
chaser thereat  would  not  be  protected 
as  against  such  owner.  This  is  as  true 
of  a  sale  made  of  personal  property 
as  it  is  of  one  made  of  real  estate. 
If  one  should  purchase  a  horse  and 
Isuggy  sold  under  an  execution  issued 
on  a  judgment,  which  judgment  had 
in  fact  been  paid,  such  purchaser 
would  acquire  no  title  to  said  property 
as  against  the  owner;  but  such  owner 
would  undoubtedly  have  the  right  to 
take  the  property  itself,  or  to  waive 
the  taking  of  the  property  and  the  in- 
validity of  the  sale  and  sue  the  officer 
and  the  plaintiff  in  execution  for  a 
conversion  thereof.  .  .  .  Why,  then, 
should  not  one  whose  real  estate  has 
been  levied  upon  and  sold  on  a  satis- 
fled  judgment  have  the  same  right  to 
treat  the  salei  as  void,  or  voidable, 
and,  at  his  election,  recover  the  real 
estate  sold,  or  sue  the  execution  cred- 
itor for  the  value  of  his  interest  in 
the  real  estate?" 

80.  Norgren  v.  Edson,  51  Minn.  567, 
53  N.  W.  876. 

[a]  May  Plead  the  Eecord. — A  bona 
fid'6  purchaser  without  notice  may  plead 
the  record  in  an  action  to  quiet  title 
to  real  estate  sold  under  an  execution 
which  had  been  satisfied  but  satisfac- 
tion not  entered  of  record.  The  own- 
er may  therefore  recover  the  value  of 
the  property  sold  from  the  execution 
creditor.  Norgren  v.  Edson,  51  Minn. 
567,  53  N.  W.  876. 
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irregularity  in  the  proceedings,  and  the  injury  sustained  is  consequen- 
tial rather  than  direct,  the  remedy  of  the  injured  party  is  an  action 
on  the  case.*^  A  statutory  indemnity  bond  given  by  the  officer  in  any 
case  where  property  is  claimed  to  have  been  taken  by  wrongful  levy 
gives  the  party  injured  the  right  to  Sue  on  the  bond,^^  but  he  is  not 
limited  to  such  action.*' 

Joinder.  — Where  shown  to  be  a  part  of  the  same  transaction,  tres- 
pass vi  et  armis  and  de  bonis  asportavit  may  be  joined.**  Likewise, 
it  has  been  held  that  a  suit  for  injunction  and  demand  for  damages 
may  be  joined.*' 

3.  Prerequisites  to  Action.  —  An  action  for  wrongful  levy  of  an 
execution,  which  is  based  upon  a  statutory  privilege,  will  lie  only  when 
the  procedure  designated  by  the  statute  has  actually  been  followed.*" 
Generally  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  a  claim  for  property  wrongfully 
taken  under  an  execution  in  order  to  entitle  the  owner  to  sue  for  the 
convorsion  thereof,*^  though  it  is  otherwise  provided  by  some  statutes 
as  to  an  action  against  the  officer.** 

4.  Parties.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  parties  are  followed  in  actions 
for  wrongful  execution.*^    When  the  offlcer  and  purchaser  are  joint 


81.  Ala. — Sheppard  v.  Shelton,  34 
Ala.  652.  Ark. — Dixon  v.  Watkins,  9 
Ark.  139.  Md.— Turner  v.  "Walker,  3 
Gill  &  J.  377,  22  Am.  Dec.  329.  Pa. 
Barnett  v.  Beed,  51  Pa.  190,  88  Am. 
Dec.  574;  Berry  v.  Hamill,  12  Serg.  & 
E.  210. 

/  [a]  The  reason  why  an  action  on 
the  case  is  the  proper  remedy  for  a 
malicious  arrest  is  because  the  process 
is  such  as  the  law  allows;  the  grava- 
men is  the  abuse  of  it.  The  act  itself 
is  lawful,  the  injury  consequential.  Al- 
lison V.  Kheam,  3  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  139, 
8  Am.  Dec.  644. 

82.  Ky. — Weddington  v.  McGuire, 
12  Ky.  Ii.  Eep.  143.  Mo.— State  v. 
Donnelly,  9  Mo.  App.  519;  Franklin  v. 
Gumersell,  9  Mo.  App.  84.  N.  C. 
Martin  v.  Buffaloe,  128  N.  C.  305,  38 
S.  B.  902,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  679. 

83.  Hodge  v.  Monroe  Merc.  Co.,  105 
La.  668,  30  So.  142. 

[a]  Where  a  sheriff  commits  a  tres- 
pass in  seizing  property  not  subject  to 
his  process,  the  claimant  may  elect  to 
sue  either  on  his  of&cial  bond  or  the 
bond  of  indemnity.  Martin  v.  Buffaloe, 
128  N.  C.  305,  38  S.  E.  902,  83  Am. 
St.  Bep.  679. 

84.  Stowers  Furniture  Co.  v.  Brake, 
158  Ala.  639,  48  So.  89.  See  14  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  662. 

85.  Hodge  v.  Monroe  Mere.  Co.,  105 
La.  668,  30  So.  142.  Se«  14  SiAifrpAED 
Proc.  710,  et  seq. 
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86.  Beck  v.  Avondino,  82  Tex.  314, 
18  S.  W.  690. 

[a]  Defendants'  Choice  of  Property. 
When  the  statute  gives  the  execution 
defendant  the  privilege  of  directing 
the  sheriff  as  to  wh^t  property  he 
should  levy  upon,  the  defendant  must 
actually  make  such  direction  before  an 
action  will  lie  for  illegal  seizure.  Beck 
V.  Avondino,  82  Tex.  314,  18  S.  W. 
690. 

87.  Fla. — Toomer  v.  Fourth  Nat. 
Bank,  68  Fla.  555,  67  So.  225.  Ind. 
Jamison  v.  Hendricks,  2  Blackf.  94,  18 
Am.  Dec.  131.  La.— Duperron  v.  Van 
Wickle,  4  Bob.  39,  39  Am.  Dee.  509. 

88.  See  supra,  II,  B,  6. 

89.  See  generally  the  title  "Par- 
ties," and  the  following  notes  and 
cases. 

[a]  Bifferent  Causes  of  Action. 
Joint  owners  may  not  join  in  an  ac- 
tion against  the  officer  or  his  sureties 
if  their  causes  of  action  are  different. 
Sheppard  t>.  Shelton,  34  Ala.  652. 

[b]  Separate  Owners  May  Not  Join. 
Owners  of  separate  parcels  of  prop- 
erty wrongfully  taken  under  the  same 

I  execution  should  sue  separately  for  the 
injury  sustained.  Weddington  v.  Mc- 
Guire, 12  Ky.  L.  Bep.  143. 

[c]  Real  Party  Injured. — An  action 
I  for   trespass   must   be   brought   in   the 

name  of  the  actual  owner,  and  not  in 
the  name  of  an  agent.     Willis  &  Bro. 
I  V.  Hudson,  63  Tex.  678. 
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trespassers,  they  may  be  joined  in  one  action,'"  but  not  otherwise.*^ 

5.  Pleadings.  —  The  general  rules  of  pleading  should  be  observed 
in  all  actions  for  damages  resulting  from  the  wrongful  levy  of  an  exe- 
cution.^^ In  an  action  for  damages  for  a  wrongful  sale  on  execution, 
the  property  taken  should  be  particularly  described,^'  or  a  good  reason 
alleged  for  not  doing  so.^*  When  the  action  is  founded  on  malicious- 
ness in  procuring  the  issuance  of  the  execution,  malice  need  not  be  ex- 
pressly alleged."* 

Following  the  general  rule,  justification  under  judgment  and  execu- 
tion is  new  matter  and  must  be  specially  pleaded  in  order  to  be  avail- 
able as  a  defense.'" 

III.  BY  ACTION  OR  OTHER  PROCEEDING.^  —  A.  In  Gen- 
EKAi..  —  In  addition  to  the  remedy  for  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment 


[d]  By  an  Infant. — If  the  injured 
party  be  an  infant  he  may  in  aecord- 
ai'ce  with  the  general  rule  sue  by  next 
friend.  Toomer  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank, 
68  Fla.  555,  67  So.  225.  See  12  Stand- 
ard PBGC.  735. 

[e]  Expiration  of  Office  as  Affect- 
ing Replevin. — In  replevin  the  of&cer 
against  whom  the  proceedings  are  com- 
menced remains  a  proper  party  defend- 
ant after  his  term  of  office  expires. 
Hines  v.  Stahl,  79  Kan.  88,  99  Pac. 
273.  See  generally  the  title  "Re- 
plevin." 

[f  ]  Action  on  Bond  by  Third  Party. 
"When  the  execution  plaintiff  gives  the 
officer  an  indemnity  bond  to  protect 
him  against  a  third  party  claim,  the 
claimant  may  sue  on  the  bond  in  the 
name  of  the  state.  State  v.  Donnelly, 
9  Mo.  App.  519.  See  supra,  II,  B, 
6,  d,   (VIII),   (B),   (7),  (b). 

[g]  Sale  of  Mortgaged  Property. 
For  damages  sustained  by  reason  of 
an  irregularity  in  the  sale  of  mort- 
gaged property,  the  execution  defend- 
ant and  the  mortgagee  may  bring  the 
action;  in  which  case  the  purchaser 
should  be  joined  with  the  officer  aa 
a  party  defendant.  Davis  v.  Gott,  130 
Ky.  486,  113  S.  W.  826. 

90.  Symonds  v.  Hall,  37  Me.  354,  59 
Am.  Dec.  53. 

91.  Hoxsie  v.  Nodine,  123  Fed.  379, 
61  C.  C.  A.  223. 

92.  See  the  titles  dealing  with  spe- 
cific phases  of  pleading,  and  also  those 
treating  specific  actions,  such  as  "Tres- 
pass;" "Trover  and  Conversion." 

[a]  Defect  of  parties  can  be  reached 
only  by  a  special  demurrer.  Wedding- 
ton  V.  McGuire,  12  Ky.  L.  Rep.  143. 


[b]  The  question  of  ownership  may 

be  raised  under  a  general  denial.  Wil- 
lis V.  Hudson,  63  Tex.  67?.  See  gen- 
erally the  article  "Title." 

[c]  Fraud  as  to  ownership  must  be 
specially  pleaded.  Willis  v.  Hudson,  63 
Tex.  678.     See  10  Standard  Peoo.  49. 

93.  Beck  v.  Avondino,  82  Tex.  314, 
18  S.  W.  690. 

94.  Beck  v.  Avondino,  82  Tex.  314, 
18  S.  W.  690. 

95.  Gensburg  v.  Marshall  Field  & 
Co.,  104  Iowa  59'9,  74  N.  W.  3.  See 
Lee  V.  Conard,  1  Whart.  (Pa.)  155,  for 
a  form  of  declaration. 

As  to  abuse  of  process  generally,  see 
the  title  "Sheriffs,  Constables  and  IVIar- 
shals." 

[a]  Use  of  Word  "MaUce"  Not  Es- 
sential.— "Language  defining  or  de- 
scribing it,  under  the  rules  of  plead- 
ing, is  quite  enough.  .  .  .  The  peti- 
tion also  alleges  that  the  acts  of  the 
sheriff  and  defendant  'were  done  for 
the  purpose  of  oppressing  plaintiff,  and 
compelling  him  to  surrender  his  prop- 
erty, without  receiving  compensation 
therefor.'  This  is  a  very  good  de- 
scription of  th^t  evil  motive  termed 
'malice.'  "  Gensburg  v.  Marshall  Field 
&  Co.,  104  Iowa  599,  74  N.  W.  3. 

96.  Maclareu  v.  Kramar,  26  N.  D. 
244,  144  N.  W.  85,  50  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
714;  Gage  v.  Barnes,  11  Vt.  195. 

1.  As  to  creditors  suits,  see  the  title 
"Creditors'  Suits." 

As  to  setting  aside  conveyances,  see 
the  title   "Fraudulent  Conveyances." 

As  to  supplementary  proceedings,  see 
the  title  "Supplementary  Proceedings." 

As  to  sequestration,  see  the  title  "  Se- 
questration." 
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or  decree  by  execution  against  the  property,^  or  person,'  a  party  has 
another  remedy;  he  may  bring  an  action  thereon.* 

B.  Action  at  Law.  —  1.  On  Domestic  Judgments.  —  a.  Bight  of 
Action. — •(!.)  Generally.  — An  action  on  a  domestic  judgment  may  be 
maintained  regardless  of  the  fact  that  the  time  allowed  for  taking 
out  an  execution  on  the  original  judgment  has  not  expired,^  the  right 


2.  See  swpra,  11,  B. 

3.  See  supra,  II,  C. 

4.  Brown  v.  Bell,  46  Colo.  163,  103 
Pae.  380,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  54,  23  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.;  1096.  See  generally  the 
cases  throughout  this  section. 

As  to  proof  of  judgments  see  Enct. 
01'  Ev.  the  title  "Eecords." 

5.  Ala. — Kaufman  v.  Richardson, 
142  Ala.  429,  37  So.  673,  110  Am.  St. 
Rep.  40;  Field  v.  Sima,  96  Ala.  540,  11 
So.  763;  Elliott  V.  Holbrook,  Carter  & 
Co.,  33  Ala.  659.  Cal.— Ames  v.  Hoy, 
12  Cal.  11.  Conn. — Denison  v.  Williams, 
4  Conn.  402;  Sterne  v.  Spalding,  Kirby 
177.  ni.— Young  «.  Cooper,  59  111.  121; 
Albin  V.  People,  46  Bl.  372;  Greathouse 
V.  Smith,  4  111.  541.  Ind.— Bscknell  v. 
Becknell,  110  Ind.  42,  10  N.  E.  414; 
Palmer  v.  Glover,  73  Ind.  529;  Davidson 
V.  Nebaker,  21  Ind.  334,  83  Am.  Dec. 
350.  la. — Simpson  v.  Cochran,  23  Iowa 
81,  9^2  Am.  Dec.  410;  Thomson  v.  Lee, 
22  Iowa  206;  Haven  v.  Baldwin,  5  Iowa 
503.  Kan. — Treat  v.  Wilson,  65  Kan. 
729,  70  Pao.  893;  Hummer  v.  Lamphear, 
32  Kan.  439,  4  Pac.  865,  49  Am.  Rep. 
491;  Burnes  v.  Simpson,  9  Kan.  658. 
La. — ^Ducker's  Succession,  10  La.  Ann. 
758.  Me.— Moor  v.  Towle,  38  Me.  133. 
Mass. — Wilson  v.  Hatfield,  121  Mass. 
551;  Linton  v.  Hurley,  114  Mass.  76; 
Clark  V.  Goodwin,  14  Mass.  237.  Mich. 
Whelpley  v.  Nash,  46  Mich.  25,  8  N.  W. 
570;  Woods  v.  Ayres,  39  Mich.  345,  33 
Am.  Rep.  396;  McDonald  v.  Butler,  3 
Mich.  558.  Minn. — Merchants'  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Gaslin,  41  Minn.  552,  43  N. 
W.  483.  Mo. — Wood  v.  Newberry,  48 
Mo.  822;  Sheehan  Co.  v.  Sims,  28  Mo. 
App.  64.  Neb. — Eldredge  v.  Aultman, 
Miller  &  Co.,  35  Neb.  884,  53  N.  W. 
1008,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  476.  N.  H. 
Morse  V.  Pearl,  67  N.  H.  317,  36  Atl. 
3.05,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  672;  Whittemore 
'>.  Carkin,  58  N.  H.  576.  N.  Y.-^Church 
!).  Cole,  1  Hill  645;  Smith  v.  Mumford, 
)  Cow.  26;  Harris  v.  Steiner,  30  Misc. 
524,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  752.  Ohio. — Fox  v. 
Burns,  2  Ohio  Dec'.  (Reprint)  311; 
Headley  v.  Roby,  6  Ohio  521.  Okla. 
'Javis    V.    Foley,    159    Pao.    646.     Pa. 
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Stewart  v.  Peterson 's  Exrs.,  63  Pa.  230. 
S.  O. — Lawton  v.  Perry,  40  S.  C.  255, 
18  S.  E.  861;  Copeland  v.  Todd,  30  S. 
C.  419,  9  S.  B.  341;  Pinckney's  Admr. 
V.  Singleton,  2  Hill  343.  Tenn. — Green- 
Rea  Co.  v.  Holman,  107  Tenn.  544,  64 
S.  W.  889;  Gardner  v.  Henry,  5  Coldw. 
458.  Tex. — Stevens  v.  Stone,  94  Tex. 
415,  60  S.  W.  959,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  861. 
Vt. — White  River  Bank  v.  Downer,  29 
Vt.  332.  Va.— Kelly  v.  Hamblen,  98  Va. 
383,  36  S.  E.  491.  Wash.— Citizens ' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Lucas,  26  Wash.  417,  67 
Pac.  ^52,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  748,  56  L. 
E.  A.  812;  Bsttman  v.  Cowley,  19  Wash. 
207,  53  Pac.  53,  40  L.  E.  A.  815. 

fa]  There  is  no  principle  "which 
inhibits  the  creditor,  on  a  judgment 
which  is  in  force  and  unsatisfied,  from 
recovering  in  an  action  brought  on  it, 
although  he  may  at  the  time  of  bring- 
ing suit  be  entitled  to  an  execution  on 
his  judgment."  Simpson  v.  Cochran, 
23  Iowa  81,  92  Am.  Dec.  410. 

fb]  Necessity  or  Reason  for. — "The 
chief  argument  is,  that  there  is  no  nec- 
essity for  a  right  of  action  on  a  judg- 
ment, inasmuch  as  execution  can  be  is- 
sued to  enforce  the  judgment  already 
obtained,  and  no  better  or  higher  right 
or  advantage  is  given  to  the  subse- 
quent judgment.  But  this  is  not  true 
in  fact,  as  in  many  cases  it  may  be  of 
advantage  to  obtain  another  judgment 
in  order  to  save  or  prolong  the  lien;  and 
in  this  case  the  advantage  of  having 
record  evidence  of  the  judgment  is 
sufficiently  perceptible.  The  argument 
that  a  defendant  may  be  vexed  by  re- 
peated judgments  on  the  same  cause  of 
action,  is  answered  by  the  suggestion 
that  an  effectual  remedy  to  the  party 
against  this  annoyance  is  the  payment 
of  the  debt."    Ames  v.  Hoy,  12  Cal.  11. 

[cl  Where  several  successive  actions 
are  brought  on  a  judgment  for  the  pur- 
pose of  coercing  payment  of  the  plain- 
tiff's debt  by  accumulating  costs,  the 
court  will  not  permit  its  process  to  be 
perverted  and  used  for  such  improper 
purpose,  and  a  stay  of  proceedings  in 
all  the  actions  except  the  first  wUl  be 
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to  an  execution,^  or  to  have  a  dormant  judgment  revived/  being  merely 
cumulative  remedies.  Neither  the  lapse  of  time  within  which  an  exe- 
cution might  be  issued,^  nor  the  actual  issuance  of  an  execution  on 
which  no  return  has  been  made^  will  ordinarily  prevent  a  judgment 
creditor  from  bringing  an  action  on  a  domestic  judgment.  Such  an 
action  may  be  maintained  after  levy  of  execution  on  defendant 'si  prop- 
erty as  long  as  it  has  not  resulted  in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment/" 
and  in  some  jurisdictions ,  an  action  on  a  domestic  judgment  may  be 
brought  notwithstanding  a  return  of  full  satisfaction  of  the  execution, 
if  the  record  is  erroneous  and  the  judgment  in  fact  remains  unsatis- 
fied." In  other  jurisdictions,  however,  no  action  can  be  brought  upon 
a  judgment  which  appears  of  record  to  be  satisfied  by  a  levy  of  exe- 
cution.^^   A  resort  to  the  remedy  of  scire  facias,  rather  than  an  action 


granted  in  such  instance.  Keeler  v. 
King,  1  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  390.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Supeisedeas  and  Stay 
of  Proceedings." 

6.  Hie.kman  v.  Macon  County,  42 
Fed.  75i>,  "the  right  to  an  execution 
on  a  judgment  is  merely  cumulative  and 
does  not  take  away  the  common  law 
right  to  sue  on  an  unpaid  judgment 
as  often  as  the  judgment  creditor  elects 
to   sue." 

[a]  Right  to  Alias  Execution. — A 
statute  giving  jplaintiflf  the  right  to  the 
issuance  of  an  alias  execution  within 
ten  years  gives  plaintiff  such  remedy 
"to  coerce  the  payment  of  the  judg- 
ment, if  he  sees  proper  to  use  it,  but 
was  not  intended  to  deprive  him  of  his 
action  of  debt.  The  remedy  given  by 
the  statute  is  cumulative  merely,  and 
a  plaintiff  may,  if  his  judgment  be  not 
satisfled,  sue  in  debt  upon  it,  although 
he  could,  under  the  statute,  issue  an 
alias  execution."  Kingsland  &  Go.  v. 
Forrest,  18  Ala.  519,  52  Am.  Dec.  232. 

7.  Baker  v.  Hummer,  31  Kan.  325, 
2  Pac.  SOS. 

fa]  "The  provision  in  the  statute 
giving  the  right  to  revive  a  dormant 
judgment  by  motion  and  notice  made 
within  one  year  after  it  becomes  dor- 
mant, is  only  cumulative  or  additional 
to  the  remedy  of  the  common  law.  A 
judgment  creditor  can  either  sue  on  a 
dormant  judgment  within  a  year  after 
it  becomes  dormant,  or  have  the  orig- 
inal judgment  revived  by  motion  and 
notice  as  prescribed  by  the  code." 
Baker  v.  Hummer,  31  Kan.  325,  2  Pac. 
808. 

8.  Oal. — Stuart  v.  Lander,  16  Cal. 
372,  76  Am.  Dec.  538.  D.  C— Eaub  v. 
Hurt,  24  App.  Cas.  211.  Nov.— Mandle- 


baum  V.  Gregovich,  24  Nev.  154,  50 
Pac.  849.  S.  C— Copeland  v.  Todd,  30 
S.  C.  419,  9  S.  E.  341. 

9.  U.  S. — Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.  v.  Van- 
sickle,  112  Fed.  398.  Masp. — "Wilson  v. 
Hatfield,  121  Mass.  551;  Linton  v.  Hur- 
ley, 114  Mass.  76;  Allen  v.  Holden,  9 
Mass.  133,  6  Am.  Dec.  46.  N.  H.— Morse 
■r.  Pearl,  67  N.  H.  317,  36  Atl.  255,  68 
Am.  St.  Kep.  672.  N.  Y.— Hale  v.  An- 
gel, 20  Johns.  342.  N.  C— McDonald 
V.  Dickson,  85  N.  C.  248.  Vt.— White 
Eiver  Bank  v.  Downer,  29  Vt.  332. 

10.  Clarkson  v.  Beardsley,  45  Conn. 
196;  Cowles  V.  Bacon,  21  Conn.  451,  56 
Am.  Dec.  371 ;  Fish  v.  Sawyer,  11  Conn. 
545;  Hutchinson  v.  Greenbush,  30  Me. 
450. 

[a]  The  levy  of  an  execution  on  per- 
sonal property  of  sufficient  value  to 
satisfy  the  judgment  does  not  operate 
prima  facie  as  a  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment  so  as  to  bar  an  action  there- 
on. Smith  V.  Condon,  174  Mass.  550, 
55  N.  15.  324,  75  Am.  St.  Eep.  372. 

11.  Cohen  v.  Camp,  46  Mo.  179; 
Boynton  v.  Boynton,  186  Mo.  App.  713, 
172  S.  W.   1175. 

12.  O 'Conner  v.  Silver,  26  Tex.  606; 
City  of  San  Antonio  v.  Eoutledge,  46 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  196,  102  S.  W.  756; 
Pratt  V.  Jones,  22  Vt.  341,  54  Am.  Dec. 
80. 

,fa]  Neither  "the  common  law  nor 
the  practice  in  the  various  states  of  the 
republic,  nor  anything  inherent  in  the 
subject,  based  on  sound  reason,  gives 
to  a  judgment  creditor  an  absolute 
right  of  action  on  a  domestic  judgment, 
unless  such  action  is  necessary  in  order 
to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  have  the  full 
benefit  of  his  judgment."  Pitzer  V. 
Eussel,  4  Ore.  124. 
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on  the  judgment  is  required  in  some  states,"  at  least  after  an  execu- 
tion has  been  returned.^*  In  some  jurisdictions  an  action  on  a  doraies- 
tie  judgment  cannot  be  brought  unless  the  judgment  would  be  of  no 
avail  without  it,^^  or  would  give  the'  creditor  a  better  remedy,^^  and 
not  until  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  in  which  execution  may  issue 
thereon.^^ 

(II.)  Nature  and  Character  of  Judgment.  —  (A.)  Validity  op  Jttdgment. 
An  action  on  a  void  judgment  obviously  cannot  be  maintained,^^  but 
where  the  judgment  is  merely  erroneous,  an  action  may  be  brought 


13.  Green  «>.  Bailey,  3  N.  H.  33.  But 
see  Haiter  v.  Harter,  4  Pa.  Dist.  211. 

14.  Dennis  v.  Arnold,  12  Met. 
(Mass.)  449.  Compare  Pratt  v.  Jones, 
22  Vt.  341,  54  Am.  Dec.  80,  holding  that 
v/here  the  record  shows  a  levy  and  re- 
turn of  satisfaction,  neither  an  action 
nor  scire  facias  may  be  maintained  un- 
til the  levy  has  been  vacated  by  a  di- 
rect proceeding  for  that  purpose. 

I  a]  The  remedy  of  scire  facias  is 
exclusive  (1)  not  only  after  a  return  of 
an  execution  levied  by  metes,  bounds 
and  appraisement,  but  also  after  a  levy 
on  equities  of  redemption  when  that 
levy  does  not  avail  as  a  real  satisfac- 
tion of  the  judgment.  Perry  v.  Perry, 
2  Gray  (Mass.)  326.  (2)  If  it  should 
appear  to  the  creditor  that  the  prop- 
erty on  which  execution  is  levied  can- 
not be  held  thereby  '"after  return  or 
recording  of  the  execution  the  error 
must  be  corrected  in  scire  facias;  but, 
if  the  mistake  shall  be  discovered  be^ 
fore  the  return  of  the  execution  or  be- 
fore it  shall  be  recorded,  ho  is  not  thus 
restricted  but  he  may  resort  to  any 
other  remedy."  Grosvenor  v.  Chesley, 
4S  Me.  369. 

[b]  After  Partial  Satisfaction. 
Such  statute,  however,  "does  not  pre- 
vent a  judgment  creditor  from  main- 
taining an  action  upon  a  judgment  for 
the  balance  due  where  the  execution 
was  returned  satisfied  in  part."  Habib 
r.  Evans,  222  Mass.  480,  111  N.  E. 
362. 

15.  Smith  1).  Belmont  Co.,  11  Bush 
fKy.)  390;  Cundiff  v.  Trimble,  21  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  657,  52  S.  W.  940. 

[a]  Where  execution  upon  a  judg- 
ment has  been  ordered  quashed  no  ac- 
tion can  be  maintained  upon  the  judg- 
ment, as  the  only  purpose  for  which 
such  action  can  be  maintained  is  the 
enforcement  of  collection  on  the  judg- 
ment. Cundiff  V.  Trimble,  21  Ky.  L. 
Kep.  657,  52  S.  W.  940. 
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16.  Stevens  v.  Stone,  94  Tex.  415, 
60  S.  W.  959,  86  Am.  St.  Eep.  861. 

[a]  "Where  no  advantage  can  ac- 
crue to  a  plaintiff  in  a  judgment  by  a 
second  suit  upon  it,  we  fail  to  see 
that  there  is  any  propriety  in  allow- 
ing such  suit.  It  is  a  narrow  view  of 
the  subject,  as  we  think,  to  say  that 
the  judgment  is  an  evidence  of  debt 
and  that  a  debt  will  support  a  cause 
of  action.  The  purpose  of  judicial  ac- 
tions is  to  afford  remedies  for  the  en- 
forcement of  rights,  and  where  the  re- 
sult of  a  suit  prosecuted  to  success  is 
to  give  the  plaintiff  no  better  remedy 
for  the  enforcement  of  his  right  than 
he  had  before,  no  reason  other  than 
a  technical  one  can  exist  for  permit- 
ting its  prosecution.  .  .  .  Therefore 
we  are  inclined  to  hold  .  .  .  that  a 
judgment  creditor  can  not  maintain  an 
action  upon  his  judgment  without  show- 
ing some  advantage  to  be  gained 
thereby.  But  however  that  may  be, 
we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  where 
it  is  made  to  appear  that  a  second 
judgment  may  be  in  any  respect  more 
available  than  the  first,  the  action 
should  be  allowed."  Stevens  v.  Stone, 
94  Tex.  415,  60  S.  W.  959,  86  Am.  St. 
Eep.  861. 

[b]  To  Make  Liable  One  Not  a 
Party  .to  the  Judgment. — Where  the  ac- 
tion is  brought  to  render  liable  on  the 
judgment  one  not  named  therein,  tho 
general  rule  is  not  applicable.  Heavrin 
V.  Lack  Iron  Co.,  153  Ky.  329,  155  S. 
W.  729. 

17.  Van  Diver  v.  Hammet,  4  Eich. 
L.  (S.  C.)  509;  Lee  v.  Giles,  1  Bailey 
(S.   C.)   449. 

18.  U.  S.— Ellis  V.  Connecticut  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  8  Fed.  81.  Mass.— Need- 
ham  V.  Thayer,  147  Mass.  536,  18  N.  E. 
429.  Mo.— Bobb  v.  Graham,  4  Mo.  222. 
N.  H.— Bruce  v.  Cloutman,  45  N.  H.  37, 
84  Am.  Dec.  111.  N.  Y.— Ely  v.  Cook, 
9  Abb.  Pr.  366. 
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thereon  until  it  is  set  aside  or  reversed.*'  The  fact  that  the  judgment 
record  is  lost  or  destroyed  does  not  affect  the  right  to  maintain  an 
action  on  a  domestic  judgment,^"  even  though  the  statute  provides  for 
a  specific  remedy  by  which  the  lost  record  can  be  supplied.^* 

(B.)  Finality  of  Judgment. —  (1.)  Generally.  —  The  judgment  sued  on 
must  be  a  final  judgment  for  the  payment  of  money,  upon  which  execu- 
tion may  be  issued.''^  An  interlocutory  judgment  will  not  support  an 
action  ;^^  neither  will  a  judgment  on  default  where  the  default  has 
been  opened,  even  though  the  judgment  stands  as  security  for  any 


19.  Bruce  v.  Cloutman,  45  N.  H.  37, 
84  Am.  Dee.  Ill;  Newcomb  v.  Peek, 
17  Vt.  302,  44  Am.  Dec.  340. 

20.  Mandeville  v.  Reynolds,  68  N. 
Y.  528. 

[a]  Although  the  book  containing 
the  judgment  record  is  destroyed,  an 
action  may  be  maintained.  Ames  v. 
Hov,  12  Gal.   11. 

21.  Cal.— Ames  v.  Hoy,  12  Cal.  11. 
Ind. — Jackson  ex  dem.  Tarylor  *.  Cul- 
lum,  2  Blackf.  228,  18  Am.  Dec.  158. 
Mo.— Foulk  V.  Colburn,  48  Mo.  225. 
N.  Y.— Mandeville  v.  Reynolds,  68  N. 
Y.  528. 

fa]  Even  though  the  statute  fur- 
nishes a  specific  remedy  for  the  restor- 
ation of  a  lost  judgment  record  a  party 
is  not  bound  to  pursue  such  remedy  but 
may  prove  the  lost  judgment  record  in 
un  action  brought  on  the  judgment. 
Parry  v.  Walser,  57  Mo.  169,  in  which 
it  is  said:  "The  general  rule  is,  that 
if  a  record  is  lost,  its  contents  may  be 
proved  like  any  other  document,  and 
the  evidence  given  in  this  case,  pre- 
liminary to  the  proof  of  the  contents 
of  the  record,  was  sufficient  to  prove 
its  destruction.  In  fact,  the  evidence 
seems  to  be  almost  conclusive  on  that 
subject.  ...  It  is,  however,  contended, 
by  the  defendant,  that  the  statute  of 
this  state  having  furnished  a  remedy 
to  the  plaintiff,  by  which  the  record 
could  be  supplied,  all  other  remedy  is 
thereby  taken  away,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  bound  to  follow  the  remedy 
furnished  by  the  statute,  and  could 
pursue  no  other.  .  .  .  We  do  not  agree 
to  this  view  of  the  case.  The  destruc- 
tion of  the  record  did  not  destroy  the 
force  of  the  judgment,  and  the  plaintiff 
might  proceed  to  collect  his  judgment 
as  at  common-law,  without  resorting  to 
the  mode  furnished  by  the  statute." 

[b]  Necessary  To  First  Eestore 
Judgment. — ^But  in  Walton  v.  McKes- 
son, 64  N.  C.  77;  the  court  says:    "In 


an  action  on  a  former  judgment,  th9 
record  of  the  judgment  is  the '  prope? 
evidence  thereof.  Its  production  can 
not  be  dispensed  with,  or  supplied  by 
any  other  evidence.  The  reason  is, 
that  upon  plea  of  nul  tiel  record,  the 
court  decides  upon  the  inspection  of 
the  record  itself.  The  plaintiff's  rem- 
edy in  this  case,  was,  upon  notice  to 
the  defendants,  a  motion  in  the  original 
suit,  to  have  a  record  made  of  the 
judgment,  in  place  of  that  which  was 
destroyed;  and  then  to  offer  the  record 
in  evidence  in  this  suit." 

As  to  restoration  of  lost  or  destroyed 
record  of  judgment,  see  the  title  "Rec- 
ords." 

22.  U.  S. — Corbin  v.  Graves,  27  Fed. 
644.  Ariz. — Brandt  v.  Meade,  17  Ariz. 
34,  148  Pac.  297.  IMo. — Smith  v.  Kan- 
der,  58  Mo.  App.  61.  N.  Y. — Hanover 
Fire  Ins.  Co.'  v.  Tomlinson,  3  Hun  630, 
6  Thomp.  &  C.  127.  N.  0.— English  v. 
Reynolds,  4  N.  C.  529. 

As  to  when  a  judgment  is  final,  see 
2  Standard  Proc.  162,  and  the  title 
"Judgments." 

[a]  "The  judgment  must  be  one 
which  requires  the  payment  of  a  sum 
of  money,  so  that  the  amount  to  be 
paid,  and  the  circumstances  under 
which  it  should  be  paid,  are  fixed  by 
the  judgment,  and  can  he  ascertained 
bv  a  resort  to  it."  Matter  of  Van 
B'euren,  33  App.  Div.  158,  53  N.  Y. 
Supp.  349. 

[b]  The  mere  ascertainment  of  the 
indebtedness  of  a  partnership  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  proper  distribu- 
tion of  the  assets  and  the  determination 
that  a  certain  amount  is  due  to  a  cred- 
itor is  not  a  judgment  in  personam  for 
the  amount  of  such  indebtedness.  Selig- 
man  v.  Kalkman,  17  Cal.  152. 

23.  U.  S.— -Corbin  v.  Graves,  27  Fed. 
644.  N.  C— English  v.  Reynolds,  4  N. 
C.  529.  Tex.— Ledyard  v.  Brown,  39 
Tex.  403. 
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judgment  that  may  finally    be    obtained   in    the    pending    action.^* 
(2.)    Efect  of  Appeal.  —  The  pendency  of  an  appeal  does  not  deprive 

the  judgment  creditor  of  his  right  to  sue  on  a  domestic,  judgment,^' 

provided  no  stay  of  proceedings  has  been  granted.^* 

(C.)    Decrees  in  Equity  Generally. —  Final  decrees  of  courts  of  equity 

ordering  the  payment  of  a  fixed  sum-,  likewise  may  be  the  basis  of  an 

action  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  adjudged  to  be  due,''^  even 


24.  McDougall  v.  Hoes,  27  Mise. 
590,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  209. 

[a]  "The  judgment  sued  upon  is  in 
no  sense  final.  The  order  permitting 
the  defendant  to  come  in  and  defend, 
though  it  permitted  the  judgment  to 
stand  as  security,  deprived  it  of  all 
validity  for  any  other  purpose.  It  was 
left  standing  as  a  mere  security  for 
whatever  amount  the  plaintiff  might 
subsequently  establish  by  further  pro- 
ceedings in  that  action.  No  execution 
could  be  issued  on  it  after  the  making 
of  that  order,  and  none  can  be  issued 
ou  it  now.  Had  the  plaintiff  prosecuted 
the  action  and  recovered  less  than  the 
amount  named  in  the  security  judg- 
ment it  would  have  been  void  as  to  the 
excess,  and  if  the  defendant  therein 
had  been  wholly  successful  it  would 
have  fallen  absolutely.  Such  is  the 
legal  result."  McDougall  v.  Hoes,  27 
Misc.  590,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  209. 

25.  XT.  S. — Dawson  v.  Daniel,  2  Flip. 
301,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,668.  Cal.— Tay- 
lor V.  Shew,  39  Cal.  536,  2  Am.  'Eep. 
533.  Ind. — Nill  v.  Comparet,  16  Ind. 
107,  79  Am.  Dee.  411.  IMass. — Faber  v. 
Hovey,  117  Mass.  107,  19  Am.  Eep. 
398.  But  see  Gifford  v.  "Whalon,  8 
Cush.  428.  Neb.— Eiley  Bros.  Co.  v. 
Melia,  3  Neb.  (TJnof.)  666,  92  N.  W. 
913.  N.  J. — Suydam  v.  Hoyt's  Admrs., 
25  N.  J.  L.  230.  Pa.— Woodward  v. 
Carson,  86  Pa.  176.  Vt.— Tarbell  v. 
Downer,   29   Vt.  339. 

Contra,  Curtiss  v.  Beardsley,  15  Conn. 
518. 

26.  IT.  S. — In  re  Berlin  Dye  Works 
Co.,  225  Fed.  683.  Oal.— Dowdell  v. 
Carpy,  137  Cal.  333,  70  Pac.  167.  Mo. 
Sublette  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  &  S.  Ey.  Co., 
66  Mo.  App.  331. 

As  to  effect  of  appeal  as  stay,  see 
the  title  "Supersedeas  and  Stay  of 
Proceedings." 

[a]  Stay  Does  Not  Prevent  Action. 
Where  the  statute  providing  for  a  stay 
of  execution  on  judgments  rendered  by 
justices  of  the  peace  does  not  expressly 
negative  the  right  of  bringing  an  action 
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thereon  immediately,  such  stay  does  not 
affect  the  right  to  sue.  McDonald  v. 
Butler,  3  Mich.  538;  Smith  v.  Mum- 
ford,  9  Cow.   (N.  Y.)   26. 

27.  U.  S. — Nations  v.  Johnson,  24 
How.  195,  16  L.  ed.  628;  Du  Bois  v. 
Soymour,  152  Fed.  600,  81  C.  C.  A. 
590.  Cal.— Ames  v.  Hoy,  12  Cal.  11. 
Conn. — Drakesly  v.  Boots,  2  Boot  138. 
Oa. — Tompkins  v.  Cooper,  97  Ga.  631, 
25  S.  E.  247.  in. — Warren  v.  McCarthy, 
25  111.  95.  Ind.— Elliott  v.  Eay,  2 
Blaekf.  31;  Traylor  v.  Richardson,  2 
Ind.  App.  452,  28  N.  E.  205.  Ky, 
Williams  v.  Preston,  3  J.  J.  Marsh. 
600,  20  Am.  Dec.  179.  Me. — MeKim  v. 
Odom,  12  Me.  94.  N.  J.— Cord  v.  New- 
lin,  71  N.  J.  L.  438,  59  Atl.  22;  Mutual 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Newton,  50  N.  J.  L. 
571,  14  Atl.  756.  Compare  Van  Bus- 
kirk  1}.  Muloek,  18  N.  J.  L.  184.  N.  Y. 
People  v.  Sturtevant,  9  N.  Y.  263,  59 
Am.  Dee.  536.  Ohio. — Moore  v.  Ogden, 
35  Ohio  St.  430,  434.  Pa.— Evans  v. 
Tatem,  9  Serg.  &  E.  252,  11  Am.  Dec. 
717.  B.  I. — Wagner  v.  Wagner,  26  E. 
L  27,  57  Atl.  1058,  65  L.  E.  A.  816; 
Surges  V.  Souther,  15  E.  I.  202,  2  Atl. 
441.  Vt. — ^Downer  v.  Dana,  22  Vt.  337; 
Thrall  v.  Waller,  13  Vt.  231,  37  Am. 
Dec.  592. 

[a]  "We  are  aware  that  at  one 
period  courts  of  equity  were  said  not 
to  be  courts  of  record,  and  their  decrees 
were  not  allowed  to  rank  with  judg- 
ments at  law.  .  .  .  The  relative  dig- 
nity of  courts  of  equity,  and  the  bind- 
ing effect  of  their  decrees,  when  given 
within  the  pale  of  their  regular  consti- 
tution and  jurisdiction,  are  no  longer 
subjects  for  doubt  or  question.  .  .  . 
We  lay  it  down,  therefore,  as  the  gen- 
eral rule,  that  in  every  instance  in 
which,  an  action  of  debt  can  be  main- 
tained upon  a  judgment  at  law  for  a 
sum  of  money  awarded  by  such  judg- 
ment, the  like  action  can  be  maintained 
upon  a  decree  in  equity  which  is  for 
an  ascertained  and  specific  amount,  and 
nothing  more;  and  that  the  record  of 
the  proceedings  in  the  one  case  must 
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though  the  decree  sued  upon  orders  the  doing  of  other  things  besides 
the  payment  of  money.^-"  But  in  some  jurisdictions  the  early  rule  still 
prevails,  that  no  action  may  be  maintained  on  such  a  decree.^'  And  a 
decree  containing  a  condition  which  renders  it  uncertain  whether  pay- 
ment shall  ever  become  obligatory  will  not  support  an  action  at  law  f° 
nor  will  a  decree  which  is  in  the  alternative^^  or  one  in  whioh  the 
amount  of  liability  is  to  be  ascertained  by  subsequent  proceedings.^^ 

(D.)  Decree  op  Fokeclosukb.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  an  action  may  be 
maintained  to  enforce  a  decree  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage,*'' 
while  in  others  the  rule  is  to  the  contrary.^*    An  action  may  be  brought 


be  ranked  with  and  responded  to  as  of 
the  same  dignity  and  binding  obliga- 
tion with  the  record  in  the  other." 
Pennington  v.  Gibson,  16  How.  (IT.  S.), 
65,  14  L.  ed.  847,  distinguishing  Hugh 
V.  Higgs,  8  Wheat.  697,  5  L.  sd.  719. 

[b]  In  Code  States. — "As  in  this 
state  there  is  only  one  form  of  civil 
action  for  the  enforcement  of  a  priv- 
ate right,  .  .  .  the  rules  which  under  a 
former  system  prevented  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  decree  in  equity  by  a  pro- 
ceeding at  law  are  inapplicable. ' '  Rowe 
i\  Blake,  99  Cal.  167^  33  Pac.  864,  37 
Am.  St.  Eep.  45. 

28.  Blattner  v.  Frost,  44  111.  App. 
580.  Compare  Warren  v.  McCarthy,  25 
111.  95. 

29.  Boyle  v.  Schindel,  52  Md.  1; 
Bichardson  v.  Jones,  3  Gill  &  J.  (Md.) 
163,  22  Am.  Dec.  293. 

fa]  "Whatever  may  be  the  law  in 
other  states  as  laid  down  by  the  text 
writers,  we  feel  bound  to  adhere  to 
the  ancient  ways  marked  out  by  our 
predecessors.  It  is  not  because  decrees 
of  courts  of  equity  are  not  of  equal 
dignity"  and  finality  with  judgments 
at  law,  that  they  are  not  subjects  of 
suits  at  law  in  this  state,  but  because 
they  are  so  equal  and  final  they  require 
no  extrinsic  aid  from  courts  of  law  to 
give  them  full  force  and  effect.  Courts 
of  equity  within  their  own  jurisdiction 
have  full  power  to  issue  judicial  writs 
to  enforce  their  decrees  with  equal 
economy  and  despatch  as  at  law.  Hav- 
ing acquired  jurisdiction  over  the  part- 
ies and  the  subject-matter  by  previous 
proceedings,  it  is  proper,  that  what  was 
commenced  in  a  court  of  equity  should 
be  concluded  in  the  same,  for  many 
reasons  too  obvious  and  numerous  to 
be  assign-ed."  Boyle  v.  Schindel,  52 
Md.  1. 

SO.  Du  Bois  V.  Seymour,  152  Fed. 
600,  81  C.  C.  A.  590. 


31.  Thrall  v.  Waller,  13  Vt.  231,  37 
Am'.  Doc.  592. 

[a]  Where  a  decree  consists  of  two 
parts,  the  first  ordering  the  defendant 
to  pay  to  plaintiff  a  certain  sum  and 
the  second  part  ordering  in  default  of 
such  payment  that  the  mortgaged 
premises  be  sold  and  a  certain  part  of 
the  proceeds  be  paid  into  court,  the 
second  order  does  not  come  into  oper- 
ation if  the  first  is  performed  and  be- 
comes operative  only  if  the  first  is  not 
performed  and  no  action  on  the  decree 
can  be  maintained.  Surges  v.  Souther, 
15  E.  I.  202,  2  Atl.  441. 

32.  Corbin  v.  Graves,  27  Fed.  644. 

33.  Rowe  V.  Blake,  99  Cal.  167,  33 
Pac.  864,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  45. 

[a]  "The  obligation  upoii  a  defend- 
ant to  pay  a  specific  sum  of  money  out 
of  his  general  estate,  which  an  ordi- 
nary money  judgment  implies,  differs 
in  kind  rather  than  in  nature  from  the 
obligation  to  subject  a  specific  parcel 
of  land  to  the  payment  of  a  specific 
sum  of  monej"^,  and  the  reasons  for  en- 
forcing this  implied  obligation  or 
promise  by  an  action  are  as  cogent  in 
the  one  case  as  in  the  other."  Rowe 
V.  Blake,  99  Cal.  167,  33  Pac.  864,  37 
Am.  St.  Rep.  45. 

34.  Hanover  Fire  Ins.  Go.  v.  Tomlin- 
son,  3  Hun  ^N.  T.)  630,  6  Thomp.  & 
C.  127. 

[a]  A  judgment  directing  the  fore- 
closure of  a  mortgage  and  the  sale  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  and  also  the 
payment  of  any  deficiency  that  might 
arise  upon  such  sale  is  not  a  final  judg- 
ment, upon  which  an  action  may  be 
maintained,  as  it  contemplates  further 
steps  to  be  taken,  namely  the  ascer- 
tainment of  the  deficiency  and  the 
docketing  of  a  judgment  for  the  amount 
of  such  deficiency.  Hanover  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Tomlinson,  3  Hun  (N.  Y.)  630, 
6  Thomp.  &  C.  127. 
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on  a  deficiency  judgment  In  a  foreclosure  proceeding. ^^ 

(E.)  Decree  for  Alimony.  —  AVhere  a  linal  decree  of  divorce  provides 
for  the  payment  of  a  specific  sum  as  alimony  it  may  be  enforced  like 
ordinary  decrees  by  an  action  thereon.^^        « 

(F.)  Peobatf  Decree.  —  Generally  an  action  cannot  be  brought  on  a 
decree  of  a  probate  court,^^  but  an  action  may  be  brought  upon  a  final 
judgment  of  the  probate  court  for  the  payment  of  money.^^ 

(6.)  Special  Proceedings.^— A  final  order  in  a  special  proceeding,,  for 
the  payment  of  money,  may  be  sued  on,  though  it  is  not  strictly  a  judg- 
ment.'* 

(H.)  Judgments  in  Rem. —  A  judgment  which  is  in  effect  only  a  judg- 
ment in  rem  binding  on  the  property  brought  within  the  court 's  juris- 
diction by  attachment  or  otherwise,  will  not  support  an  action  upon 
any  personal  obligation  embodied  in  it  against  one  over  whom  personal 
jurisdiction  was  not  obtained,*"  since  as  to  such  a  person  the  judgnlent 
would  not  be  even  competent  evidence  to  establish  any  personal  liabil- 


35.  Armstrong  v.  Patterson,  97  N«b. 
229,  149  N.  W.  408. 

36.  m. — ^Lancaster  v.  Lancaster,  29 
111.  App.  510.  Ind. — Hansford  v.  Van 
Auken,  79  Ind.  302.  Me. — Stratton  c. 
Stratton,  77  Me.  373,  52  Am.  Eep.  779. 

See  7  Standard  Proc.  838. 
Action  on  decree  of  sister  state,  see 
infra,  III,  B,  2,  a,   (11),    (C;. 

[a]  Action  of  Debt. — "The  only 
question  made  in  this  ease  is,  whether 
an  action  of,  debt  will  lie,  to  recover 
the  sum  ascertained  to  be  due  by  the 
decree  of  this  court  for  alimony;  and 
there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  it 
should  not.  The  debt  is  certain,  and 
it  is  proved  by  record;  and  the  decree 
is,  in  effect,  as  much  a  judgment,  as 
if  rendered  on  the  common-law  side  of 
the  court.  It  was  once  doubted  wheth- 
er an  °,xecution  could  issue,  to  carry 
into  effect  such  a  decree,  and  whether 
the  only  remedy  should  not  be  an  ac- 
tion of  debt;  but  there  seems  no  good 
reason  why  both  the  remedies  may 
rot  exist."  Howard  v.  Howard,  15 
Mass.  196.  See  also  7  Standard  Proc. 
838. 

[b]  After  Lapse  of  Statutory  Pe- 
riod.— ^Where  a  statute  provides  that 
an  action  cannot  be  maintained  be- 
tween the  original  parties  upon  a  judg- 
ment for  a  sum  of  money  unless  ten 
years  have  elapsed  since  it  was  dock- 
eted, a  final  decree  In  an  action  for 
divorce  which  provides  for  the  pay- 
ment of  alimony  by  instalments  is  a 
judgment  for  the  payment  of  money 
within  such  statute.    Parquhar  v.  Far- 
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quhar,   172  App.   Div.   242,   158   N.  Y. 
Supp.  194. 

37.  Fort  V.  Blagg,  38  Ark.  471; 
Eichelbsrger  v.  Smyser,  8  Watts  (Pa.j 
ISl. 

[a]  An  action  cannot  be  maintained 
on  a  decree  of  distribution  in  the  or- 
phan's court  to  recover  the  distribu- 
tive share  of  an  estate,  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  such  court  over  the  distribution 
of  an  estate  being  exclusive.  Black's 
Exr.  V.  Black's  Exrs.,  34  Pa.  354. 

38.  Dubois  v.  Dubois,  6  Cow.  (N.  Y.) 
494. 

.S9.  Fenlon  v.  Paillard,  46  Mise.  151, 
93  N.  Y.  Supp.  1101. 

fa]  "Apart  from  any  statute  on 
Ihe  subject,  I  have  no  doubt  that  this 
plaintiff  may  sue  upon  a  final  order  in 
a  special  proceeding,  establishing  of 
record  the  fact  of  an  indebtedness. 
Such  an  order  has  every  attribute  of 
finality  in  the  determination  of  a  judi- 
cial inquiry  which  is  possessed  by  a 
surrogate's  decree,  and  the  principle 
which  upholds  the  maintenance  of  an 
aution  upon  the  latter  ...  is  equally 
applicable  to  the  former;  yet  neither 
is  a  'judgment'  in  ordinary  accept- 
ance." Fenlon  v.  Paillard,  46  Misc. 
151,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  1101. 

40.  ijee  Tay,  Brooks  &  Backus  v. 
Hawley,  39  Cal.  93;  Oakley  v.  Aspin- 
wall,  4  N.  Y.  513;  and  infra.  III,  B,  2, 
a,  (IT),  (A;.  But  see  Kendriek  v.  Kim- 
ball, 33  K.  H.  482,  apparently  holding 
otherwise.  This  case,  however,  is  in- 
consistent with  later  ruling  cases,  such 
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ity.*^    But  under  some  circumstances  an  action  in  equity  may  be  main- 
tained on  such  judgments.*^ 

b.  Leave  To  Sve.  —  Under  the  common  law  the  plaintiff  is  not  re- 
quired' to  obtain  leave  to  sue  on  a-  domestic  judgment.*'  But  in  some 
jurisdictions  such  leave  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  maintenance 
of  an  action  under  certain  conditions,**  though  it  has  been  held  that 
the  absence  of  leave  to  sue  is  a  mere  irregularity  and  not  a  jurisdic- 
tional prerequisite,  which  may  be  cured  by  a  subsequent  order  grant- 
ing leave  nunc  pro  tunc.*^  In  other  states  the  failure  to  obtain  leave 
to  sue  on  a  domestic  judgment  merely  prevents  the  plaintiff  from  re- 
covery of  costs  in  the  action.*^  A  statute  requiring  the  parties  to  a 
judgment  to  obtain  leave  before  suing  upon  it  has  no  application  to  an 
action  brought  by  an  assignee  of  the  judgment,*^  nor  does  such  statute 


as  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714,  24 
L.  ed.  565. 

41.  See  the  titles  "Judgments;" 
"Kes  Judicata;"  and  7  Ency.  of  Ev. 
781. 

42.  See  infra.  Ill,  C,  1. 

43.  Ives  V.  Pinch,  28  Conn.  112; 
Denison  v.  "Williams,  4  Conn.  402; 
Mandlebaum  v.  Gregovich,  24  Nev.  154, 
50  Pac.  849. 

44.  la. — ^Wilson  v.  Tucker,  105  Iowa 
55,  74  N.  W.  908;  Morrison  «.  Spring- 
field Co.,  84  Iowa  637,  51  N.  W.  183; 
Matthews  v.  Davis,  61  Iowa  225,  16  N. 
W.  102.  N.  Y. — See  Graham  v.  Scrip- 
ture, 26  How.  Pr.  501;  Baldwin  v.  Rob- 
erts, 30  Hun  163;  Underhill  v.  Phil- 
lips, 30  App.  Div.  238,  51  N.  Y.  Supp. 
801,  5  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  395;  Cook  v. 
Thurston,  18  Misc.  506,  42  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1084;  United  States  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Gage,  26  Abb.  N.  C.  16,  13  N.  Y.  Supp. 
837.  S.  C— Brock  v.  Kirkpatrick,  60 
S.  C.  322,  38  S.  E.  779,  85  Am.  St.  Rep. 
847.  Wis.— Cole  v.  Mitchell,  77  "Wis. 
131,  45  N.  "W.  948. 

As  to  pleading  leave,  see  infra,  11, 

[a]  The  absence  of  leave  is  not  & 
mere  irregularity  which  may  be  waived 
by  defendant's  not  objecting  thereto 
but  it  is  a  substantive  right  which 
must  be  shown  to  exist  before  the  ac- 
tion can  be  maintained.  Farish  v.  Aus- 
tin, 25  Hun  (N.  Y.;  430.  But  see  Lane 
V.  Salter,  4  Robt.  (N.  Y.)  239. 

[b]  The  decision  of  the  trial  court 
as  to  whether  or  not  leave  to  bring  an 
action  on  a  judgment  should  be  granted 
is  conclusive  and  not  reviewable.  Ken- 
dall V.  Briley,  86  N.  C.  56.  To  the  same 
effect,  "Warren  v.  Warren,  84  N.  C.  614. 

45.    Church  v.  Van  Buren,  55  How. 


Pr.  (N.  Y.)  489.  But  see  Finch  v.  Car- 
penter, 4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  225,  and 
cases   in  preceding   note. 

[a]  Order  Nunc  Pro  Tunc. — There 
"is  no  valid  reason  why  a  court  may 
not,  in  furtheranc3  of  justice  and  in 
the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  mani- 
fest its  consent  to  the  prosecution  of 
a  cause  which  shall  operate  retroact- 
ively, and  thereby  obviate  the'  neces- 
sity of  dismissing  the  action  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  applying  to  the  court 
for  leave  to  again  institute  his  suit 
just  as  before."  Stoddard  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Matties,  10  S.  D.  253,  72  N.  "W.  891. 

46.  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gas- 
lin,  41  Minn.  552,  43  N.  "W.  4S3. 

47.  McGrath  v.  Maxwell,  17  App. 
Div.  246,  45  N.  Y.  Supp.  587;  Knapp  v. 
Valentine,  24  Civ.  Proc.  331,  33  N.  Y. 
Supp.  712,  67  N.  Y.  St.  582;  Hedges  v. 
Conger,  45  Hun  590,  10  N.  Y.  St.  42; 
Carpenter  v.  Butler,  29  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
251. 

[a]  "We  suppose  the  object  of  the 
statute  was  to  prohibit  suing  upon  a 
judgment,  when  there  could  be  no  mot- 
ive for  it,  except  to  accumulate  costs. 
But  the  reason  of  the  statute,  if  that 
was  the  sole  reason  for  it,  would  seem 
to  apply  with  as  much  force  to  the  as- 
signee as  to  the  assignor  of  a  judgment. 
"We  are  not  aware,  however,  of  any  com- 
plaints, that  suits  have  been  brought, 
with  such  motives,  at  the  instance  of 
the  assignees  of  judgments.  The  ad- 
vantages to  an  assignee,  in  recovering 
a  judgment  in  his  own  name,  are  ob- 
vious. Such  a  recovery  furnishes  rec- 
ord evidence,  that  no  equities  existed 
between  the  assignor  and  the  judgment- 
debtor,  at  the  time  of  the  assignment, 
which  entitle  the  latter  to  lexemption 
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apply  to  the  presentation  of  a  judgment  by;  way  of  counterclaim  or  set- 
off,** or  to  a  judgment  of  another  state  or  federal  court  unless  expressly 
so  providing.*' 

c.  Form  of  Action.  —  Debt  is  the  proper  action  on  a  domestic  judg- 
ment;^" but  in  some  jurisdictions  assum/psit  may  be  maintained.^^ 

d.  Jurisdiciion  and  Venue.  —  An  action  on  a  domestic  judgment 
may  be  maintained  not  only  in  the  court  wherein  it  was  rendered,^^  but 
also  in  another  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.^^  It  has  been  held, 
however,  that  an  action  on  a  domestic  judgment  may  be  brought  only 
in  the  county  wherein  the  judgment  was  rendered.^*  An  action  on  a 
judgment  may  be  brought  in  a  justices'  court.''^ 


from  paying  the  debt.  It  puts  it  out 
of  the  power  of  the  assignor  to  dis- 
charge the  judgment,  or  affect  the 
rights  or  remedies,  of  his  assignee.  .  .  . 
We  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to  extend,  by 
construction  under  such  circumstances, 
the  common  and  natural  meaning  of  the 
words,  'between  the  same  parties.'  As 
the  code  only  prohibits  an  action  be- 
tween such  parties,  we  do  not  feel  au- 
thorized to  hold  that  parties,  not  pro- 
hibited by  that  section  from  bringing 
an  action,  shall  not  bring  one."  TufEts 
V.  Braisted,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  83. 

48.  McClenahan  v.  Gotten,  83  N.  C. 
332. 

49.  U.  S. — Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Roch- 
ester, etc.  Co.,  29  Fed.  609.  N.  Y. 
■Morton  v.  Palmer,  60  Hun  583,  14  N. 
Y.  Supp.  912,  21  Civ.  Proc.  94,  39  N. 
Y.  St.  236;  Goodyear  D.  V.  Co.  v.  Fris- 
selle,  22  Hun  174.  Pa. — ^Hinman  v. 
Hare,  13  "W.  N.  C.  251. 

50.  U.  S. — Du  Bois  v.  Seymour,  152 
Fed.  600,  81  C.  C.  A.  590.  Conn.— Vail 
V.  Mumford,  1  Root  142.  N.  C. — Hum- 
phreys V.  Buie,  12  N.  C.  378.  Vt. 
Woods  V.  Pettis  Co.,  4  Vt.  556. 

See  6  Standard  Peoc.  475,  476. 

[a]  When  "a  judgment  has  been 
recovered  for  a  tort,  it  then  is  fixed  and 
certain.  It  is  a  debt,  as  much  as  if  it 
were  recovered  upon  a  promise;  and  an 
action  of  debt,  under  the  former  prac- 
tice, brought  upon  such  a  judgment, 
was  an  action  ex  contractu.  It  is  so 
classed  by  all  the  writers."  Johnson  v. 
Butler,  2  Iowa  535. 

51.  Mich. — Woods  v.  Ayres,  39 
Mich.  345,  33  Am.  Bep.  396,  by  stat- 
ute. N.  y. — Stanton  v.  Thomas,'  24 
Wend.  70,  35  Am.  Dec.  595.  Pa.— Full- 
mer &  Co.  V.  Pine,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  482. 

See  3  Standard  Proc.  193,  194,  and 
infra,  III,  B,  2,  b. 

52.  Crreathouse  v.  Smith,  4  111,  541; 
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Becknell  v.  Beeknell,  110  Ind.  42,  10 
N.  E.  414;  Hansford  v.  Van  Auken  79 
Ind.  157. 

53.  U.  S. — Hickman  v.  Macon  Coun- 
ty, 42  Fed.  759.  Ind.— Becknell  v. 
Becknell,  110  Ind.  42,  10  N.  E.  414; 
Gould  V.  Hayden,  63  Ind.  443.  Ky. 
Craig  V.  Garufett's  Admr.,  9  Bush  97. 
N.  Y.— Goodrich  v.  Colvin,  6  Cow.  397; 
McGuire  v.  Gallagher,  2  Sandf.  402; 
Baldinger  v.  Turkowsky,  36  Misc.  822 
74  N.  y.  Supp.  897. 

[a]  "An  action  of  debt  on  a  judg- 
ment is  not  like  a  scire  facias,  which 
must  issue  from  the  same  court  which 
rendered  the  judgment."  Barr  v.  Simp- 
son, Baldw.  543,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,038. 

[b]  In  the  Comity  of  Defendant's 
Kesidence. — Barr  n.  Simpson,  Baldw. 
543,  2  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,038;  Johnson  v. 
Skipworth,  59  Tex.  473;  Townsend  v. 
Smith,  20  Tex.  465,  70  Am.  Dec.  400. 

54.  Barnes  v.  Keiiyon,  2  Johns.  Cas. 
(N.  Y.;   381. 

[a]  "The  authorities  are  conclus- 
ive upon  the  point  that  in  action  of 
debt,  or  in  scire  facias  on  a  recogniz- 
ance of  bail  by  bill,  and  in  action  of 
debt  on  a  judgment  of  record,  the  venue 
is  local,  and  must  be  laid  in  the  coun- 
ty where  the  record  is.  The  reason  as- 
signed is,  that  the  judgment  constitutes 
a  new  contract  between  the  parties, 
and  the  plaintiff  must  count  upon  the 
record,  by  which  it  will  appear  that 
the  cause  of  action  arose  in  the  county 
where  the  judgment  was  obtained." 
Smith  V.  Clark,  1  Ark.  63. 

55.  McGuire  v.  Gallagher,  2  Sandf. 
(N.  Y.)   402. 

fa]  Where  a  judgment  of  the  jus- 
tice's court  is  filed  with  and  docketed 
by  the  county  clerk  it  must  be  consid- 
ered as  a  judgment  of  the  county  court, 
and  the  justices '  court  having  no  power 
to  grant  leave  to  bring  an  action  on 
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e.  Joinder.  —  The  general  mles  as  to  joinder  have  been  applied  to 
actions  on  judgments.'"  It  has  been  held  improper  to  add  to  the  count 
on  the  judgment  a  separate  count  on  the  instrument  upon  which  the 
judgment  was  recoA'^ered.'' 

f .  Parties.  —  (I.)  Plaintiff.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  an  action  on  a 
domestic  judgment  can  be  brought  only  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  original 
action  or  by  his  successor  in  interest,®^  even  though  the  judgment  was 
recovered  for  the  benefit  of  another.^^  Under  some  statutes,  however, 
the  action  must  be  brought  by  the  real  party  in  interest,""  and  there- 
fore the  assignee  may  sue  in  his  own  name,"^  and  the  owner  of  an  equit^ 
able  title  to  a  domestic  judgment  may  sue  thereon."^  But  the  assignor 
or  legal  owner  of  the  judgment  should  be  made  a  party  to  the  action."^ 


such  judgment  an  action  thereon  can- 
not be  brought  in  the  justices'  court. 
Baldwin  v.  Eoberts,  30  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
163.  See  also  Lyon  v.  Manly,  32  Barb. 
(N.  T.)  51,  10  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  337. 
And  compare,  Baldinger  v.  Turkowsky, 
S6  Misc.  822,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  897. 

56.  See  14  Standard  Peoc.  691,  692. 
[a]     Several  judgments  may  be  sued 

on  in  the  same  action  if  all  the  debt- 
ors are  the  same  and  are  made  defend- 
ants. Barnes  v.  Smith,  1  Eobt.  (N.  Y.) 
C99. 

57.  Davis  v.  Sanders,  25  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C;  26.  See  also  Latine  v.  Clem- 
ents, 3  6a.  426.  But  see  Harrison  v. 
Magoon,  13  Hawaii  339,  359,  holding 
such   joinder   proper. 

58.  United  States  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ven- 
ner,  172  Mass.  449,  52  N.  E.  543. 

[a]  Party  Wrongly  Named  in  Judg- 
ment.— ^Where  a  judgment  is  rendered 
in  favor  of  a  plaintiff  designated  by  a 
wrong  name  an  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained by  such  plaintiff  on  the  judg- 
ment in  his  right  name,  even  though  it 
is  averred  in  the  complaint,  that  plain- 
tiff was  misnamed  by  mistake.  Gil- 
bert V.  Hanford,  13  Mich.  40. 

59.  Triplett  v.  Scott,  12  111.   137. 

60.  Colo. — Jausen  v.  Hyde,  8  Colo. 
App.  38,  44  Pac.  760.  Ind.— Kelley  v. 
Love,  35  Ind.  106.  S.  D.— Case  Thresh- 
ing Mach.  Co.  V.  Pederson,  6  S.  D.  140, 
60  N.  W.  747. 

[a]  An  attorney,  who  stipulates 
with  his  client  to  advance  all  costs  and 
expenses  of  a  suit  and  to  indemnify  the 
principal  against  all  liability  therefor 
may  maintain  an  action  on  the  judg- 
ment for  the  recovery  of  costs  awarded 
therein.  Blondel  v.  Ohlman,  132  Iowa 
257,  109  N.  W.  806. 

[b]  Assignee      of     Half     Interest. 


Where  the  statute  requires  every  action 
to  be  brought  by  the  real  party  in  in- 
terest the  assignee  of  one-half  interest 
of  the  judgment  is  properly  joined  as 
plaintiff  in  an  action  thereon.  Mandls- 
baum  V.  Gregovich,  24  Nev.  154,  50  Pae. 
849.  Compare  Fullmer  &  Co.  v.  Pine, 
17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  482. 

[c]  Trustee. — No  action  on  a  decree 
for  alimony  can  be  brought  by  a  party 
to  whom  the  alimony  is  made  payable 
for  the  benefit  of  defendant's  wife  and 
children,  and  an  allegation  that  the  ac- 
tion is  instituted  for  the  benefit  of  the 
wife  and  children  does  not  alter  his  re- 
lation to  the  judgment  sued  on,  since 
such  allegation  could  not  bind  the  real 
owner  of  the  judgment  and  prevent 
the  owner  from  bringing  suit  thereon. 
Hunt  V.  Monroe,  32  Utah  428,  91  Pac. 
269,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  249. 

[d]  The  mere  possession  of  a  tran- 
script does  not  raise  a  presumption  that 
the  possessor  has  any  legal  or  bene- 
ficial interest  in  the  judgment  to  en- 
title him  to  the  maintenance  of  an  ac- 
tion on  the  judgment.  Tally  v.  Eey- 
nolds,  1  Ark.  99,  31  Am.  Dec.  737. 

61.  Curtin  v.  Kowalsky,  145  Cal.  431, 
78  Pac.  962;  Shirts  v.  Irons,  54  Ind.  13. 

62.  N.  J.— State  v.  Smith,  15  N.  J. 
L.  84.  N.  Y.— Adams  v.  Stillman,  4 
Misc.  259,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  810,  53  N. 
Y.  St.  180.  S.  D.— Case  Threshing 
MacF.  Co.  V.  Pederson,  6  S.  D.  140,  60 
N.  AV.  747. 

63.  lud.— Chicago  &  S.  E.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Higgins,  150  Ind.  329,  50  N.  B.  32; 
McCammock  v.  Clark,  16  Ind.  320;  Mc- 
Cardle  v.  Aultman  Co.,  31  Ind.  App.  63, 
67  N.  E.  236.  Ky.— Elliott  i>.  Waring, 
5  Mon.  338,  17  Am.  Dec.  69.  N.  C. 
McKinnie  v.  Eutherford,  21  N.  C.  14. 

[a]    A  failure  to  raise  the  objection 
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And  it  has  been  held  that  a  statute  permitting  actions  on  contracts  ex- 
press or  implied  to  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest 
has  no  application  to  judgments,^*  and  therefore  even  in  case  of  an  as- 
signment the  action  should  be  in  the  name  of  the  assignor.*®  Upon  as- 
signment of  part  of  the  judgment  an  action  on  the  judgment  to  re- 
cover the  part  assigned  cannot  be  maintained  where  the  judgment  ia 
for  an  entire  siim  payable  at  one  time."® 

(II.)  Defendant.  —  One  cannot  be  sued  upon  a  judgment  recovered  in 
an  action  to  which  he  was  not  a  party.*^  But  where  the  judgment  was 
rendered  against  the  defendant  by  a  wrong  name,*^  or  his  Christian 
name  was  omitted  therein,"^  an  action  on  the  judgment  may  be  main- 
tained against  him  in  his  true  name.  Where  the  judgment  is  against 
one  defendant  only,  no  action  can  be  brought  against  such  defendant 
and  another  party  jointly.''"    Under  a  statute  permitting  suit  against 


that  the  assignor  is  Bot  made  a  party 
ia  a  waiver  of  such  objection.  Shirts 
V.  Irons,  54  Ind.  13. 

[b]  Proper  But  Not  Necessary 
Party. — "Where  the  assignment  is  ab- 
solute and  unconditional,  there  is  no 
reason  for  making  the  assignor  a  party. 
It  has  been  decided  in  this  court  that 
a  mortgagor,  who  has  parted  with  the 
equity  of  redemption,  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party;  and  I  can  see  no  stronger 
reason  for  making  the  assignor  of  a 
judgment  a  party,  than  the  mortgagor 
who  has  parted  with  all  his  interests  in 
the  lands.  The  multiplication  of  part- 
ies should  be  avoided  whenever  they 
have  no  interest  at  stake  in  the  cause; 
it  can  only  tend  to  create  expense  and 
embarrassment,"  Bruen  v.  Crane,  2 
N.  J.  Eq.  347. 

64.    Masterson  v.  Gibson,  56  Ala.  56. 

[a]  An  action  upon  a  judgment  is 
not  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  for 
the  payment  of  money  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  and  a  judgment 
therefore  must  be  sued  on  in  the  name 
of  the  original  plaintiff  or,  if  he  be 
dead,  of  his  executor  or  administrator. 
Masterson  v.  Gibson,  56  Ala.  56.  Contra, 
Moore  v.  Nowell,  94  N.  C.  265,  where 
the  court  says:  "The  term  'contract,' 
as  employed  in  the  statute,  ...  is  used 
in  its  broadest  legal  sense — in  a  funda- 
mental sense — and  implies  and  em- 
braces all  things  in  action,  that  have 
the  nature  or  legal  quality  of  a  con- 
tract as  defined  by  the  law.  It  is  em- 
ployed in  a  leading  and  distinguishing 
sense,  in  the  formation  of  a  system  of 
procedure.  Therefore,  the  judgments 
_.   .   .  do  arise  out  of  contract,  and  the 
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plaintiff,  as  assignee,  may  maintain  an 
action  upon  them  in  his  own  name." 

65.  See  preceding  note. 

[a]  "It  is  a  sufficient  answer,  that 
neither  the  common  or  statutory  law 
recognizes  the  assignment  of  a  judg- 
ment; such  assignment  passes  only  an 
equitable  interest,  and  does  not  author- 
ize a  suit  at  law,  in  the  name  of  the 
assignee."  Black  v.  Everett,  5  Stew. 
&  P.  (Ala.)   60. 

66.  Fullmer  &  Co.  v.  Pine,  17  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  482.  Compare  Mandlebaum  v. 
Gregovich,  24  Nev.  154,  50  Pac.  849. 

[a]  "The  action,  whether  debt  or 
scire  facias,  must  be  issued  upon  the 
judgment,  and  must  follow  the  judg- 
ment and  be  for  the  entire  sum  due 
thereon.  If  this  judgment  had  been 
payable  in.  instalmfents,  then  as  each 
instalment  fell  due  an  action  to  col- 
lect such  instalment  would  lie,  but  a 
judgment  cannot  be  subdivided  by  a 
party  so  as  to  enable  him  to  sue  for  a 
portion  of  it  assigned  to  him."  IMU- 
mer  &  Co.  v.  Pine,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  482. 

67.  Bunt  V.  Eheum,  52  Iowa  619,  3 
N,  W.  667. 

68.  Lafayette  Ins.  Co.  v.  French,  18 
How.  (IT.  8.)  404,  15  L.  ed.  451;  Steve- 
lie  V.  Read,  2  Wash.  274,  22  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  13,389. 

[a]  Identity  Must  Be  Questioned  in 
Trial  Court. — Where  no  question  as  to 
defendant's  identity  is  raised  in  the 
trial  court  none  can  be  raised  for  the 
first  tjme  on  appeal.  Hofferberth  v. 
Nash,  50  Misc.  328,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  684, 
18  Ann.  Cas.  341,  37  Civ.  Proo.  9,3. 

69.  Newcomb  v.  Peck,  17  Vt.  302, 
44  Am.  Dec.  340. 

70.  Webb  v.  Garner,  4  Mo.  10. 
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one  or  more  of  the  persons  liable  on  a  joint  obligation,  a  judgment 
against  two  or  inore  defendants,  in  some  jurisdictions  is  a  several 
obligation  and  an  action  upon  such  judgment  may  be  brought  against 
any  of  the  defendants  named  therein,^^  although  the  judgment  had 
not  been  revived  against  one  of  the  co-defendants  who  .died  since  its 
rendition.'^  An  action,  however,  on  a  domestic  judgment  cannot  be 
maintained  against  a  joint  defendant  who  was  not  served  with  process 
in  the  original  action."  In  the  absence  of  statute  authorizing  it  ac- 
tions on  judgments  against  several  defendants  jointly  liable  thereon 
cannot  be  maintained  unless  all  the  living  defendants  are  sued  jointly,^* 
even  though  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  all  contracts  which  by  the 
common  law  were  joint  shall  be  deemed  several  contracts."^ 

g.  Pleadings. — (I.)  Generally.  — The  pleadings  in  actions  upon 
judgments  are  governed  by  the  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed."* 

(II.)  Declaration  and  Complaint.TT  —  The  judgment  sued  on  must  be 
described  with  sufficient  particularity  to  identify  the  cause  of  action." 


71.  U.  S.— Belleville  Sav.  Bank  v. 
"Winslow,  30  Fed.  488;  United  States  v. 
Spiel,  3  McCrary  107,  8  Fed.  143.  Kan. 
Eichardson  v.  Painter,  80  Kan.  574,  102 
Pac.  1099,  133  Am.  St.  Kep.  224;  Bead 
V.  Jeffries,  16  Kan.  534.  N.  Y. — John- 
son V.  Smith,  23  How.  Pr.  444;  Carman 
V.  Townsend,  6  Wend.  206.  Va. 
Eoane's  Admr.  v.  Drummond's  Admrs., 
6  Band.  182.  Wash. — Bignold  v.  Carr, 
24  Wash.  413,  64  Pac.  519;  Olson  v. 
Veazie,  9  Wash.  481,  37  Pae.  677,  43 
Am.  St.  Bep.  855. 

72.  Eichardson  t>.  Painter,  80  Kan. 
574,  102  Pac.  1099,  133  Am.  St.  Bep. 
224. 

73.  Oakley  «.  Aspinwall,  ,4  N.  T. 
513. 

[a]  "To  say  that  a  person  is  liable 
to  an  action  on  a  judgment,  but  that 
he  may,  in  that  action,  litigate  the 
cause  of  action  upon  which  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered — to  hold  that  he 
may  be  sued  upon  the  judgment,  but 
that,  if  he  pleads  the  proper  matters 
in  defense,  the  judgment  is  not  even 
prima  facie  evidence  against  him,  is, 
to  our  minds,  altogether  unsatisfactory 
and  illogical."  Tay  v.  Hawley,  39  Cal, 
93. 

74.  TJ.  S.— United  States  v.  Cush- 
man,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,907.  Mass. 
Wright  V.  Andrews,  130  Mass.  150; 
Hall  V.  Williams,  6  Pick.  232,  17  Am. 
Dec.  356.  Mo. — Sheehan,  etc.  Trans. 
Co.  V.  8ims,  28  Mo.  App.  64. 

[a]  Joint  Judgment. — Where  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  on  a  joint  and 
several  bond  elects  to  tieat  the  bond 


as  a  joint  one  and  obtains  judgment 
against  all  the  joint  defendants,  ha 
cannot  maintain  an  action  on  the  judg- 
ment against  one  of  the  defendants 
only.  Judge  of  Probate  v.  Webster,  46 
N.  H.  518. 

[b]  "The  judgment  survives 
against  the  living  judgment  debtors; 
and  can  in  no  mode  whatsoever,  known 
to  the  common  law,  be  enforced  against 
the  administrator  of  the  deceased 
debtor.  As  to  him,  in  its  character  as 
a  judgment,  it  is  functus  officio." 
United  States  v.  Cushman,  25  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  14,907. 

75.  Sheehan,  etc.  Trans.  Co.  v.  Sims, 
28  Mo.  App.  64. 

76.  See  the  titles  throughout  this 
work  dealing  with  particular  phases  of 
pleading. 

77.  See  the  title  "Declaration  and 
Complaint." 

78.  Davis  v.  Davis,  65  Fed.  380.  See 
infra,  III,  B,  2,  d,  (I). 

As  to  pleading  judgment  as  estoppel, 
see  the  title  "Judgments." 

For  forms  of  declaration  and  com- 
plaint, see  9  Standard  Pboc.  742-745. 

[a]  A  count  showing  the  recovery 
of  the  judgment,  the  court  in  which  it 
was  recovered,  the  date,  parties  and 
amount,  is  sufB.cient.  Masterson  v.  Matt- 
hews, 60  Ala.  260. 

[b]  A  complaint  states  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  if 
it  "describes  the  court  in  which  the 
alleged  judgment  was  rendered,  the 
place  where  it  was  held,  the  names  of 
the  parties,  the  date  at  which  it  was 
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It  need  not  be  set  out  in  haee  verba  but  may  be  pleaded  according  to  its 
legal  effect/^  In  some  jurisdictions  the  record  of  a  judgment  is  held 
to  be  an  instrument  in  writing  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  requir- 
ing a  copy  of  such  instrument  to  be  filed  with  the  complaint,^"  while 
in  others  the  contrary  is  held.*^    A  complaint  upon  a  judgment  must 


entered,  and  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment." Ewing  V.  Jennings,  15  Nev. 
379. 

[c]  Judgment  of  Justice  Court. — A 
complaint  containing  the  allegations, 
that  a  certain  ,sum  is  due  to  plaintiff 
from  the  defendant  on  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  against  the  defend- 
ant rendered  on  a  certain  day  by  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  at  a  certain  place, 
■which  said  judgment  with  interest  is 
still  unsatisfied,  due  and  unpaid,  is  suffi- 
cient. Kaufman  v.  Bichardson,  142  Ala. 
429,  37  So.  673,  110  Am.  St.  Bep.  40. 

[d]  Judgment  Partly  Satisfied. 
Where  the  plaintiff  sets  forth  in  his 
complaint  the  judgment  and  the  amount 
recovered  thereby,  and  prays  for  re- 
covery of  the  balance  due  on  the  judg- 
ment without  naming  the  precise  sum, 
the  complaint  is  good  as  against  a  de- 
murrer, as,  strictly  speaking,  if  any 
payment  had  been  made,  it  is  matter 
of  defense  and  the  plaintiff  is  not  re- 
quired to  state  the  precise  sum  which 
he  might  be  entitled  to  recover  on  the 
judgment.  O'Neal  v.  Kittredge,  3  Allen 
(Mass.)   470. 

79.  Central  Bank  v.  Veasey,  14  Ark. 
671. 

80.  111. — Jefferson  v.  Alexander,  84 
III.  278;  Lambert  v.  Jonte,  28  111.  App. 
591.  Kan. — ^Burnes  v.  Simpson,  9  Kan. 
658.  N.  Y.— Day  v.  New  Lots,  107  N. 
Y.  148,  13  N.  E.  915.  Ohio.— Memphis 
Med.  College  v.  Newton,  2  Handy  163, 
12  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  382;  Linehan 
V.  Snyder,.  7  Ohio  N.  P.  132.  But  com- 
pare Cox  V.  Farley,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print) 291,  quoted  in  part  in  the  fol- 
lowing note. 

See  generally  the  title  "Exhibits." 
[a]  ' '  A  judgment,  when  declared  on 
as  a  cause  of  action,  is  such  a  written 
instrument  as  section  118  of  the  code 
requires  to  be  sat  out  by  copy  attached 
to  and  filed  with  the  petition."  Ober- 
lin  L.  T.  &  B.  Co.  v.  Kitchen,  8  Kan. 
App.  445,  57  Pac.  494. 

fb]  Where  the  rules  of  the  court 
provide  that  in  suits  upon  recognizances 
and  instruments  of  record  a  copy  of 
the   instrument   or   record   need  not  be 
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filed,  if  the  complaint  contains  a  full 
reference  to  the  office,  book  and  page 
where  the  same  may  be  found,  a  com- 
pliance with  such  rule  is  sufS.cient  and 
no  copy  of  the  judgment  is  required  to 
be  attached  to  the  complaint.  Hauck 
V.  Gundaker,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  12. 

[c]  Bemedy  for  Omission. — "There 
was  no  copy  of  the  judgment  sued  on 
attached  to  the  petition.  We  think  this 
was  such  an  instrument  as  the  code  re- 
quires to  be  filed  with  the  pleadings; 
but  the  defect  was  one  to  be  corrected 
on  motion,  not  by  demurrer.  In  states 
like  Indiana,  where  the  code  makes  the 
instrument  or  account  on  which  the 
jdeading  is  founded  a  part  of  the  rec- 
ord, the  not  filing  it  may  well  be  taken 
advantage  of  by  demurrer;  but  in  a 
code  like  ours  such  a  practice  is  not 
logical,  and  ought  not  to  be  enforced." 

Burnes  i>.  Simpson,  9  Kan.  658.  See 
the  following:  111. — Deem  v.  Crums,  46 
111.  69.  Mo. — Hall  v.  Harrison,  21  Mo. 
227,  64  Am.  Dec.  225.  Ohio.— Linehan 
V.  Snyder,  7  Ohio  N.  P.  132. 

81.  Beeknell  v.  Becknell,  110  Ind. 
42,  10  N.  E.  414;  Lvtle  v.  Lytle,  37  Ind. 
281;  Snyder  v.  Snyder,  25  Ind.  399. 

[a]  "It  was  held  in  some  of  the 
earlier  cases  in  this  court  that  when 
a  judgment  is  sued  upon,  or  set  up  as  a 
defense,  a  transcript  of  the  same  must 
be  filed  with  the  pleading,  and  thus 
be  made  a  part  of  it,  under  the  statute 
which  requires  that  when  any  pleading 
is  founded  on  a  written  instrument,  the 
original,  or  a  copy  thereof,  must  be 
filed  with  the  pleading.  It  is  now  set- 
tled, by  later  and  well  considered  cases, 
that  a  judgment  is  not  a  written  in- 
strument within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  and  that  a  transcript  of  the 
same  need  not  be  filed  with  pleadings 
in  such  cases."  Hopper  v.  Lucas,  86 
Ind.  43. 

fbt  "From  the  use  of  the  words, 
'■written  Instrument,'  it  is  clear  that 
the  code  refers  to  an  instrument  exe- 
cuted by  or  between  parties.  Webster 
defines  the  word,  as  a  writing  contain- 
ing the  terms  of  a  contract.  In  this 
sense,  a  record  is  not  a  written  instru- 
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show  that  the  jiadgment  sued  upon  was  a  final  determination  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties.""  The  complaint  should  show  where  the  judg- 
ment sued  upon  was  rendered.**"  It  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth  the 
proceedings  in  the  action  which  culminated  in  the  judgment  sued 
upon,^*  or  to  show  the  cause  of  action  upon  which  the  judgment  was 
rendered,**^  except  where  the  judgment  is  deemed  only  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  debt,^* 


raent.  The  judgment  of  the  court  is 
the  ground  of  thia  action,  and  the  rec- 
ord is  the  mere  evidence  of'  that  re- 
covery. The  record  is  as  accessible  to 
the  one  party  as  the  other.  It  is  pub- 
lie  property,  and  either  party  can  ob- 
tain a,  copy  of  it.  Section  117  refers 
to  written  instruments,  which  the  party 
has  in  his  exclusive  possession,  and  a 
copy  of  which  the  other  party  may  re- 
quire in  order  to  enable  him  to  an- 
swer. But  here  the  action  is  founded 
on  the  recovery,  or-  judgment  in  Vir- 
ginia, and  the  transcript,  which  the 
lilaintifE  may  have,  is  a  mere  copy  of 
that  recovery — of  that  judgment — of 
the  existence  of  which  it  is  merely  the 
legal  evidence."  Cox  v.  Farley,  2  Ohio 
Dec.   (Reprint)    291. 

82.  Edwards  v.  Hellings,  99  Cal.  214, 
33  Pac.  799. 

[a]  It  is  not  suflcient  to  allege, 
that  on  a  certain  date  it  was  "ad- 
judged" that  defendants  should  pay  to 
plaintiff  a  certain  sum,  the  term  "ad- 
judged" being  applicable  also  to  inter- 
locutory orders.  Edwards  v.  Hellings, 
99  Cal.  214,  33  Pac.  799. 

83.  Duyckinck  v.  Cliaton  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.,  23  N.  J.  L.  279. 

[a]  The  practice  requiring  the  plain- 
tiff suing  upon  a  judgment  to  state 
where  it  was  rendered  "is  not  founded 
on  the  idea  that  an  action  upon  a 
judgment  is  a  local  action.  It  prevails 
as  well  in  declaring  upon  foreign,  as 
upon  domestic  judgments,  and  upon  the 
judgments  of  the  superior  courts,  .  .  . 
as  upon  the  judgments  of  inferior  courts 
of  limited  jurisdiction.  .  .  .  When 
a  court  sits  in  different  places  for  dif- 
ferent districts,  and  where  the  terri- 
torial jurisdiction  of  the  court  varies 
with  the  place  in  which  its  sitting  is 
held,  the  propriety  and  necessity  (in 
declaring  upon  ^  judgment  of  such 
court)  of  stating  definitely  the  place 
where  the  court  was  held  when  the 
Judgment  was  rendered  is  sufaciently 
tibvious.  In  that  mode  only,  would  the 
defendant  be  \nformed  by  the  declara- 


tion of  the  real  cause  of  action,  and 
enabled  to  avail  himself  of  every 
legitimate  defence."  Duyckinck  v. 
Clinton  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  23  N.  J.  L.  279. 

84.  Caldwell  v.  Eichards,  2  Bibb 
(Ky.)  331. 

'  [a]  "Where  an  action  is  brought  to 
enforce  a  right  arising  from  a  judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  records,  the  plead- 
ings upon  which  the  judgment  was  re- 
covered are  not  recited  except  so  far 
as  may  be  required  to  render  the  com- 
plaint intelligible.  The  pleadings  are 
merged  in  the  judgment,  and  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  is  established  by  it. 
In  a  collateral  proceeding  it  will  be 
presumed  that  the  court,  if  of  general 
jurisdiction,  found  the  pleading  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  its  judgment  or  or- 
der, and  such  pleading  cannot  be  caHed 
in  question  in  an  indirect  attack." 
Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Ft.  Wayne,  etc.  Trac- 
tion Co.,  161  Ind.  295,  67  N.  B.  674. 

[b]  In  "pleading  the  judgment  or 
decree  of  a  court  having  plenary  juris- 
diction of  the  subject,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  set  forth  the  proceedings  pre- 
liminary to  such  judgment  or  decree. 
The  presumption  of  law  is  conclusive, 
that  all  the  requisite  prior  proceedings 
were  had  in  the  case,  till  the  contrary 
appears."  Lathrop  v.  Stuart,  5  Mc- 
Lean 167,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,113. 

85.  Sims  V.  Hertzfeld,  95  Ala.  145, 
10  So.  227. 

As  to  joinder  of  count  on  original 
cause  of  action,  see  supra,  III,  B,  1,  e. 

86.  Turner  v.  Hamlin,  152  Ky.  469, 
153  S.  W.  778. 

[a]  Where  the  complaint  sets  forth 
the  obUgatiou  (1)  upon  wWch  the  orig- 
inal judgment  was  rendered,  it  cannot 
be  claimed  that  two  causes  of  action 
are  improperly  united  but  the  judgment 
nevertheless  must  be  deemed  the  foun- 
dation of  the  action.  Krower  v.  Eey- 
nolds,  99  N.  Y..  245,  1  N.  E.  775.  (2) 
Where  it  is  alleged  in  the  complaint 
that  the  defendant  made  and  delivered 
to  plaintiff  a  certain  promissory  note 
and  that  upon  maturity  thereof  plain- 
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Where  the  right  to  sue  is  a  matter  of  course,  cause  for  bringing  the 
suit  need  not  appear  in  the  complaint.'^  But  where  leave  to  sue,**  or 
any  othef  fact,'*  is  a  condition  precedent  to  an  action,  it  must  be  al- 
leged, though  in  some  jurisdictions  such  leave  of  court  is  not  regarded 
as  part  of  the  cause  of  action,^"  in  which  case  objection  for  absence  of 
leave  is  by  motion  rather  than  by  demurrcr.^^  It  is  not  necessary  to 
show  that  the  judgment  has  not  been  appealed  from."^  It  must  affirm- 
atively appear  from  the  complaint  that  the  judgment  sued  upon  re- 


tiff  filed  suit  and  obtained  a  judgment 
against  the  defendant,  the  "complaint 
does  not,  in  any  sense,  contain  two 
causes  of  action,  one  upon  the  note  and 
the  other  upon  the  judgment  rendered 
on  the  note.  The  allegation  that  the 
judgment  was  rendered  upon  the  note 
is,  in  legal  effect,  an  allegation  that 
the  note  had  become  merged  in  the 
judgment.  There  could  be  no  cause 
of  action  on  a  note  upon  which  a  valid 
judgment  had  been  rendered."  Ander- 
son V.  Mayers,  50  Cal.  525. 

87.  Mandlebaum  v.  Gregovieh,  24 
Nev.  154,  50  Pac.  849. 

88.  Graham  v.  Scripture,  26  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  501;  TJnderhill  v.  Phillips, 
30  App.  Div.  238,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  801, 
5  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  395.  See  also  Watts 
V.  Everett,  47  Iowa  269,  and  the  title 
"Suits  and  Actions." 

Contra,  Dean  v.  Eldridge,  29  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  218.  Compare,  Pinch  v. 
Carpenter,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)   225. 

As  to  necessity  fof  leave  to  sue, 
see  supra,  III,>  B,  1,  b. 

[a]  "Withotft  an  allegation  that 
such  permission  has  been  obtained,  the 
complaint  fails  to  show  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion." Graham  v.  Scripture,  26  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  501. 

[b]  Subsequent  Reversal  of  Order 
Granting  Leave. — Where  leave  to  bring 
an  action  on^  a  judgment  was  obtained 
and  it  was  so  alleged  in  the  complaint, 
but  the  order  granting  leave  subse- 
quently was  reversed  on  appeal,  the 
summons  will  not  be  set  aside  on  mo- 
tion, but  leave  should  be  granted  to 
defendants  ;to  file  a  supplemental  an- 
swer in  which  they  may  set  uj)  such 
order  as  a  defense  to  the  action.  United 
States  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gage,  26  Abb. 
N.  C.  16,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  837. 

89.  See  6  Standard  Pboc.  677,  and 
generally  the  title  "Suits  and  Ac- 
tions." 

[a]    Lapse  of  Time  From  Docket- 
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ing. — ^TJnder  a  statute  providing  that 
an  action  on  a  judgment  may  be  main- 
tained after  the  expiration  of  ten 
years  since  the  docketing  of  the  judg- 
ment or  by  leave  of  court  the  complaint 
should  show  the  docketing  of  the  judg- 
ment more  than  ten  years  before  the 
commencement  of  the  action  or  that 
the  court  has  made  an  order  granting 
the  plaintiffs  leave  to  sue  and  is  de- 
fective, if  it  contains  no  such  allega- 
tion. TJnderhill  v.  Phillips,  30  App. 
Div.  238,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  801,  5  N.  Y. 
Ann.  Cas.  395. 

90.  See  Watts  v.  Everett,  47  Iowa 
269,  and  swpra,  m,  B,  1,  b. 

91.  Knch  V.  Carpenter,  4  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  225,  motion  to  quash  sum- 
mons. 

[a]  "While  the  leave  to  prosecute 
the  suit,  though  not  pertaining  to  the 
cause  of  action,  but  to  the  right  to 
prosecute  the  action,  should  be  alleged, 
yet  the  want  of  averment  of  such 
leave  could  not  be  taken  advantage 
of  by  demurrer;  the  defect  should  be 
assailed  by  motion."  Watts  «.  Ever- 
ett, 47  Iowa  269. 

92.  Bronzan  v.  Drobaz,  93  Cal.  647, 
29  Pac.  254;  Carter  v.  Paige,  80  Cal. 
390,  22  Pac.  188;  Chaquette  «.  Ortet, 
60  Cal.  594;  Hammond  «.  Evans,  23 
Ind.  App.  501,  55  N.  E.  784. 

[a]  To  hold  that  the  absence  of  an 
allegation  that  the  judgment  sued  upon 
has  not  been  appealed  from  "is  fatal 
to  a  petition  in  a  suit  on  a  judgment 
which  describes  the  court  in  which  the 
judgment  was  rendered,  the  place 
where  it  was  held,  the  names  of  the 
parties,  the  date  it  was  rendered,  that 
no  part  of  it  was  paid,  and  that  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  is  now  due, 
would  be  going  too  far."  Chitty  v. 
Gillett  (Okla.;,  148  Pac.  1048.  , 

As  to  effect  of  appeal  on  right  to 
sue,  see  supra.  III,  B,  1,  a,  (II),  (C), 
(2). 
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mains  unpaid,^^  although  it  is  sufficient  to  aver  that  the  judgment  re- 
mains in  full  force  and  effect.'*  The  plaintiff  is  required  to  allege 
the  facts  and  circumstances  upon  which  he  relies  to  rebut  the  presump- 
tion of  payment  arising  from  the  lapse  of  time,^^  and  the  amount  of 
costs  if  the  judgment  includes  costs  but  does  not  show  the  amount 
thereof.®^  Where  the  action  on  a  domestic  judgment  is  brought  by  an 
assignee,*^  or  the  equitable  owner  thereof,®*  plaintiff' 's  right  to  the  ac- 


93.  Cal. — Chaquette  ■;;.  Ortet,  60  Cal. 
594.  Utah.— Vogel  t;.  Walker,  3  Utah 
227,  2  Pac.  210.  Vt. — Bellows  V.  Sowles, 
7i  Vt.  214,  44  Atl.  68,  in  full  force  and 
unsatisfied  in  part. 

[a]  That  the  judgment  "was  not 
paid  should  have  been  so  clearly  and 
concisely  stated  that  reference  to  ex- 
traneous allegations  in  aid  of  such  state- 
ments would  be  unnecessary  and  re- 
dundant. There  being  no  allegation  of 
existing  indebtedness  ...  by  reason 
of  or  upon  the  .  .  .  judgment,  the 
complaint  contains  no  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendants."  Vogel  v. 
Walker,  3  Utah  227,  2  Pac.  210. 

[b]  Sufficient  Allegation.— An  al- 
legation that  no  part  of  the  judgment 
has  been  paid  and  that  there  is  now 
due  and  owing  from  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff  on  the  judgment  the  prin- 
cipal and  interest  is  a  suficient  allega- 
tion that  the  judgment  remain*  unsat- 
isfied. Brandt  v.  Meade,  17  Ariz.  34, 
148  Pac.  297. 

[c]  But  an  allegation  that  the  de- 
fendant is  insolvent  does  not  sufficient- 
ly show  that  the  judgment  remains 
unpaid.  Vogel  v.  Walker,  3  Utah  227, 
2  Pac.  210. 

[d]  "An  averment  that  it  is  due 
and  unpaid  is  sufficient  to  show  that 
the  judgment  is  in  full  force.  Al- 
though an  appeal  may  have  been  tak- 
en and  is  still  pending,  the  holder  of 
the  judgment  may  bring  suit  on  it 
pending  the  appeal."  Hammond  v. 
Evans,  23  Ind.  App.  501,  55  N.  E. 
784. 

[e]  It  Is  Unnecessary  To  Aver  That 
the  Judgment  Is  Unsatisfied. — "The 
law  does  not  presume  ...  its  satis- 
faction except  aflter  the  period  of 
twenty  years;  Satisfaction  and  re- 
versal are  matters  of  defense."  Mas- 
terson  v.  Matthews,  60  Ala.  260. 

94.  Wise  1}.  Loring,  54  Mo.  App, 
258;  Bellows  v.  Sowles,  71  Vt.  214,  44 
Atl.  68. 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  sum 
claimed  is  still  due  on  the  judgment  is 
sufficient  without  an  averment  that  the 


judgment  is  in  full  force  and  effect. 
Hammond  v.  Evans,  23  Ind.  App.  501, 
55  N.  B.  784;  Blake  v.  Burley,  9  Iowa 
592. 

[b]  But  It  is  "not  necessary,  after 
alleging  the  giving  and  entry  of  the 
judgment,  to  allege  further  that  it  was 
in  full  force  and  effect,  and  not  va- 
cated, set  aside,  reversed,  or  appealed 
from.  Such  allegations  are  not  uncom- 
mon where  a  judgment  is  pleaded,  but 
they  are  not  necessary.  If  the  judg- 
ment has  been  appealed  from,  or  set 
aside,  or  reversed,  or  is  for  any  rea- 
son no  longer  in  force,  the  allegation 
of  that  fact  comes  more  properly  from 
the  party  against  whom  it  is  pleaded." 
Carter  v.  Paige,  80  Cal.  390,  22  Pae. 
188. 

95.  Olden  v.  Hubbard,  34  N.  J.  Eq, 
85;  Beekman  v.  Hamlin,  20  Ore.  352, 
25  Pac.  672. 

[a]  Demurrer  lies  to  a  complaint 
which  is  deficient  in  this  respect.  Olden 
«.  Hubbard,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  85. 

96.  Shelton  v.  Clark's  Admx.,  7 
Ark.  194;  Caldwell  v.  Bell,  3  Ark.  419. 
See  also  infra,  HI,  B,  1,  h,  (II). 

97.  Hughes  v.  Brewer,  7  Colo.  583, 
4  Pac.  1115. 

[a]  Present  ownership  need  not  be 
alleged  in  addition  to  the  assignment, 
continuance  of  ownership  being  pre- 
sumed. Curtin  v.  Kowalsky,  145  Cal. 
431,  78  Pac.  962. 

[b]  Partnership  Judgment. — ^It  ap- 
pearing from  the  summons  and  com- 
plaint that  the  action  in  which  the 
judgment  was  rendered  was  brought 
by  a  firm,  the  plaintiff,  though  the 
judgment  was  entered  in  his  name,  can- 
not maintain  an  action  thereon  with- 
out the  assignment  to  him  of  the  in- 
terests of  his  coplaintiff  and  such  as- 
signment must  be  pleaded.  Jansen  v, 
Hyde,  8  Colo.  App.  38,  44  Pac.  760. 

[c]  Copy  of  Assignment  of  Judg- 
ment.— Where  suit  is  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  original 
action  for  the  use  of  the  assignee,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  file  the  assignment 
with   the   complaint   as  it   would  have 
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tion  must  be  shown  by  direct  averment  in  the  pleadings  themselves. 
Averment  of  Jurisdiction. —  The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  general  juris- 
diction being  presumed  by  law  it  is  not  necessary  in  pleading  a  do- 
mestic judgment  rendered  by  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  to  set 
forth  jurisdictional  facts."^  This  rule  obx^iously  applies  to  all  cases 
in  which  the  judgment  described  in  the  complaint  is  such  that  this 
presumption  of  jurisdiction  attends  it.^  The  rule  is  not  affected  by  a 
statutory  provision  that  in  suing  upon  a  domestic  judgment  it  shall 
be  suificient  to  plead  that  the  judgment  was  duly  given  or  made,  since 
this  provision  refers  only  to  that  class  of  cases  in  which,  prior  to  its 


been  required  if  the  suit  was  broijght 
upon  the  assignment.  Love  v.  Fairfield, 
10  111.  303. 

98.  State  v.  Smith,  15  N.  J.  L.  84. 

99.  IT.  S. — Pennington  v.  Gibson,  16 
How.  65,  14  L.  ed.  847;  Sevier  v.  White, 
21  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,681.  Ala.— Master- 
son  V.  Matthews,  60  Ala.  260.  Cal. 
McCoy  V.  Van  Ness,  98  Cal.  675,  33 
Pae.  761;  Blane  v.  Paymaster  Min.  Co., 
95  Cal.  524,  30  Pae.  765,  29  Am.  St. 
Bep.  149.  Colo. — ^Bruckman  v.  Taus- 
sig, 7  Colo.  561,  5  Pae.  152.  Ind. 
Hansford  v.  Van  Auken,  79  Ind.  302; 
Spaulding  v.  Baldwin,  31  Ind.  376; 
Hammond  v.  Evans,  23  Ind.  App.  501, 
55  N^  E.  784.  Kan. — ^Burnes  v.  Simp- 
son, 9  Kan.  668.  Minn. — Holmes  v. 
Campbell,  12  Minn.  221.  Neb.— Lear 
V.  Brown  County,  77  Neb.  230,  109  N. 
W.  174.  N.  H.— Wilbur  v.  Abbot,  58 
N.  H.  272;  Rogers  v.  Odell,  39  N.  H. 
452.  N.  J.— McDevitt  v.  Connell,  71 
N.  J.  Eq.  119,  63  Atl.  504.  N.  Y. 
Springsteene  v.  Gillett,  30  Hun  260. 

[a]  "In  pleading  the  jucfgrnent  of 
an  inferior  court,  it  is  unquestionably 
necessary  to  aver  that  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion arose  within  its  jurisdiction,  but 
in  respect  to  superior  courts  and  courts 
of  general  jurisdiction  of  other  states, 
as  well  as  our  own,  every  presumption 
is  in  favor  of  their  right  to  hold  pleas 
and  render  the  judgments  they  have 
rendered,  until  the  contrary  is  alleged 
and  proved  by  way  of  defence.  There- 
fore, as  the  party  setting  up  such 
judgment  is  not  bound  in  the  first  in- 
stance to  offer  proof  of  jurisdiction, 
he  is  not  required  to  state  it  in  plead- 
ing; and  the  same  rule  applies  to  judg- 
ments of  other  states."  Rogers  v, 
Odell,    39   N.    H.   452. 

[b]  The  allegation  that  the  persons 
sued  on  the  judgment  of  a  court  of 
general  jurisdiction  were  defendants  in 
the  action  in  which  the  judgment  was 
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rendered  is  equivalent  to  an  averment, 
that  they  were  duly  parties  to  the 
action  either  by  the  service  of  process 
upon  them  or  by  their  voluntary  ap- 
pearance. Sevier  v.  White,  21  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  12,681. 

[c]  But  an  allegation  that  one  of 
the  parties  defendant  named  in  the 
judgment  was  summoned,  necessarily 
must  be  taken  to  mean  that  the  other 
defendant  was  not  summoned  and  that 
the  court  had  no  jurisdiction.  Wilbur 
V.  Abbot,  58  N.  H.  272. 

[d]  An  averment  that  the  court 
which  rendered  the  judgment  was  a 
court  of  general  jurisdiction  sufficient- 
ly shows  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
Hammond  v.  Evans,  23  Ind.  App.  501, 
55  N.  B.  784. 

1.  As  to  the  presumption  of  juris- 
diction, see  the  title  "Judgments." 

[a]  "It  is  undoubtedly  the  general 
rule  that  in  all  collateral  proceedings 
involving  rights  acquired  by  the  judg- 
ment of  a  superior  court  .  .  .  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  when  the 
judgment  of  such  court  or  the  pro- 
ceeding to  enforce  the  judgment  is 
silent  upon  the  subject  of  jurisdiction, 
is  to  be  presumed.  And  where  a  par- 
ticular thing  is  required  to  be  done  in 
order  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction 
we  see  no  reason  why  the  same  pre- 
sumption should  not  be  indulged  in. 
.  .  .  Take  the  case  of  the  circuit 
courts  of  the  United  States,  whosfl 
jurisdiction  is  for  the  greater  part  con- 
fined to  cases  where  the  plaintiff  or  de- 
fendant is  an  alien  or  a  citizen  of  an- 
other state,  and  unless  that  jurisdic- 
tional fact  appears  in  the  judgments 
of  these  courts  they  r:iight  be  reversed 
by  the  court  above;  but  it  would  not 
be  contended  that  the  silence  of  the 
judgment  as  to  such  jurisdictional  fact 
would  in  a  collateral  proceeding  author- 
ize the  court  to  treat  such  judgment 
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enactment,  the  jurisdictional  facts  were  required  to  be  pleaded.^  But 
in  an  action  upon  the  judgment  of  an  inferior  court  the  jurisdictional 
facts  must  appear  from  the  complaint  since  they  cannot  be  presumed,' 
unless  this  is  rendered  unnecessary  by  statute  providing  an  abbreviated 
form  of  allegation,  such  as  that  the  "judgment  was  duly  given  and 


as  void,  nor  would  the  silence  of  the 
proceeding  upon  such  jurisdictional  fact 
be  deemed  defective.  The  same  pre- 
sumption should  be  indulged  in  such 
ease  as  if  such  special  fact  was  not 
required."  Garner  v.  Wills,  92  Ky. 
386,  17  S.  "W.  1023. 

[b]  "It  is  undeniably  true  in  plead- 
ing, that  where  a  suit  is  instituted  in 
a  court  of  limited  and  special  juris- 
diction, it  is  indispensable  to  aver 
that  the  cause  of  action  arose  within 
such  restricted  jurisdiction;  but  it  is 
equally  true,  with  regard  to  superior 
courts,  or  courts  of  general  jurisdiction, 
that  every  presumption  is  in  favor  of 
their  right  to  hold  pleas,  and  that  if 
an  exception  to  their  power  or  juris- 
diction is  designed,  it  must  be  averred, 
and  shown  as  matter  of  defense. ' '  Pen- 
nington V.  G-ibson,  16  How.  (TJ.  S.)  65, 
14  L.  ed.  847. 

2.  Cal.— Ashton  v.  Heydenfeldt,  124 
Cal.  14,  56  Pac.  624.  Ind.— Hansford 
V.  Van  Auken,  79  Ind.  302;  Spaulding 
V.  Baldwin,  31  Ind.  376.  Kan. — Burnea 
V.  Simpson,  9  Kan.  658. 

[a]  "The  object  of  the  law  being 
to  simplify  the  pleading  of  a  judg- 
ment by  dispensing  with  the  necessity 
of  a  showing  of  the  jurisdictional  facts, 
and  the  law,  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  the  section,  not  requiring  the  plead- 
ing of  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction  to  include  the  juris- 
dictional facts,  the  necessity  of  the 
provision  as  to  such  judgments  was 
not   present,    and   it   is   apparent   that 

■  the  section  has  no  reference  to  the 
judgments  of  courts  of  general  jurisdic- 
tion." Weller  v.  Dickinson,  93  Cal. 
108,  28  Pac.  854. 

[b]  "The  word  'duly,'  when  used, 
does  not  refer  to  the  regularity  of  the 
judgment,  or  its  freedom  from  error, 
for  that  cannot  be  collaterally  called 
in  question,  but  it  is  equivalent  to  an 
allegation  of  facts  showing  jurisdic- 
tion." Scanlan  v.  Murphy,  51  Minn. 
536,  53  N.  W.  799. 

3.  111. — ^Payne  v.  Taylor,  34  HI.  App. 
491.  Ind.— "Willey  v.  Strickland,  8  Ind. 
453.  Mass. — Bridge  v.  Ford,  4  Mass. 
641.    N,  H.— Rogers  v.  Odell,  89  N.  H. 


452.  N.  Y. — Friedman  v.  Metropolitan 
S.  S.  Co.,  109  App.  Div.  600,  96  N.  Y. 
Supp.  331;  Barnes  v.  Harris,  3  Barb. 
603;  Cornell  v.  Barnes,  7  Hill  35;  Shel- 
don V.  Hopkins,  7  Wend.  435;  Cleve- 
land V.  Rogers,  6  Wend.  438.  Ore. 
Willits  V.  Walter,  32  Ore.  411,  52  Pac. 
24. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  an  allegation 
provided  by  the  statute  it  is  neces- 
sary to  allege  the  facts  which  con- 
ferred jurisdiction  upon  a  court  of  in- 
ferior jurisdiction  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine the  case.  Weaver  v.  English,  11 
Mont.  84,  27  Pac.  396. 

[b]  Jurisdiction  of  Person  and  Sub- 
ject-Matter. — (1)  "In  pleading  the 
judgments  of  inferior  courts  of  special 
and  limited  jurisdiction — and  such  are 
our  justices'  courts — it  is  necessary  to 
show  that  the  court  not  only  had  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  in  contro- 
versy, but  that  it  also  acquired  juris- 
diction over  the  person  of  the  defend- 
ant. ...  It  was  formerly  held  neces- 
sary to  set  out  the  proceedings  at 
large;  but  in  modern  times  it  is  enough 
to  state  the  facts  which  show  jurisdic- 
tion." Turner  v.  Eoby,  3  N.  Y.  193. 
(2)  "No  presumptions  will  be  indulged 
that  courts  of  justice  of  the  peace 
have  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  par- 
ties. This  must  be  shown  by  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  pleading,  or  the  statu- 
tory averment  that  the  judgment  was 
duly  made  or  given."  Chicago  &  S.  E. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Higgins,  150  Ind.  329,  50 
N.  E.  32. 

[c]  The  issuing  and  service  of  sum- 
mons or  that  the  defendant  entered  a 
voluntary  appearance,  should  be  al- 
leged.    Barnes  v.  Harris,  4  N.  Y.  374. 

[d]  Nature  of  Claim. — ^Where  it  is 
alleged  in  the  complaint  that  an  action 
was  commenijed  in  the  justice's  court 
of  a  certain  county  but  fails  to  specify 
the  nature  of  the  claim  upon  which  it 
was  brought  "it  cannot  be  said  that 
the  record  affirmatively  shows  that  the 
court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject- 
matter  ...  as  there  is  nothing_  in 
the  pleading  to  show  that  the  action 
in  question  was  not  predicated  upon  a 
prohibited  cause,  and  as  no  presump- 
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made."*  Under  a  statute  making  such  an  allegation  sufficient,  either 
the  exact  language  of  the  statute,"  or  words  of  equivalent  meaning 
should  be  employed.*    Thus,  an  allegation  that  the  judgment  was  en- 


tions  in  favor  of  jurisdietion  will  be 
indulged,  it  follows  that  the  complaint 
does  not  state  facts  sufBcient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action."  Willits  v. 
Walter,  32  Ore.  411,  52  Pac.  24. 

[e]  "The  surrogate's  court  is  en- 
tirely a  creature  of  the  statute.  It 
should  be  shown  to  the  court  aflS.rma- 
tively,  therefore,  that  the  surrogate  had 
power  to  make  the  decree;  that  the 
facts  upon  which  he  acted,  gave  him 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter,  and 
of  the  persons  before  him."  Dakin 
V.  Hudson,  6  Cow.  (N.  Y.)  221. 

4.  U.  S.— Lee  v.  Terbell,  33  Fed.  850. 
Oal.-7-Bronzan  v.  Drobaz,  93  Cal.  647, 
29  Pac.  254;  Weller  v.  Dickinson,  93 
Cal.  108,  28  Pac.  854;  Hanscom  v. 
Tower,  17  Cal.  518.  Ind. — Chicago  & 
S.  E.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Higgins,  150  Ind.  329, 50 
N.  E.  32;  Toledo,  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Nulty,  34  Ind.  531;  Crake  v.  Crake,  18 
Ind.  156.  Ky.— Garner  v.  Wills,  92 
Ky.  386,  17  S.  W.  1023.  Miss.— State 
•K.  Bowen,  45  Miss.  347.  N.  Y. — Spring- 
steeue  v.  Gillett,  30  Hun  260;  Wheeler 
V.  Dakin,  12  How.  Pr.  537.  N.  D. 
Strecker  v.  Eailson,  16  N.  D.  68,  111 
N.  W.  612,  8  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1099. 

[a]  "As  there  is  no  presumption  in 
favor  of  the  authority  or  the  regular- 
ity of  the  proceedings  of  courts  or  offi- 
cers of  special  and  limited  jurisdiction, 
it  was  formerly  necessary,  in  pleading 
their  judgments  or  orders,  to  show  that 
they  had  jurisdiction,  and  that  their 
proceedings  were  regular.  .  .  .  The 
allegation  that  the  judgment  or  de- 
termination was  duly  given  or  made 
is  a  substitute  for  the  lengthy  and 
minute  statement  of  the  jurisdictional 
facts  which  were  formerly  required. 
To  show  the  jurisdiction  is  as  neces- 
sary under  our  practice  as  it  ever 
was,  the  only  change  being"  in  the 
manner  of  stating  it.  That  the  judg- 
ment was  duly  given  or  made  is  a  con- 
cise mode  of  stating  that  the  court 
or  officer  had  the  proper  jurisdiction, 
and  that  the  judgment  was  regular, 
otherwise  it  would  not  be  duly  made 
or  given."  Keys  v.  Grannis,  3  Nev. 
548. 

5.  Ind. — Shockney  v.  Smiley,  13  Ind. 
App.  181,  41  N.  B.  348.  Mont.— Hears 
V.   Shaw,  32  Mont.   575,  8i  Pae.  338. 
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N.  D.— Strecker  v.  Eailson,  16  N.  D. 
68,  111  N.  W.  612,  8  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1099. 

[a]  A  judgment  is  duly  "rendered" 
when  it  is  duly  pronounced  and  ordered 
to  be  entered.  "But  a  judgment  duly 
'made  or  given'  is  a  complete  judg- 
ment, properly  entered  in  the  judg- 
ment-book, so  that  it  may  b»  pleaded 
in  bar  of  another  action.  But  whether 
this  be  so  or  not,  the  statute  defines 
the  precise  terms  on  which  a  party 
pleading  a  judgment  may  be  excused 
from  stating  in  his  pleading  the  juris- 
dictional facts;  and  to  prevent  the 
necessity  of  construing  doubtful  phrases 
in  order  to  determine  whether  they  are 
of  equivalent  import,  the  better  prac- 
tice is  to  require  the  pleader  in  such 
cases  to  pursue  the  statute  strictly." 
Young  V.  Wright,  52  Cal.  407. 

6.  Scanlan  v.  Murphy,  51  Minn.  536, 
53   N.  W.   799. 

[a]  "  In  pleading  a  judgment,  where 
the  facts  conferring  jurisdiction  are 
not  pleaded,  the  exact  form  of  words 
in  1878  G.  S.  ch.  66,  §108,  'such  judg- 
ment or  determination  may  be  stated 
to  have  been  duly  given  or  made,' 
need  not  be  used  if  equivalent  words 
are  used.  The  word  'duly,'  when  used, 
does  not  refer  to  the  regularity  of  the 
judgment,  or  its  freedom  from  error, 
for  that  cannot  be  collaterally  called 
in  question,  but  it  is  equivalent  to 
an  allegation  of  facts  showing  jurisdic- 
tion. The  allegation  that  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered  in  an  action  pend- 
ing is  to  the  same  effect,  and  is  suffi- 
cient." Scanlan  v.  Murphy,  51  Minn. 
536,  53  N.  W.  799. 

[b]  It  is  sufficient  (1)  to  allege 
that  plaintiff  on  a  certain  day  recovi 
ered  a  judgment  in  a  named  court  for 

the  sum  of  ,  which  judgment 

was  "duly  docketed"  against  said  de- 
fendant. Springsteens  v.  Gillett,  30 
Hun  (N.  T.)  260.  See  also  Pierstoff 
V.  Jorges,  86  Wis.  128,  56  N.  W.  735, 
39  Am.  St.  Eep.  881.  (2)  An  allegation 
that  the  judgment  was  rendered  on- a 
certain  day  by  the  court  designated  in 
the  complaint  is  a  sufficient  allegation 
that  the  judgment  was  duly  rendered. 
Hansford  v.  Van  Auken,  79  Ind.  157. 
(3)-' But  compare,  People  ex  rel.  Batch- 
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tered  is  not  sufficient,'  while  an  a-verment  that  the  judgment  was  duly 
recovered  is  equivalent  to  an  averment  that  it  was  duly  given  or  made.* 
(III.)  Plea  or  Answer.  —  (A.)  Generally.s  —  The  plea  of  nul  tiel  rec- 
ord is  the  proper  plea  of  the  general  issue  to  an  action  on  a  domestic 
judgment,"  and  a  plea  of  nil  debet  does  not  constitute  any  defense  to 
such  an  action,^^  since  the  indebtedness  is  conclusively  established  by 
the  judgment.^^  The  plea  of  nul  tiel  record  should  conclude  with  a 
verification."    It  puts  merely  the  existence  of  the  judgment  record  in 


elor  V.  Bacon,  37  App.  Div.  414,  55 
N  Y.  Supp.  1045,  in  which  the  court 
said:  "The  statement  here  is  that  the 
judgment  was  recovered.  But  there  is 
nothing  to  show  the  nature  of  the  ac- 
tion, or  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter  or  of  the  person 
of  the  defendant;  and,  although  there 
is  the  statement  that  the  judgment  was 
duly  entered  and  docketed,  this  may 
be  all  true,  and  yet  the  judgment  may 
never  have  been  duly  recovered,  for 
it  must  be  remembered  that  a  judgment 
illegally  obtained  may  thereafter  be 
'duly  entered  or  docketed.'  " 

7.  Hunt  V.  Butcher,  13  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  538.  But  see  Willits  v.  Wal- 
ter, 32  Ore.  411,  52  Pac.  24. 

[a]  "To  say  that  a  judgment  is 
entered,  is  merely  to  allege  the  single 
fact  of  the  entry  of  the  judgment, 
without  including  an  averment  that  it 
was  properly  or  lawfully  done.  All 
this  is  embraced  in  the  language  of  the 
code,  that  the  judgment  was  'duly 
given  or  made.'  The  word  entered,  or 
perfected,  may  be  equivalent  to  the 
word  made,  or  given:  but  the  word 
duly  is  most  essential.  It  can  hardly 
be  dispensed  with  and  satisfy  the  terms 
of  the  statute.  I  can  imagine  no 
single  word  that  will  supply  its  place. ' ' 
Hunt  V.  Butcher,  13  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
538. 

8.  Broen  v.  Henry,  34  Mise.  232,  69 
N.  Y.  Supp.  627. 

9.  See  the  titles  "Answers;"  "De- 
nials." 

10.  U.  S. — Westerwelt  V.  Lewis,  2 
McLean  511,  29  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,446. 
Ala. — Crawford  v.  Simonton's  Bxrs.,  7 
Port.  110.  Oal. — Eeynolds  v.  Eobert- 
son,  66  Cal.  xix,  4  Pac.  1192.  Miss. 
Hinton  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  98  Miss. 
120,  53  So.  344.  N.  H.— Wilbur  v.  Ab- 
bot, 59  N.  H.  132.  N.  C— Purvis  v. 
Jackson,  69  N.  C.  474.  Vt.— demons 
V.  demons'  Estate,  69  Vt.  545,  38  Atl, 
314. 


See  7  Standard  Proc.  64,  65,  atid'  the 
title  "Nul  Tiel  Record." 

[a]  "The  record  of  the  judgment 
declared  on,  is  the  whole  basis  of  the 
plaintiff's  action.  The  denial  of  the 
existence  of  the  record,  puts  his  whole 
claim  in  issue.  This,  it  seems  to  us, 
fully  answers  the  description  of  a  gen- 
eral issue."  Gassner  v.  Sandford,  2 
Sandf.   (N.  Y.;   440. 

11.  XT.  S.— Eeed  v.  Ross,  Baldw.  36, 
20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,652.  Colo.— Harter 
V.  Shull,  17  Colo.  App.  162,  67  Pac.  911. 
Ind. — Indianapolis,  B.  &  W.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Eisley,  50  Ind.  60.  Me.— Dunn  v.  Hill, 
63  Me.  174.  Miss. — Hinton  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  98  Miss.  120,  53  So.  344.  W.  H. 
Tappan  v.  Heath,  16  N.  H.  34. 

[a]  After  Verdict.— The  plea  of  nil 
debet,  though  bad  on  demurrer,  never- 
theless is  good  after  verdict.  Wheaton 
V.  Fellows,  23  Wend.  (N.  Y.)   375. 

12.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  — . 

13.  Thornton  v.  Lane,  11  Ga.  459; 
Steele  v.  Hanna,  8  Blackf.  (Ind.)  326. 
See  the  title   "Nwl  Tiel  Record." 

[a]  "The  plea  of  nul  tiel  record 
does  not  conclude  to  the  contrary,  be- 
cause the  matter  is  to  be  determined 
by  the  court  by  inspection  of  the  rec- 
ord. Hence  it  concludes  with  a  veri- 
fication, although  it  is  a  direct  denial 
of  the  allegation  in  the  declaration 
that  there  is  such  a  record;  and  herein 
it  differs  from  the  general  issue  in 
other  forms  of  action  where  the  parties 
are  at  issue,  when  the  defendant  sim- 
ply denies  the  essential  part  of  the 
declaration.  It  confesses  nothing,  and 
avoids  nothing  J  and  there  remains 
nothing  for  the  plaintiff  to  do  but  to 
traverse  the  denial  of  the  want  of  a 
record,  concluding  with  a  verification 
by  the  record.  For  general  purposes 
nul  tiel  record  is  the  general  issue." 
Wilbur  V.  Abbot,  59  N.  H.  132. 

[b]  A  denial  that  if  there  be  a  rec- 
ord of  any  such  alleged  judgment,  the 
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issue,"  and  under  such  a  plea  the  defendant  cannot  show  that  the  judg- 
ment had  been  fraudulently  obtained/^  or  that  the  judgment  has  been 
paid^"  as  satisfaction  and  discharge  are  essentially  matters  of  special 
defense.^^  Under  the  code  sy«tem  of  pleading  a  general  denial  is  equiv- 
alent to  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record.^*  A  general  denial  of  indebtedness, 
however,  constitutes  no  defense.^®  Where  the  defense  is  based  upon 
a  decree  in  equity  setting  the,  judgment  aside  it  is  not  sufficient  to  state 
the  legal  effect  of  the  decree  but  the  provisions  of  the  decree  relied  on 
should  be  averred.^" 

(B.)  Special  Defenses. —  (1.)  Generally. —  It  is  essential  to  a  defense 
on  the  ground  of  the  pendency  of  a  writ  of  error  or  appeal  that  it  be 
alleged  that  the  writ  was  brought  or  the  appeal  taken  prior  to  the  corn- 


defendants  were  not  made  parties  to 
the  suit  in  which  it  was  rendered,  "is 
in  substance  an  argumentative  denial  of 
the  existence  of  the  record  of  the  al- 
leged judgment,  by  averring  that  thsy 
were  not  made  parties  to  it.  If  they 
were  not  made  parties  and  had  no  no- 
tice of  the  suit,  there  was  no  legal  and 
valid  judgment  against  them,  and  there- 
fore the  plea  was  in  effect  a  plea  of 
nul  tiel  record.  But  it  is  insufficient 
for  that  pufpose,  because  it  does  not 
conclude  with  a  verification  T>y  the 
record;  and  if  it  were  .^allowable,  the 
trial  of  the  issue  tendered  by  it  would 
not  have  been  confined  to  the  record, 
but  any  evidence  showing  that  they 
were  not  properly  made  parties  might 
'  have  been  admitted,  though  it  might 
have  been  in  contradiction  of  the  aver- 
ments of  the  record.  .  .  .  And  con- 
sequently the  demurrer  to  the  plea  was 
improperly  overruled."  Cannon  v. 
Cooper,  39  Miss.  784,  80  Am.  Dec.  101. 

14.  Stevens  v.  Fisher,  30  Vt.  200. 

15.  Clemens  v.  Clemens'  Estate,  69 
Vt.  545,  38  Atl.  314. 

16.  East  St.  Louis  v.  Canty,  65  III. 
App.  325;  Hinton  v.  Eirst  Nat.  Bank, 
98  Miss.  120,  53  So.  344. 

[a]  The  defenses  of  nul  tiel  record 
and  payment  cannot  be  both  inter- 
posed to  an  action  on  a  judgment. 
Kiley  v.  Eiley,  20  N.  J.  L.  114. 

17.  Brandt  v.  Meade,  17  Ariz.  34, 
148  Pac.  297. 

[a]  An  allegation  in  an  answer 
that  the  judgment  sued  upon  was  satis- 
fied in  full  is  a  mere  conclusion  of  law. 
Brandt  v.  Meade,  17  Ariz.  34,  148  Pac. 
297. 

[b]  "If  the  defendant  desires  to 
plead  payment,  discharge  or  release,  it 
should  be  so  specially  pleaded,  but 
the  plea  of  nil  debet  being  simply  an 
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■effort  to  relitigate  the  merits  of  the 
controversy  cannot  be  allowed  and  a 
demurrer  to  such  plea  is  properly  sus- 
tained." Hinton  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
9S  Miss.  120,  53  So.  344. 

[c]  Necessity  for  Reply. — "If  de- 
fendant's answer  setting  forth  mat- 
ters transpiring  subsequent  to  the  ren- 
dition of  the  judgment  can  be  regarded 
only  as  matters  of  denial  of  the  ren- 
dition of  the  judgment,  the  existence 
of  the  cause  of  action,  the  judgment, 
then,  of  course,  no  reply  was  necessary, 
as  the_  issue  was  thereby  made  one  of 
truth  of  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint. The  question  of  the  satisfac- 
tion and  discharge  of  the  judgment 
would  not  be  involved  in  such  ~  issue, 
for  the  reason  such  matters  as  would 
operate  to  satisfy  and  discharge  a 
judgment  must  have  necessarily  arisen 
at  a  time  subsequent  to  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment,  and,  in  order  to  oper- 
ate as  a  satisfaction  and  discharge, 
there  must  have  been  a  valid  judgment 
to  operate  on.  .  .  .  Clearly  .  .  .  the 
reply  was  necessary  to  support  plain- 
tiff's complaint."  Brandt  V.  Meade, 
17  Ariz.  34,  148  Pac.  297. 

18.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eamor,  47 
Fed.  36. 

[a]  A  general  denial,  payment  and 
that  the  judgment  was  compromised 
and  defendant  released,  are  not  incon- 
sistent defenses,  and  a  motion  to  re- 
quire defendants  to  elect  under  which 
of  those  pleas  they  intend  to  go  to 
trial,  is  properly  overruled.  Gaar, 
Scott  &  Co.  V.  Black,  120  Mo.  App. 
181,  96  S.  W.  683. 

19.  Barlow  v.  Marrone,  88  N.  J.  L. 
187,  95  Atl.  985;  Lake  v.  Steinbach, 
5  Wash.  659,  32  Pac.  767. 

20.  Laibe  v.  Smolikowski,  152  111. 
App.  256. 
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meneement  of  the  action  and  that  a  stay  of  proceedings  had  been  ob- 
tained.^^  So  a  plea  in  abatement  on  the  ground  of  the  pendency  of 
another  action  on  the  same  judgment  must  show  the  facts  upon  which 
the  plea  is  founded.--  Afe  a  rule  a  judgment  is  conclusive  upon  all 
preexisting  matters  of  defense  and  when  made  the  basis  of  a  new  action 
it  is  not  permissible  to  interpose  any  plea  which  might  have  been 
pleaded  to  the  first  action." 

(2.)  Want  of  JurisdioUon. —  While  in  some  jurisdictions  the  want  of 
jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  record  can  be  taken  advantage  of  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  on  a  domestic  judgment  only  in  cases  in  which  such  want 
of  jurisdiction  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  record,^*  the  defendant 


21.  Jenkins  v.  Pepoon,  2  Johns.  Cas. 
(N.  T.)   312. 

[a]  "The  only  plea  that  is  of  any 
avail  in  such  an  action  is  that  the  judg- 
ment has  been  suspended  by  the  execu- 
tion of  a  supersedeas  bond  as  provided 
by  law  or  some  other  statutory  meth- 
od." Sweetser  v.  Fox,  43  Utah  40, 
134  Pae.  599,  Ann.  Cas.  1916C,  620,  47 
L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  145. 

22.  Lincoln  v.  Thrall,  34  Vt.  110. 
See  generally  the  title  "Another  Action 
Pending." 

23.  U.  S.— Dickson  v.  Wilkinson,  3 
How.  57,  11  L.  ed.  491;  Wittemore  v. 
Malcomson,  28  Fed.  605.  Ala. — Sims  «. 
Hertzfeld,  95  Ala.  145,  10  So.  227; 
Crawford  r.  Exrs.  of  Simonton,  7  Port. 
110.  Ark. — Morris  v.  Curry,  41  Ark. 
75';  Ellis  V.  Clarke,  19  Ark.  420,  70  Am. 
Dec.  603.  Colo.— Harter  v.  Shull,  17 
Colo.  App.  162,  67  Pac.  911.  Ga.— Mc- 
Allister V.  Singer  Mfg.  Co.,  64  Ga.  622. 
m.— Guinard  v.  Heysinger,  15  111.  288; 
Shadbolt  v.  Pindeisen,  88  111.  App.  432. 
Ind.  — Bloomfield  E.  Co.  v.  Burress,  82 
Ind.  83;  Indianapolis,  B.  &  "W.  E.  Co. 
V.  Eisley,  50  Ind.  60;  Burton  v.  Stew- 
art, 11  Ind.  238.  la. — Wright  v.  Le- 
claire,  3  Iowa  221.  Kan. — Snow  v. 
Mitchell,  37  Kan.  636,  15  Pae.  224. 
Ky.— Maysville  E.  Co.  v.  Ball,  108  Ky. 
241,  56  S.  W.  188;  Pollard  v.  Eogers, 
1  Bibb  473.  Me. — Jones  v.  Jones,  87 
Me.  117,  32  Atl.  779;  Lancaster  v.  Eich- 
mond,  83  Me.  534,  22  Atl.  393;  Noble 
V.  Merrill,  48  Me.  140;  Bird  v.  Smith, 
34  Me.  63,  56  Am.  Dec.  635.  Md. 
Shupp  V.  Hoffman,  72  Md.'359,  20  Atl. 
5,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  476.  Mass.— Barton 
V.  Eadclifle,  149  Mass.  275,  21  N.  E. 
374;  Flint  v.  Sheldon,  13  Mass.  443,  7 
Am.  Dec.  162;  Thatcher  v.  Gammon, 
12  Mass.  268.  Mich. — Hammond  v. 
Place,  116  Mich.  628,  74  N.  W.  1002, 
72  Am.  St.  Eep.  543.     Mo. — Poorman 


V.  Mitchell,  48  Mo.  ,45;  Cauthorn  v. 
Berry,  69  Mo.  App.  404.  N.  H. — Tap- 
pan  V.  Heath,  16  N.  H.  34.  N.  Y. 
Townseud  v.  Carman,  6  Cow.  695.  N.  C. 
Ludwick  V.  Fair,  29  N.  C.  422,  47  Am. 
Dec.  333.  Tenn.- — Boiling  v.  Anderson, 
1  Tenn.  Ch.  127.  Tex. — Bridge  v.  Sam- 
uelson,  73  Tex.  522,  11  S.  W.  539; 
Taylor  v.  Harris,  21  Tex.  438;  Bullock 
V.  Ballew,  9  Tex.  498.  Wis. — Dudley 
V.  Stiles,  32  Wis.  371;  Morris  v.  Boom- 
er, 16  Wis.  547. 

As  to  merger  of  defenses  in  judg- 
ment, see   15  Standard  Proc.  540. 

[a]  "It  is  a  universal  rule  in  re- 
gard to  judgments,  that  all  matters, 
which  might  have  been  urged  by  the 
party  before  the  adjudication,  are  con- 
cluded by  the  judgment,  as  to  the  prin- 
cipal parties  and  all  privies  in  inter- 
est, or  'estate. ' '  Parkhurst  V.  Sumner, 
23  Vt.  53o,  56  Am.  Dec.  94. 

24.  Ky.— Maysville  R.  Co.  v.  Ball, 
108  Ky.  241,  56  S.  W.  188.  Mass. 
Kittredge  v.  Martin,  141  Mass.  410,  6 
N.  E.  95;  Cook  v.  Darling,  18  Pick. 
393.  Vt.— Holt  &  Co.  V.  Thacher,  52 
Vt.  592. 

As  to  whether  lack  of  jurisdiction 
must  appear  from  the  record,  to  jus 
tify  a  collateral  attack  upon  the  judg- 
ment, see  15  Standard  Pkoc.  424,  et  seq. 

[a]  The  "rule  as  declared  by  our 
eases  is  that  in  order  to  avoid  a  judg- 
ment in  a  collateral  proceeding  it  must 
be  averred  that  the  infirmity  which 
makes  it  void  appears  of  record.  .  .  . 
It  is  only  written  instruments  which 
constitute  the  foundation  of  the  de- 
fense that  can  be  properly  made  ex- 
hibits to  the  answer,  and  it  is  only 
Bueh  exhibits  as  are  properly  parts  of 
the  answer  that  aid  or  strengthen  i±. 
Under  this  familiar  rule,  .  .  .  the 
copy  of  the  summons  and  the  endorse- 
ment  cannot   be   considered   in   aid   of 

Vol.  XVI 


382  JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 

in  other  jurisdictions  may  show  in  the  answer  that  the  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  notwithstanding  a  recital  in  the  judgment  to  the  contrary.^' 

Where  a  statute  permits  a  judgment  to  be  pleaded  by  alleging  that 
it  was  duly  given  or  made,  want  of  jurisdiction  to  render  the  judgment 


the  answer."  Indianapolis  &  St.  L. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Harmless,  124  Ind.  25,  24 
N.  E.  369. 

[b]  Unless  Fraud  Be  Alleged. — In 
an  action  on  a  domestic  judgment  the 
defendant  cannot  contradict  the  re- 
cital of  the  record  that  the  court  by 
process  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the  per- 
son of  the  defendant,  unless  fraud  is 
alleged:  "It  is  a  domestic  judgment; 
it  was  rendered  by  a  court  of  general 
jurisdiction,  and  it  is  not  now  assailed 
in  the  court  which  rendered  it.  The 
record  shows  affirmatively  that  the 
party  was  before  the  court.  Our  code 
of  practice  provides  how  and  when  a 
judgment  may  be  vacated,  and  it  has 
not  been  followed  in  this  instance.  In 
the  absence  of  an  averment  of  fraud 
upon  the  part  of  the  party  procuring 
the  judgment,  and  evidence  to  support 
it  if  denied,  the  record  showing,  as 
it  does  in  this  instance,  the  service  of 
a  summons  upon  the  petition,  and  an 
entry  of  appearance  to  the  cross-peti- 
tion, imports  absolute  verity."  Stev- 
enson V.  riournoy,  89  Ky.  561,  13  S. 
W.   210. 

[e]  Waiver  of  Objection. — ^But  this 
rule  "is  not  that  a  judgment  which 
is  void  will  be  enforced  as  if  it  were 
valid,  but  that  it  cannot  be  shown  to 
be  void  except  in  certain  ways.  If  the 
party,  however,  should"  admit  the  facts 
which  show  the  judgment  to  be  void, 
or  if  he  should  allow  them  to  be  estab- 
lished without  opposition,  then,  as  a 
question  of  law  upon  such  facts,  we 
do  not  see  why  the  case  is  not  like 
that  where  a  judgment  is  void  upon 
its  face."  Hill  v.  City  Cab  &  Trans. 
Co.,  79  Cal.  188,  21  Pac.  728. 

25.  Clark  v.  Little,  41  lowa  497; 
Salladay  v.  Bainhill,  29  Iowa  555;  Ter- 
guson  V.  Crawford,  70  N.  Y.  253,  26 
Am.  Eep.  589;  Baldwin  v.  Kimmel,  16 
Abb.  Pr.   (N.  T.)    35,3,  1   Eobt.  109. 

[a]  "  Two  seemingly  conflicting  prin- 
ciples have  given  rise,  in  their  applica- 
tion, to  differences  of  judicial  opinion 
concerning  the  effect  of  judicial  rec- 
ords. The  one  accords  to  judgments 
of  courts  having  apparent  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter  and  parties  in  an 
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action,  conclusive  verity  as  to  all  mat- 
ters purporting  to  have  been  adjudi- 
cated, and  precludes  a  re-examination 
of  them  in  subsequent  litigation  be- 
tween the  parties  and  their  privies. 
And  the  other,  asserts  the  right  of 
every  person  to  his  day  in  court,  and 
an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  before  he 
can  be  condemned  in  his  person  or 
property.  In  accordance  with  the  for- 
mer, the  rule  generally  prevails,  and 
is  nowhere  more  firmly  established 
than  in  this  state,  that  when  it  does 
not  otherwise  affirmatively  appear  from 
the  record,  it  will  be  conclusively  pre- 
sumed, whenever  a  domestic  judgment 
of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  is 
drawn  in  question  in  any  collateral 
way,  that  the  court  regularly  acquired 
and  lawfully  exercised  its  jurisdiction 
over  the  parties;  and  the  record  of  an 
inferior  court  imports  absolute  verity 
when  it  shows  on  its  face  that  such 
jurisdiction  was  obtained;  and  neither 
the  presumption,  nor  recitals  of  the 
record,  can  be  contradicted  in  such  a 
proceeding,  by  extrinsic  evidence.  .  .  . 
On  the  other  hand,  the  other  principle 
referred  to  is  sometimes  employed  to 
justify  the  broad  statement  that  in  all 
cases,  even  when  the  judgment  is  col- 
laterally assailed,  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court  rendering  it  may  be  inquired 
into.  .  .  .  While  there  is  some  con- 
flict of  the  decisions  as  to  whether, 
where  there  is  a  presumption  of  service 
and  jurisdiction,  or  where  these  appear 
on  the  face  of  thfe  record,  it  can  be 
shown  in  a  collateral  proceeding  that 
in  fact  no  service  was  had,  the  author- 
ities are  substantially  uniform  to  the 
effect  that  when  the  judgment  is  di- 
rectly attacked  for  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion, such  want  of  service  and  juris- 
diction may  be  siown,  though  it  be  in 
contradiction  of  the  record.  .  .  .  The 
rule  which  forbids  the  collateral  im- 
peachment of  judgments  is  founded  on 
those  considerations  of  public  policy 
which  require  stability  of  judicial  rec- 
ords.' .  .  .  It  is  obvious  these  reasons 
find  no  just  application  in  an  action 
brought  upon  the  judgment,  in  which 
the  only  relief  sought  is  a  new  recov- 
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must  be  pleaded  by  setting  forth  the  facts  showing  it.^" 

(3.)  Fraud —  Fraud  in  obtaining  the-  judgment  is  a  good  defense  to 
an  /action  on  a  domestic  judgment,^'  but  the  facts  upon  which  such  de- 
fense is  based  must  be  specifically  pleaded.^^ 

h.  Replication.  —  The  replication  should  conform  to  the  general 
rules  governing  that  pleading.^" 

i.  Trial.  —  (I.)  Generally.  —  The  trial  of  the  issues  in  an  action  upon 
a  judgment  follows  the  general  rules  governing  the  disposition  of  ques- 
tions of  law  and  fact.^" 

(II.)  Variance. —  Under  the  code  practice  the  general  rule  that  any 
variance  which  is  not  of  a  character  to  mislead  the  defendant  is  im- 
material applies  to  actions  on  domestic  judgments.^^  Where  the  com- 
mon law  practice  prevails  any  substantial  variance  between  the  judg- 
ment as  described  in  the  complaint  and  the  one  offered  in  evidence  is 


ery  on  it,  as  a  debt  of  record;  and 
where  no  rights  of  third  persons  have 
intervened,  or  are  involved.  Nor,  in 
Bueh  case,  would  there  appear  to  be 
any  substantial  ground  for  denying  to 
the  defendant  the  right  to  show  in  de- 
fense to  the  action,  that  the  judgment 
was  rendered  without  jurisdiction. 
Such  a  defense  may,  we  think,  be  prop- 
erly regarded  as  a  direct  attack  on  the 
judgment,  and  not  within  the  rule  or 
its  reason,  against  collateral  impsaeh- 
ments."  Kingsborough  v.  Tousley,  56 
Ohio  St.  450,  47  N.  E.  541.  But  see 
Gallon  V.  Ellison,  13  Ohio  St.  446,  82 
Am.  Dec.  448. 

26.  Simmons  Co.  v.  Van  Eees.  87 
Misc.  284,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  857. 

27.  Ark. — Peel  -e.  January,  35  Ark. 
331,  37  Am.  Eep.  27.  Cal. — Spencer  v. 
Vigneaux,  20  Cal.  442.  Colo. — Harter 
V.  Shull,  17  Colo.  App.  162,  67  Pac. 
911.  HI.— Hopkins  v.  "Woodward,  75  111. 
62.  Ind. — Duringer  v.  Moschino,  93 
Ind.  495;  Stone  v.  Lewman,  28  Ind.  97. 
N.  Y.— Gardiner  v.  Van  Alstyne,  163 
N.  Y.  573,  57  N.  E.  1110;  Hackley  v. 
Draper,  60  N.  Y.  88;  Michigan  v.  Phoe- 
nix Bank,  33  N.  Y.  9.  Tex. — Miller  v. 
Lovell  (Tex.  Oiv.  App.),  40  S.  W. 
835.  Wash. — Townsend  v.  Price,  19 
Wash.  415,  53  Pac.  668. 

See  generally  the  title  "Judgments." 

[a]  A  Direct  Attack. — In  "an  ac- 
tion to  enforce  a  judgment,  an  answer 
alleging  fraud  or  collusion  in  its  pro- 
curement will  be  treated  as  a  direct 
attack  opening  the  whole  matter  to 
inniiiry,  and  not  narrowly  as  a  mere 
collateral  attack."     State  ex  rel.  Brad- 


way  V.  De  Mattes,  88  Wash.  35,  152 
Pac.  721. 

28.     Hopkins   v.   Woodward,    75    111. 

j62;  Deering  v.  Poston,  78  Minn.  29,  80 

N.    W.    783.     See   generally   the   titles 

I  "Fraud  and  Deceit; ' '  "Judgments." 

I     29.    See  the  title   "Beplication  and 

Reply." 

j  [a]  Replication  to  Plea  of  Lack  of 
I  Jurisdiction. — Under  a  statute  provid- 
ing that  in  pleading  a  judgment  of  a 
court  of  limited  jurisdiction  it  shall  be 
sufficient  to  allege'  that  the  judgment 
was  duly  given  or  made  plaintiff's  re- 
ply to  defendant's  answer  denying  that 
the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  cause 
is  not  sufficient  if  it  merely  avers  that 
the  defendant  had  appeared  in  the  ac- 
tion and  that  the  court  thus  had  juris- 
diction of  the  person,  as  the  want  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  under  such 
pleadings  stands  admitted.  Willey  v. 
Strickland,  8  Ind.  453. 

30.  See  generally  the  titles  "Prov- 
ince of  Judge  a!nd  Jury;"  "Trial." 

[a]  The  issue  of  nul  tiel  record 
must  be  determined  by  the  court  alone 
and  cannot  be  submitted  to  the  de- 
cision of  the  jury.  Tnd. — White  v.  El- 
kin,  6  Blackf.  123.  Mass.— Rathbone 
V.  Rathbone,  10  Pick.  1;  Hall  v.  Wil- 
liams, 6  Pick.  232,  17  Am.  Dec.  356. 
Vt.— Steyens  v.  Fisher,  30  Vt.  200. 

[b]  Questions  of  fact  submitted  to 
jury.     Stevens  v.  Fisher,  30  Vt.  200. 

[c]  If  equitable  defenses  are  set  up 
in  the  answer  the  action  may  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  equity  docket.  Peel  v. 
January,  35  Ark.  331,  37  Am.  Rep. 
27. 

31.  Cobb  V.  Doggett,  142  Cal.  142, 
75  Pac.  785. 
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deemed  fatal.^^    A  variance  as  to  the  amount  of  the  judgment  recov- 
ered,^^ the  date  of  its  rendition,^*  the  party  in  whose  f avor^^  or  against 


For  general  rules  see  tlie  title  "Vari- 
ance and  Failure  of  Proof." 

32.  Central  Bank  v.  Veasey,  14  Ark. 
671;  Caldwell  v.  Bell,  3  Ark.  419;  Lan- 
caster V.  Inhab.  of  Eichniond,  83  Me. 
534,  22  Atl.  393. 

[a]  A  misdescription  of  the  amount 
of  the  judgment,  however  slight, 
creates  a  fatal  variance  upon  a  plea 
of  nul  tiel  record.  Beecher  v.  Chester, 
2  Root  (Conn.)   90. 

[b]  Immaterial  "omissions  in  mat- 
ters of  substance,  in  pleading  records, 
are  attended  with  no  other  conse- 
quences than  in  other  eases.  .  .  .  But 
as  to  matters  of  description  it  is  other- 
wise, and  there  the  record  produced 
must  conform  strictly  to  the  plea.  It 
has  been  considered  that  if  any  cir- 
cumstances descriptive  of  the  record 
be  untruly  stated,  though  they  were 
not  necessary  to  be  stated  at  all,  it 
will  be  fatal  on  nul  tiel  record.  .  .  . 
This  is  because  the  issue  puts  in  ques- 
tion the  identity  of  the  record  set  up 
as  evidence  of  a  former  recovery." 
Whitaker  v.  Bramson,  2  Paine  209,  29 
Ped.  Cas.  No.  17,526.  See  also  Cald- 
well V.  Bell,  3  Ark.  419. 

[c]  As  to  Betnm  of  Execution. 
Where  it  is  alleged  in  the  complaint 
that  an  execution  issued  on  the  judg- 
ment was  returned  unsatisfied  and  the 
transcript  introduced  in  evidence  does 
not  show  that  an  execution  was  is- 
sued, the  variance  is  fatal.  Walker  v. 
Kendall,  Hard.  (Ky.)  404. 

33.  tJ.  S. — Thompson  v.  Jameson,  1 
Cranch  282,  2  L.  ed.  109.  Ala.— Ash- 
ley's Admr.  v.  Robinson,  29  Ala.  112, 
65  Am.  Dee.  387.  Ark. — Butler  v. 
Owen,  7  Ark.  369;  Caldwell  v.  Bell,  3 
Ark.  419.  Conn. — Beecher  v.  Chester,  2 
Root  90.  111.— Boyntou  v.  Eobb,  41 
111.  349.  Ind. — Hern  v.  Allison,  5 
Blackf.  347.  la.— Hight  v.  White,  Mor- 
ris 45.  Ky. — Williams  v.  Preston,  3 
J.  J.  Marsh.  600,  20  Am.  Dec.  179.  Mo. 
Wash  V.  Foster,  3  Mo.  205.  Pa.— Eich- 
elberger  v.  Smyser,  8  Watts  181. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Costs. — Where  it 
is  alleged  that  the  judgment  included 
costs  in  a  specified  sum  and  it  does 
not  appear  from  the  record  that  any 
specific  sum  was  adjudged  for  costs, 
there  is  a  material  variance.  Butler 
V.  Owen,   7  Ark.   369.     See   also   Cald- 
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well  V.  Bell,  3  Ark.  419;  Noyes.  v.  New- 
march,  1  Allen  (Mass.)  51,  blank 
amount  of  costs. 

[b]  As  to  Manner  of  Payment. — ^But 
where  the  complaint  sets  forth  the  re- 
covery of  a  judgment  for  so  many  dol- 
lars and  the  judgment  roll  shows  a 
judgment  for  the  recovery  of  the  same 
number  of  dollars  with  the  direction 
that  such  sum  be  paid  in  a  specified 
kind  of  money,  there  is  no  variance. 
Belford  v.  Woodward,  158  111.  122,  41 
N.  E.  1097,  29  L.  R.  A.  593.  See  also 
East  St.  Louis  v.  Canty,  65  111.  App. 
325. 

34.  Ala. — ^Fulenwider  V.  Eidgeway, 
148  Ala.  675,  41  So.  846.  Miss.— How- 
ard V.  Cousins,  7  How.  114.  N.  J. 
Gulick  V.  Loder,  14  N.  J.  L.  572.  N.  Y. 
Vail  V.  Smith,  4  Cow.  71. 

[a]  Variance  in  Year. — Where  the 
judgment  sued  on  is  described  in  the 
complaint  as  of  the  December  term, 
1830,  a  judgment  entered  in  Decem- 
ber term,  1831,  cannot  be  admitted  in 
support  of  the  complaint.  Howard  v. 
Cousins,   7   How.    (Miss.)    114. 

35.  Colo. — Larson  v.  Boss,  10  Colo. 
App.  267,  50  Pac.  730.  Me.— Farrar  v. 
Fairbanks,  53  Me.  143.  Tenn.— Dibrell 
V.  Miller,  8  Yerg.  476,  29  Am.  Dee. 
126. 

[a]  Variance  as  to  Parties. — ^Where 
the  complaint  is  based  upon  an  alleged 
judgment  in  an  action,  in  which  Sam- 
uel Gulick,  plaintifE,  impleaded  William 
Loder  and  John  Loder  defendants  and 
the  record  produced  on  trial  is  a  rec- 
ord of  a  judgment  in  a  suit  in  which 
Samuel  Gulick  was  impleaded  or  sued 
by  William  Loder  and  John  Loder,  the 
variance  between  the  record  declared 
on  and  the  one  introduced  in  evidence 
is  fatal.  Gulick  «.  Loder,  14  N.  J.  L. 
572. 

[b]  Immaterial  Variance. — But  where 
the  writ  in  an  action  on  a  judgment 
describes  the  plaintifE  as  the  United 
States  National  Bank  of  New  York 
and  the  judgment  is  rendered  in  favor 
of  the  "United  States  National  Bank," 
there  is  no  variance,  where  it  is  stated 
in  the  complaint  that  the  plaintifE  is 
carrying  on  business  in  the  city  of 
New  York  as  a  national  bank.  United 
States  Nat.  Bank  v.  Venner,  172  Mass. 
449,  52  N.  B.  543. 
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whom^"  the  judgment  was  rendered  constitutes  a  material  variance. 
A  complaint  describing  a  judgment  against  one  only  defendant  can- 
not be  supported  by  the  production  pf  a  judgment  against  such  defend- 
ant and  other  persons.^^  But  where  a  copy  of  the  judgment  sued  upon 
is  attached  to  and  made  a  part  of  the  complaint,^*  or  filed  with  the 
complaint,'^  a  misdescription  of  the  judgment  creates  no  variance. 

(in.)    Judgment.  —  The  plainti'ff  is  entitled  to  the  recovery  of  costs 
awarded  by  the  original  judgment,*"  as  well  as  interest  thereon.^^    Costs 


[c]  Where  plaintiff  has  anticipated 
the  variance  by  pleading  his  Mentity 
with  the  plaintiff  named  in  the  judg- 
ment, defendant  cannot  claim  a  vari- 
ance as  to  party  plaintiffs,  under  a 
mere  plea  of  nul  tiel  record  without 
a  denial  of  the  allegation  of  identity. 
Barry  &  Co.  v.  Carothers,  6  Rich.  L. 
(S.  C.)  331. 

36.  V.  S.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hamor, 
47  Fed.  36.  Oa. — Howell  v.  Shands  & 
Co.,  35  Ga.  66.  111. — Ducommun  v.  Hy- 
singer,  14  111.  249;  Schertz  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  47  111.  App.  124.  Ohio. 
Newburg  v.  Munshower,  29  Ohio  St. 
617,  23  Am.  Bep.  769. 

[a]  Where  the  judgment  sued  upon 
was  rendered  against  the  defendant 
personally  and  the  action  on  the  judg- 
ment is  brought  against  him  in  a  rep- 
resentative capacity  as  administrator 
he  should,  in  order  to  avail  himself 
of  the  variance,  file  a  plea  of  nul  tiel 
record,  but  where  instead  of  doing  so 
he  pleads  to  the  merits  the  objection 
on  the  ground  of  such  variance  is 
deemed  waived.  Purvis  v.  Jackson,  69 
N.  C.  474. 

37.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hamor,  47 
Fed.  36;  Mann  v.  Edwards,  138  111. 
19,  27  N.  E.  603;  Schertz  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  47  111.  App.  124. 

[a]  Immaterial  Variance. — ^But  where 
the  judgment  is  rendered  in  favor  of 
a  certain  person  and  the  record  con- 
tains the  additional  statement  "or 
whoever  may  be  the  legal  owner  or 
owners  of  the  land,"  the  omission  to 
mention  such  additional  statement  in 
the  complaint  creates  no  substantial 
variance  between  the  record  and  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint.  Lancas- 
ter V.  Inhab.  of  Richmond,  83  Me.  534, 
22  Atl.  393. 

38.  Yarn  v.  Arnold  Hat  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  124  S.  W.  693. 

[a]  fhere  can  "be  no  variance  be- 
tween the  allegation  and  the  instru- 
ment, itself  made  a  part  of  the  peti- 

as 


tion,  because  whatever  might  be,  al- 
leged the  instrument  would  be  bound 
to  control,  and  the  party  sued  could 
not  therefore  be  misled.  The  instru- 
ment itself  would  cure  any  misdescrip- 
tion of  it  in  the  petition  to  which  it 
is  attached  as  an  exhibit."  Varn  v. 
Arnold  Hat  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  124 
S.  W.  693. 

39.  Garvin  v.  St.  Clair,  17  Tex.  435. 

40.  Cranor  v.  School  Dist.,  81  Mo. 
App.  152;  Green-Eea  Co.  v.  Holman, 
107  Tenn.  544,  64  S.  W.  889. 

[a]  The  costs  are  part  of  the  judg- 
ment and  in  an  action  on  such  judg- 
ment the  plaintiff  may  recover  such 
costs  together  with  the  principal  sum. 
Cranor  v.  School  District,  81  Mo.  App. 
152. 

[b]  Necessity  of  Showing  Payment. 
In  Meyer  v.  Mehrhoffi,  19  Mo.  App. 
682,  it  is  held  that  the  plaintiff  in 
order  to  be  entitled  to  the  recovery  of 
costs  awarded  in  the  judgment  must 
show  that  he  or  his  assignor  has  paid 
the  same.  It  is  said  there:  "The  plain- 
tiff's petition  avers  that  these  costs 
are  still  unpaid,  nor  is  there  any  evi- 
dence in  the  case,  that  either  the  plain- 
tiff or  his  assignor,  ever  paid  the 
same,  or  any  part  tliereof.  It  is  true 
that  costs  form  a  part  of  a  judgment. 
.  .  .  If  the  plaintiff  has  advanced 
them  he  is  entitled  to  receive  them; 
if  he  has  not  advanced  them  he  has 
no  right  to  receive  them.  On  what 
theory  can  the  plaintiff  in  this  case 
obtain  a  judgment  against  the  defend- 
ant for  an  amount  which  is  supported 
by  no  consideration,  namely:  for  the 
costs  which  he  has  never  paid,  and  for 
which,  at  this  date,  there  is,  no  liability 
on  his  part." 

41.  Ind. — Palmer  v.  Glover,  73  Ind. 
529.  Ky.— Williams  v.  Preston,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  600,  20  Am.  Dee.  179.  Tenn. 
But  see  Green-Eea  Co.  v.  Holman,  107 
Teni^.  544,  64  S.  W.  889. 
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of  exeeution  may  likewise  be  added  to  the  am'ount  of  the  original  judg- 
ment.*^ Where  the  judgment  sued  upon  contains  a  limitation  as  to  the 
source  from  which  it  is  payable,  its  terms  cannot  be  modified  in  a  sub- 
sequent judgment  by  omitting  such  limitation.*' 

2.  On  Judgments  of  Courts  of  Sister  States.  —  a.  Right  To  Ac- 
tion.—  (I.)  General  Rule.  — An  action  may  be  maintained  on  a  judg- 
ment rendered  by  a  court  of  another  state,**  in  accordance  with  the 
general  principles,  with  certain  exceptions,**  governing  actions  on  do- 
mestic judgments.*^ 

(II.)  Nature  of  Judgment  and  Circumstances  Affecting  Its  Enforcement. 
(A.)  Generally.  —  The  judgments  of  a  sister  state  are  recognized  upon 
principles  of  comity  as  modified  and  enforced  by  the  "full  faith  and 
credit"  clause  of  the  United  States  constitution.*^  And  generally 
speaking,  if  actionable  where  it  was  rendered,  it  should  be  actionable 
in  a  sister  state,  and  vice  versa,**  and,  as  a  rule,  a  judgment  valid  in 
the  state  where  it  was  rendered  may  he  enforced  by  action  in  another 
state,  although  under  the  laws  of  the  latter  state  such  judgment  would 


42.  Miller  v.  Miller,  5  N.  J.  L.  508. 

43.  Weaver  v.  San  Francisco,  146 
Cal.  728,  81  Pac.  119. 

44.  Colo.— Interstate  Sav.  &  T.  Co. 
V.  Wyatt,  27  Colo.  App.  217,  147  Pac. 
444.  Conn.— Abbot  v.  Knight  of  Plain- 
field,  1  Root  405.  D.  C— Davis  v. 
Davis,  29  App.  Cas.  258,  9  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1071;  Clark  v.  Barber,  21  App. 
Cas.  274.  111.— Dow  v.  Blake,  148  Bl. 
76,  35  N.  E.  761,  39  Am.  St.  Eep.  156. 
Kan. — Bitter  v.  Hoffman,  35  Kan.  215, 
10  Pao.  576.  Mo. — McElroy  v.  Ford, 
81  Mo.  App.  500.  Neb.— Snyder  v. 
Critohfield,  44  Neb.  66,  62  N.  W.  306. 
N.  J. — Oyster  v.  Peavy,  40  N.  J.  L. 
401.  Wash. — Trowbridge  V.  Spinning, 
23  "Wash.  48,  62  Pac.  125,  83  Am.  St. 
Eep.  806,  54  L.  E.  A.  204. 

See  section  following. 

Asi  to  force  and  effect  of  a  judgment 
of  a  sister  state,  see  15  Standard  Proc. 
649,  et  seq.,  and  the  title  "Ees  Judi- 
cata." 

[a]  "The  judgment  of  the  court  of 
another  state  is  .  .  .  put  on  the  same 
footing  as  a  domestic  judgment  with 
this  qualification:  That  it  does  not 
prevent  an  inquiry  into  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  in  which  the  judgment 
was  given  to  pronounce  it,  or  the  right 
of  the  state  itself  to  exercise  author- 
ity over  the  persons  or  subject-mat- 
ter." Lucas  V.  Vulcan  Iron  Works,  233 
Fed.  823. 

[b]  And  a  statute  providing  that 
no  action  shall  be  maintained  on  any 
judgment    or    decree   rendigred  \Sf   anjf 
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court  without  the  state  against  any 
person  who,  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  in  which  such 
judgment  or  decree  was  resident,  was  a 
resident  of  the  state,  in  any  case  where 
the  cause  of  action  would  have  been 
barred  by  any  act  of  limitation  of  the 
state,  if  such  suit  had  been  brought 
therein,  is  unconstitutional,  it  being  in 
legal  effect  an  attempt  to  deny  the 
eflicacy  of  any  judgment  recovered  in 
another  state  against  a  citizen  of  the 
state  in  which  such  statute  is  in  force. 
Christmas  v.  Eussell,  5  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
290,  18  L.  ed.  475. 

Jurisdiction  of  justice  of  the  peace 
to  entertain  action  on  foreign  judg- 
ment, see  the  title  "Justices  of  the 
Peace." 

Enforcement  in  Federal  Court. — See 
imfra,  III,  B,  3. 

45.  See  sections  following. 

46.  Actions  on  domestic  judgments, 
see  svfpra,  IV,  B,  1. 

47.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  645,  et 
seq. 

[a]  Penal  judgments  of  another 
state  will  n6t  support  an  action.  Hunt- 
ington V.  Attrill,  146  U.>  S.  657,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  224,  36  L.  ed.  1123 ;  Wisconsin 
V.  Pelican  Ins.  Co.,  127  XJ.  S.  265,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  1370,  32  L.  ed.  239;  Arkansas 
V.  Bowen,  3  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)  537; 
Schuler  v.  Schuler,  209  111.  522,  71  N. 
E.  16.  See  15  Standard  Pboc.  645,  et 
seq. 

48.  Stee  ca'ses  anfl  disguS^ioa  follow- 
ing- 
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be  a  nullity.*'  Before  it  is  entitled  to  recognition  and  enforcement  in 
another  state,  however,  it  must  possess  certain  jurisdictional  and  other 
essentials  of  a  valid  and  subsisting  judgment.'"  An  action  on  a  judg- 
ment rendered  without  service  of  i)rocess  on  or  appearance  by  the  de- 
fendant cannot  be  sustained  in  another  state,'^  and  where  the  court  of 
another  state  acquired  jurisdiction  in  rem  only,  as  by  attachment,  no 
action  can  be  brought  on  the  judgment  as  the  court  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  person  of  the  defendant.^^    So  also  a  judgment  of  another 


49.  Bitter  v.  Hoffman,  35  Kan.  215, 
10  Pae.  576. 

[a]  "A  judgment  entered  on  war- 
rant of  attorney  in  a  state  recogniz- 
ing such  a  proceeding  is  as  much  an 
act  of  the  court  as  if  formally  pro- 
nounced on  nil  dicit  or  a  cognovit,  and 
until  it  is  reversed  or  set  aside  it  has 
all  the  qualities  and  effects  of  a  judg- 
ment on  verdict.  ...  A  judgment  en- 
tered in  such  a  manner  in  a  state  recog- 
nizing such  instruments,  when  sued 
upon  here,  must  be  treated  as  any  other 
judgment."  Snyder  v.  Critchfield,  44 
Nfib.  66,  62  N.  W.  306. 

[b]  But  where  it  affirmatively  ap- 
pears that  the  judgment  of  an  Ohio 
court  rendered  by  confession  was  not 
in  compliance  with  the  laws  in  force 
in  Oklahoma  Territory  and  the  statutes 
and  laws  of  Ohio  are  neither  pleaded 
nor  proved,  no  recovery  can  be  had  on 
such  judgment.  Haru  v.  Cole,  20  Okla. 
553,  95  Pae.  415. 

50.  See  15  Standaed  Peoc.  644,  et 
seq. 

[a]  "A  judgment  rendered  vrithout 
a  statement  of  the  cause  of  action,  in 
seme  form  recognized  by  law,  what- 
ever may  be  its  force  and  effect,  where 
it  is  rendered,  is  of  no  value  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  which  ren- 
dered it.  No  authority  to  the  contrary 
is  cit-sd  by  the  defendants,  and,  in- 
deed, it  would  seem  impossible  to  main- 
tain in  any  forum  a  judgment,  unless 
it  was  based  upon  a  complaint,  or  a 
statement  of  the  cause  of  action  of 
the  party  in  whose  favor  it  was  ren- 
dered." Toung  V.  Eosenbaum,  39  Cal. 
646. 

51.  U.  S. — See  Shipman  v.  Willard, 
194  Ped.  575.  Ala.— Bigger  v.  Hutch- 
ings,  2  Stew.  445.  Ark. — Barkman  v. 
Hopkins,  11  Ark.  157.  Conn. — Kibbe 
V.  Kibbe,  Kirby  119.  Del.— Mitchell  v. 
Garrett,  5  Houst.  34.  111.— Welch  v. 
Sykes,  8  HI.  197,  44  Am.  Dec.  689; 
Bobb  V.   Anderson,  48   HI.   App.    575. 


Me. — McVicker  v.  Beedy,  31   Me.   314, 

50  Am.  Dec.  666.  Mass. — Watson  v. 
New  England  Bank,  4  Mete.  343.  Miss. 
Wright  V.  Weisinger,  5  Smed.  &  M. 
210.  Mo. — Overstreet  v.  Shannon,  1 
Mo.  529.  N.  J. — Moulin  v.  Trenton, 
etc.  Ins.  Co.,  24  N.  J.  L.  222.  N.  Y. 
Leighty  v.  Tichenor  (App.  Div.),  159 
N.  Y.  Supp.  457.    Tex.— Chunn  v.'  Gray, 

51  Tex.  112.  Vt.— Newcomb  v.  Peck, 
17  Vt.  302,  44  Am.  Dec.  340.  Va. 
Johnson  v.  Anderson,  76  Va.  766;  Wil- 
son V.  Bank  of  Mt.  Pleasant,  6  Leigh 
(33  Va.;   570. 

[a]  "If  statutes  authorizing  a  judg- 
ment without  appearance,  or  actual  or 
constructive  notice,  can  have  force 
upon  the  citizens  of  the  state  where 
they  are  passed,  they  cannot  bind  cit- 
izens of  another  state.  Such  judgments, 
as  to  them,  are  void."  Sim  v.  Prank, 
25  111.  125. 

[b]  Summary  Judgment. — ^But  where 
under  the  laws  of  a  state  a  summary 
judgment  without  notice  may  be  ren- 
dered' in  certain  cases,  an  action  on 
such  judgment  cannot  be  maintained  in 
a  state  where  no  such  practice  pre- 
vails. Sevier  v.  Eoddie,  51  Mo.  580. 
See  generally  the  title  "Summary  Pro- 
ceedings." 

[c]  Joint  Defendants.  —  One  Not 
Served  With  Process. — Where  an  action 
is  brought  on  a  judgment  of  another 
state  against  only  one  of  two  defend- 
ants and  it  appears  that  no  service  of 
process  was  made  on  the  other  defend- 
ant, the  action,  in  the  absence  of  a 
statute,  cannot  be  maintained  for  the 
reason  that  the  judgment  being  an  en- 
tirety cannot  be  divided.  Hanley  v. 
Donoghue,  59  Md.  239,  43  Am.  Rep. 
554. 

52.  Succession  of  Durand,  24  La. 
Ann.  352. 

[a]  "The  state  has  undoubted  jur- 
isdiction over  property  within  its  ter- 
ritorial limits.  It  may  subject  it  to 
taxation.     It   may   render   it   liable  to 
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state  cannot  be  sued, on  unless  it  is  final  in  the  state  wherein  it  was 
rendered,^^  and  an  interlocutory  judgment  of  a  court  of  another  state 


the  payment  of  debts,  though  its  owner 
may  reside  in  another  state.  .  .  . 
Without  property  and  its  attachment, 
the  court  has  no  jurisdiction.  ...  It 
is  co-extensive  with  and  limited  by 
the  attachment,  and  ends  with  the  dis- 
position according  to  law  of  the  es- 
tate so  attached.  Where  there  is  no 
attachment,  no  valid  judgment  can  be 
rendered.  .  .  .  The  judgment  recov- 
ered by  the  plaintiff  was  clearly  not 
of  validity  so  as  to  constitute  the  basis 
of  a  suit  without  the  state.  ...  It 
is  simply  a  proceeding  in  rem.  It  is 
a  statutory  process,  by  which  a  cred- 
itor, following  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  is  enabled  to  appropriate  the 
property  of  an  absent  debtor  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts.  If  the  appro- 
priation is  made,  it  is  protected.  If 
not  made,'  the  judgment  ceases  to  have 
any  validity,  so  that  it  can  constitute 
the  basis  of  a  new  judgment."  East- 
man V.  Wadleigh,  65  Me.  251,  20  Am. 
Eep.  6&5. 

[b]  "In  the  present  ease,  the  judg- 
ment was  sufficient  to  subject  to.  its 
satisfaction,  within  New  York,  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant  in  that  state. 
To  that  extent  it  would  be  held  valid, 
as  a  proceeding  in  rem;  but  it  has  no 
binding  force  in  personam,  for  want  of 
jurisdiction  of  the  person.  To  the  ex- 
tent in  which  jurisdiction  existed,  will 
faith  and  credit  be  given  to  the  judg- 
ment in  this  state  and  no  further.  Thus, 
if  personal  property  of  the  defendant 
had  been  sold  under  this  judgment,  in 
New  York,  and  the  purchaser  had 
brought  the  property  into  this  state, 
he  'would  be  protected  against  a  claim 
of  the  defendant.  The  judgment,  and 
sale  thereunder,  would  sustain  his  title. 
But  for  all  the  purposes  of  establishing 
a  personal  claim  against  the  defendant, 
it  is  a  mere  nullity,  and  it  makes  no 
difference  whether  valid,  and  in  con- 
formity with  the  course  and  practice 
of  the  court  where  rendered,  or  other- 
wise."    Kane  v.  Cook,  8   Cal.  449. 

53.  Dow  V.  Blake,  148  111.  76,  85  N. 
E.  761,  39  Am.  St.  Kep.  156;  Trow- 
bridge V.  Spinning,  23  Wash.  48,  62 
Pae.  125,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  806,  54  L. 
E.  A.  204.  Compare  supra,  III,  B,  1,  a, 
(II),  (C). 
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A  judgment  must  be  final  to  consti- 
tute a  merger  or  res  judicata  and  en- 
titled to  recognition  as  such  elsewhere. 
See  the  title  "Hes  Judicata,"  and  15 
Standard  Proc.  595,  et  seq. 

[a]  "Judgments  and  decrees  are 
recognized,  by  courts  other  than  those 
in  which  they  are  rendered,  as  debts 
of  record,  but  not  unless  they  are  final 
and  complete  to  the  extent  of  resting 
absolute  and  unconditional  right  in  the 
persons  in  whose  favor  they  are  made. 
.  .  .  This  principle  applicable  to  ac- 
tions on  judgments  and  decrees  has  full 
force  and  effect  in  actions  on  judgments 
and  decrees  of  the  courts  of  sister 
states,  the  benefits  of  which  are  pre- 
served and  sustained  by  the  constitu- 
tion and  laws  of  the  United  States." 
Henry  v.  Henry,  74  W.  Va.  563,  82  S. 
E.  522,  L.  B.  A.  1916B,  1024. 

[b]  Judgment  on  Contempt  Pro- 
ceedings.— A  decree  adjhdging  that  a 
certain  sum  is  due  from  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  for  arrears  for  alimony, 
although  made  in  contempt  proceed- 
ings on  the  original  decree  of  divorce 
for  failure  to  comply  therewith,  is  a 
final  judgment  and  as  such  decree  un- 
der the  laws  of  Illinois  has  the  force 
and  effect  of  a  judgment  at  law  for 
the  payment  of  money,  an  action  on 
such  decree  of  another  state  may  be 
maintained  in  this  state.  De  Longe  v. 
Fischback,  153  Wis.  193,  140  N.  W. 
1125. 

[c]  Judgment  Payable  in  Gold  Coin. 
A  judgment  for  a  certain  sum  of  money 
payable  "in  United  States  gold  coin" 
is  an  obligation  for  the  direct  payment 
of  money  and  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 
judgment  for  the  payment  of  an  un- 
liquidated amount  to  be  determined  ac- 
cording to  the  fluctuations  of  the  gold 
market,  and  an  action  of  debt  is  prop- 
erly brought  on  such  judgment.  Bel- 
ford  V.  Woodward,  158  111.  122,  41  N. 
E.  1097,  29  L.  E.  A.  593. 

[d]  The  fact  that  costs  remain  to 
be  taxed  does  not  affect  the  finality  of 
the  judgment  sued  on,  as  the  taxation 
of  costs  is  incidental  to  the  judgment 
and  is  not  an  essential  part  thereof. 
Clark  V.  Barber,  21  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.) 
274. 
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will  not  support  an  action."*  An  action  may  be  brought  on  a  judgment 
by  confession  rendered  by  a  court  of  another  state.^"  No  action  cail 
be  maintained  on  a  judgment  which  is  dormant  and  unenforceable  by 
action  under  the  laws  of  the  state  where  the  judgment  was  rendered.^" 
If  the  terms  or  conditions  of  the  judgment  are  such  that  a  judgment 
imposing  the  same  obligations  cannot  be  rendered  in  another  state,  no 


54.  Brinkleyi^.  Brinkley,  56  N.  T. 
19'2. 

55.  Ind. — Kingman  v.  Paulsen,  126 
Ind.  507,  26  N.  E.  393,  22  Am.  St.  Eep. 
611.  Kan. — Kitter  v.  Hoffman,  35  Kan. 
235,  10  Pac.  576.  ]\Iass. — Van  Norman 
V.  Gordon,  172  Mass.  576,  53  N.  E.  267, 
70  Am.  St,  Eep.  304,  44  L.  E.  A.  840; 
Eichards  v.  Barlow,  140  Mass.  218,  6  N. 
E.  68.  Mo. — "Veuuum  v.  Mertens,  119 
Mo.  App.  461,  95  S.  W.  292.  NeT). 
Nicholas  V.  Farwell,  24  Neb.  180,  38  N. 
"W.  820.  N.  Y.— Teel  v.  Yost,  128  N. 
Y.  387,  28  N.  B.  353,  13  L.  E.  A.  796; 
Trebllcox  v.  McAlpine,  62  Hun  317,  17 
N  Y.  Supp.  221.  Ohio.— Sipes  v.  Whit- 
ney, 30  Ohio  St.  69.  W.  Va.— Coleman 
V.  Waters,  13  W.  Va.  278. 

[a]  "The  fact  that  the  defendant 
was  a  non-resident  of  the  state  in  whioh 
the  note  was  executed  and  made  pay- 
able, is  no  defense  to  the  entering,  by 
confession,  of  a  judgment  thereon  in 
the  state  of  its  execution  and  where 
it  was  to  be  paid.  As  we  view  it,  the 
record  offered  shows  a  valid  judgment 
under  the  laws  of  Illinois,  and  was 
properly  authenticated  as  provided  by 
the  acts  of  Congress,  as  ,well  as  by  our 
statutes,  and  until  otherwise  properly 
impeached,  was  entitled  to  be  given 
such  faith  and  credit  as  it  had  by  law 
or  usage  in  the  courts  of  the  state  in 
which  it  was  rendered."  Vennum  v. 
Holmberg,  51   Colo.   306,  117  Pac.  169. 

[b]  But  under  a  bond  authorizing 
"any  attorney  of  any  court  of  record 
in  the  state  of  New  York  or  any  other 
state  to  confess  judgment"  the  defend- 
ant "did  not  consent  to  be  bound  by 
the  local  laws  of  every  state  in  the 
Union  relating  to  the  rendition  of  judg- 
ment against  their  own  citizen?  with- 
out service  or  appearance,  but  on  the 
contrary  made  such  appearance  a  con- 
dition of  judgment.  And  even  if  judg- 
ment could  have  been  entered  against 
him,  not  being  served  and  not  appear- 
ing, in  each  of  the  states  of  the  Union, 
in  accordance  with  the  laws  therein 
existing  upon  the  subject,  he  could  not 
be  held  liable  upon  such  judgment  in 
any  othsr  state  titan  ihsA  in  wiiich  it 


was  so  rendered,  contrary  to  the  laws 
and  policy  of  such  state.  The  courts 
of  Maryland  were  not  bound  to  hold 
this  judgment  as  obligatory  either  on 
the  ground  of  comity  or  of  duty,  there- 
by permitting  the  law  of  another  state 
to  override  their  own."  Grovef  &  B. 
S.  Mach.  Co.  V.  Kadcliffe,  137  U.  S. 
287,  11  Sup.  Ct.  92,  34  L.  ed.  670. 

[c]  But  if  thp  confession  of  Judg- 
ment was  made  by  a  person  who  had 
no  anthorit7,  that  fact  may  be  shown 
in  an  action  on  the  judgment  brought 
in  another  state.  Central  Pennsylvania 
Soc.  V.  Larue,  164  Mo.  App.  93,  148  S. 
W.  152. 

56.  Chapman  v.  Chapman,  48  Kan. 
636,  29  Pac.  1071;  St.  Louis  Type  F. 
Co.  V.  Jackson,  128  Mo.  119,  30  S.  W. 
521;  Baker  v.  Stonebraker,  36  Mo.  338. 
Compare  Beer  v.  Simpson,  65  Hun  17, 
10  N.  Y.  Supp.  578,  22  Civ.  Proc.  351, 
47  N.  Y.  St.  219. 

[a]  But  an  action  may  be  brought 
on  an  order  or  judgment  of  revival. 
Thomas  v.  Lally,  28  Cal.  App.  308,  152 
Pac.  53. 

[b]  A  revival  of  the  judgment  lien 
bj'  scire  facias  without  personal  service 
of  process  is  not  a  judgment  upon  which 
an  action  may  be  maintained  in  another 
state  where  the  original  judgment  is 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
Evans  v.  Eeed,  2  Mich.  N.  P.  212. 

[c]  "The  question  thus  presented  by 
the  pleadings  is,  can  a  suit  be  main- 
tained in  the  courts  of  this  state  upon 
a  judgmeiit  of  a  court  of  another  state, 
rendered  upon  returns  of  nihil  to  two 
successive  writs  of  scire  facias  issued 
to  revive  a  judgment  in  the  foreign 
court  of  more  than  twenty  years  stand- 
ing, where  the  defendant  .  .  .  had  no 
notice  of  such  writs?  .  .  .  We  have  no 
hesitation  ...  in  treating  this  judg- 
ment as  one  rendered  without  notice  or 
service  of  process,  and  of  no  validity 
as  the  foundation  of  an  action  here, 
whatever  may  be  its  effect  in  the  state 
where  it  was  rendered,  or  upon  the 
property  of  the  defendant,  if  any,  there 
situated."  Weaver  v.  Boggs,  38  Md. 
255. 
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action  can  be  there  maintained  t^pon  it.'^  A  deficiency  judgment  in 
an  action  of  foreclosure  of  mortg'ige  cannot  be  enforced  by  an  action 
in  another  state  until  after  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  property.^^ 

Leave  of  Court, —  A  statutory  provision  forbidding  suits  upon  judg- 
ments of  courts  of  record,  without  leave  to  bring  such  suits  is  intended 
only  to  govern  domestic  judgments  and  cannot  be  extended  to  judg- 
ments rendered  by  courts  of  other  states,"^  unless  the  statute  expressly 
so  provides.^" 

(B.)  EfPECT  OF  Stat  and  Other  Proceedings  in  Sistee  State.  —  The 
pendency  of  equitable  proceedings  in  the  courts  of  the  state  where  it 
was  rendered  to  set  aside  the  judgment  constitutes  no  obstacle  to  an 
action  on  the  judgment  in  another  state,"^  but  no  action  can  be  brought 
on  a  judgment  of  another  state,  the  enforcement  of  which  is  there  en- 
joined^^  or  stayed''^  in  such  way  as  to  prevent  an  action  being  brought 


57.  See  Thornflr  v.  Batory,  41  Md 
S93,  20  Am.  Eep.  74. 

[a]  Alternative  Judgment. — ' '  The 
judgment  sued  on  is  not  such  an  one 
as  the  courts  of  this  state  can  carry 
into  effect  by  a  lilce  judgment  to  be 
rendered  here.  Any  other  judgment 
would  be  transcending  the  powers  of 
our  courts,  which  must  be  limited  to 
the  same  measure  of  relief  which  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  in  the 
state  of  Tennessee.  The  action 
brought  on  this  subject  is  an 
action  of  debt  in  which  the  only  judg- 
ment that  can  be  rendered  is  for  a  cer- 
tain sum  of  money.  It  is  clear  that 
such  an  uneonditonal  judgment  would 
take  from  the  defendant  the  right 
which  he  had  under  the  Tennessee 
judgment  to  satisfy  it  by  returning  the 
property,  and  to  that  extent  would  work 
an  unauthorized  change  of  the  rights 
of  the  parties."  Thorner  v.  Batory,  41 
Md.  593,  20  Am.  Eep.  74. 

58.  Smith  v.  Moore,  53  Mo.  App.  525. 

59.  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Rochester  & 
P.  E.  Co.,  29  Fed.  609;  Weber  1}.  Taney, 
7  Wash.  84,  34  Pac.  473.  See  afso 
Morton  v.  Palmer,  60  Hun  583,  14  N. 
Y.  Supp.  912,  21  Civ.  Proc.  94,  39  N. 
Y.  St.  236;  Goodyear  D.  V.  Co.  v.  Fris- 
selle,  22  Hun  (N.  Y.)   174. 

As  to  necessity  for  leave  to  sue  on  a 
domestic  judgment,  see  supra,  III,  B, 
1.  b. 

Leave  to  sue  on  a  federal  court  judg- 
ment, see  infra,  III,  B,  3. 

60.  Hinman  v.  Hare,  13  W.  N.  C. 
(Pa.)   251. 

61.  Parker  v.  Bowman,  83  Ark.  508, 
104  S.  W.  158;  Tompkins  v.  Cooper,  97 
Oa.  631,  25  S.  E.  247. 
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62.  See  note  following. 

[a]  "We  are  bound  ...  to  respect 
the  order  of  the  Ohio  court  allowing 
the  injunction,  which  is  to  be  held  as 
res  judicata  between  the  parties,  sus- 
pending to  all  intents  and  purposes  the 
absolute  effect  of  the  judgment.  It  is 
no  answer- to  this  that  the  security  had 
not  been  entered  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit.  It  is  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  apply  to  the  Ohio  court  to  re- 
voke its  decree  allowing  the  injunction, 
if  security  has  not  been  entered  in  due 
time.  But  while  it  is  subsisting,  the 
judgment  is  not  final,  and  no  action  can 
be  obtained  on  it  as  such."  Palmer  v 
Palmer,  2  Miles  (Pa.;  373. 

63.  Nazro  v.  McCalmont  Oil  Co.,  36 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  296.  See  also  supra,  III, 
B,  1,  a,  (II),  (C),  (2),  and  the  titlff 
"Supersedeas  and  Stay  of  Proceed- 
ings." 

[a]  "Eegarding  the  judgment  as  a 
contract,  it  must  be  held,  we  think,  to 
be  such  a  contract  as  the  laws  of 
Pennsylvania  make  it,  and  that  is  one 
not  enforceable  until  the  expiration 
of  the  stay  of  execution.  The  action 
in  this  state  in  which  the  attachment 
issues,  is  based  altogether  upon  the 
judgment.  The  recognizance  by  which 
the  execution  is  stayed  became  part 
of  the  record  of  the  judgment,  and 
while  it  remains  in  full  force  and  ef- 
fect the  law  of  Pennsylvania  prevents 
the  issuing  of  any  execution  to  collect 
the  judgment  until  the  expiration  of 
the  stay,  and  this  because  the  stay  is  ' 
a  part  of  the  'contract,  express  or  im- 
plied,' upon  which  the  plaintiff  has 
sued  out  his  attachment.  It  is  in  its 
nature  a  contract  not  yet  due,  and  for 
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on  it  there.^*  Neither  the  fact  that  another  action  is  pending  in  a  sis- 
ter state  upon  the  same  judgment,"^  or  the  fact  that  an  execution  has 
been  issued  and  levied  upon  defendant 's  property  situated  in  the  state 
where  the  original  judgment  was  rendered,*^  or  that  an  appeal  has  been 
taken  from  the  judgment^^  is  a  bar  to  an  action  thereon  in  another  state 
unless  such  other  proceedings  prevents  action  on  the  judgment  where 
rendered. 

(C.)  Decrees  in  EQmry.  —  Generally  an  action  may  be  maintained  on 
a  decree  of  a  court  of  equity  of  another  state  directing  the  payment  of 
a  specific  sum  of  money,^®  though  in  some  jurisdictions  an  action  can- 


that  reason  not  yet  enforceable  in  thiff 
state  by  attachment  against  the  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant."  Nazro  v.  Mc- 
Calmont  Oil  Co.,  36  Hun   (N.  Y.)   296 

64.  See  note  following. 

[a]  Wiere  Stay  Bond  Does  Not  Pre- 
vent Action.— Where  in  an  action  on  a 
judgment  rendered  in  Ohio  it  was  al- 
leged in  the  answer  that  an  appeal  from 
the  judgment  is  pending  and  that  a 
supersedeas  bond  had  been  filed  to  staj 
proceedings,  but  the  Ohio  statutes  were 
not  introduced  in  evidence,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  they  are  like  those  in 
this  state.  ' '  Under  our  practice  a  su- 
persedeas bond  given  in  proceedings  in 
error  serves  the  purpose  of  staying. the 
execution  of  the  judgment  only.  .  .  . 
A  stay  of  execution  is  no  obstacle  in 
the  way  of  another  action  on  the  judg- 
ment." Poll  V.  Hicks,  67  Kan.  191,  72 
Pac.  847. 

65.  MeArthur  v.  Goddin,  12*  Bush 
(Ky.)  274.  See  1  Standabd  Proo.  1003; 
1004. 

66.  Keia  V.  Sanderson,  34  Mo.  542, 
86  Am.  Dec.  124.  Compare  supra,  III, 
B,  1,  a,  (I). 

67.  U.  S. — Woodbridge,  etc.  Co.  v 
Bitter,  70  Fed.  677;  Troy  City  Bank  v 
Lauman,  24  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,194.  Cal 
Taylor  v.  Shew,  39  Cal.  536,  2  Am.  Eep. 
538.  Conn. — ^Bank  of  North  America  v 
Wheeler,  28  Conn.  433,  73  Am.  Dec.  683. 
111.— Dow  V.  Blake,  148  111.  76,  35  N.  E 
761,  39  Am.  St.  Eep.  156.  Kan.— PolJ 
V.  Hicks,  67  Kan.  191,  72  Pac.  847.  Ky 
MeArthur  v.  Goddin,  12  Bush  274.  La. 
Gaines'  Succession,  45  La.  Ann.  1237, 
14  So.  233.  Mass.— Clark  v.  Child,  136 
Mass.  344;  Faber  v.  Hovey,  117  Mass. 
107,  19  Am.  Eep.  398.  Neb. — ^Lonsrgan 
V.  Lonergan,  55  Neb.  641,  76  N.  W 
16.  Nev. — Eogers  v.  Hatch,  8  Nev.  35. 
N.  J. — Suydam  v.  Hoyt's  Admrs.,  25 
N.  J.  L.  230.  Pa. — Merchants'  Ins.  Co. 
V.  De  Wolf,  33  Pa.  45,  75  Am.  Dec.  577. 


Va. — ^Piedmont,  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Eav,  75 
Va.  821. 

See  preceding  note. 

As  to  effect  of  appeal  In  preventing 
action  where  the  judgment  was  rend- 
ered, see  supra  III,  B,  1,  a,  (II),  (C), 
(2). 

68.  U.  S. — Pennington  v.  Gibson,  16 
How.  65,  14  L.  ed.  847;  Mellen  v.  Hor- 
lick,  31  Fed.  865.  Ala.— Green  v.  Foley, 
2  Stew.  &  P.  441.  Cal. — Ames  v.  Hoy, 
12  Cal.  11.     Conn. — Drakesly  v.  Boots, 

2  Eoot  138.  Ga. — Tompkins  v.  Cooper, 
97  Ga.  631,  25  S.  E.  247.  111.— Dow  v. 
Blake,  148  111.  76,  35  N.  E.  761,  39  Am. 
St.  Eep.  156;  Warren  v.  McCarthy,  25 
111.  95;  Blattner  «.  Frost,  44  111.  App. 
580.  Ky. — Williams  v.  Preston,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  600,  20  Am.  Dec.  179;  Fletcher 
V.  Perrel,  9  Dana  372,  35  Am.  Dec.  143. 
Me. — MoKim  v.  Odom,  12  Me.  94.  Mass. 
Howard  v.  Howard,  15  Mass.  196.  Miss. 
Barringer  v.  Boyd,  27  Miss.  473.  Mo. 
Davis  V.  Cohn,  96  Mo.  App.  587,  70 
S.  W.  727.  N.  Y.— Dubois  v.  Dubois, 
6  Cow.  494.  N.  C. — Pennington  v.  Hayes, 

3  N.  C.  502.  Ohio.— Moore  v.  Adie's 
Admr.,  18  Ohio  430.  Okla.— Blumls  v. 
Kramer,  14  Okla.  366,  79  Pac.  215.  Ore. 
De  Vail  V.  De  Vail,  57  Ore.  128,  109 
Pac.  755,  110  Pac.  705;  Meyer  v.  Brooks, 
29  Ore.  203,  44  Pac.  281,  54  Am.  St. 
Eep.  790.  E.  I. — Wagner  v.  Wagner, 
26  E.  I.  27,  57  Atl.  1058,  65  L.  E.  A. 
816.  Tenn.— Hunt  v.  Lyle,  6  Yerg.  412. 
Vt.— Thrall  v.  Waller,  13  Vt.  231,  37 
Am.  Dec.  592.  Wis. — Kunze  v.  Kunze^ 
94  Wis.  54,  68  N.  W.  391,  59  Am.  St. 
Eep.  857.  ^ 

Compare  supra,  III,  B,  1,  a,  (II),  (D). 

[a]  "It  is  a  general  principle,  that 
where  a  man  is  under  an  obligation  to 
pay  a  certain  sum  of  money,  whether 
that  obligation  is  founded  on  a  con- 
tract, or  the  judgment  of  a  court,  an 
action  of  debt  lies.  On  that  principle, 
we  support  actions  of  debt  on  foreign 
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not  be  maintained  on  such  a  decree.^^  Where  the  decree  directs  the 
performance  of  acts  rather  than  the  payment  of  money  no  action  can 
be  brought  thereon.'"  A  decree  for  the  payment  of  alimony  in  a  lump 
sum  may  be  enforced  in  another  state  by  an  action  at  law/^  but  condi- 


judgments.  And  I  confess,  I  see  no 
reason  why  a  decree  in  chancery  is 
not  as  strong  as  a  foreign  judgment. 
If  it  be  objected,  that  proceedings  in 
chancery  are  not  according  to  the  course 
of  the  common  law,  the  same  objection 
lies  against  judgments  of  courts  on  the 
continent  of  Europe,  where  the  pro- 
ceedings are  according  to  the  civil  law. 
To  be  sure,  in  case  of  a  foreign  judg- 
ment, the  defendant  is  permitted  to 
deny  the  original  cause  of  action.  But 
so  likewise  would  the  defendant  in  the 
present  case  have  been  permitted  to 
enter  into  the  merits  of  the  original 
controversy,  were  it  not  for  the  consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  United  States, 
which  forbid  it.  .  .  .  It  was  also  ob- 
jected, that  a  decree  in  chancery,  may 
be  opened,  altered,  or  annulled,  on  a 
bill  of  review.  True  it  may;  and  so 
may  a  judgment  at  law  be  reversed  on 
a  writ  of  error.  But  still,  an  action  of 
debt  lies  on  the  judginent,  as  long  as  it 
is  in  force,  should  it  be  afterwards  re- 
versed, the  injured  party  would  not  be 
without  remedy,  and  the  same  would 
be  the  case  should  a  decree  in  chaneerj' 
be  reversed."  Evans  v.  Tatem,  9  Serg. 
&  E.   (Pa.)   252,  11  Am.  Dee.  717.    , 

[b]  Conditional  Decree. — ^But  where 
the  decree  as  a  eonditon  to  recovery 
required  the  plaintiff  to  execute  and 
deposit  with  the  clerk  a  certain  deed 
and  the  plaintiff  complied  with  this 
eonditon  before  the  judgment  was  rend- 
ered and  therafter  was  given  an  abso- 
lute and  unconditional  judgment  for  the 
recovery  of  a  specific  sum  of  money,  al- 
though the  decree  included  a  provision 
that  upon  satisfaction  of  the  judgment 
the  deed  should  be  delivered  to  the  de- 
fendant, an  action  thereon  may  be  main- 
tained. McLain  v.  Parker,  88  Kan.  717, 
129  Pac.  1140. 

69.  Boyle  v.  Schindel,  52  Md.  1.  See 
Elliott  V.  Ray,  2  Blackf.  (Ind.)  31, 
that  debt  is  maintainable  on  such  a  de- 
cree only  when  it  has,  where  rendered, 
the  force  and  effect  of  a  judgment  at 
law. 

70.  Warren  v.  McCarthy,  25  HI.  95. 
Compare  Blattner  v.  I^ost,  44  111.  App. 
580. 
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71.  U.  S.— Lynde  v.  Lynde,  181  U. 
S.  183,  21  Sup.  Ct.  555,  45  L.  ed.  810; 
Barber  v.  Barber,  21  How.  582,  16  L. 
ed.  226;  Knapp  v.  Knapp,  59  Fed.  641. 
Ala. — Harrison  v.  Harrison,  20  Ala.  629, 
56  Am.  Dec.  227.  D.  pi — Davis  v. 
Davis,  29  App.  Cas.  258,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  1071.  lU.— Dow  V.  Blake,  148  lU. 
76,  35  N.  E.  761,  39  Am.  St.  Eep.  156. 
Mo. — Brisbane  v.  Dobson,  50  Mo.  App. 
170.  N.  J.— Bennett  v.  Bennett,  63  N. 
J.  Eq.  306,  49  AtL  501.  N.  Y.— Lynde 
V.  Lynde,  162  N.  Y.  405,  56  N.  E.  979, 
76  Am.  St.  Eep.  332,  48  L.  E.  A.  679. 
Wis. — De  Longe  v.  Kschback,  153  Wis. 
193,  140  N.  W.  1125  (judgment  in  eon. 
tempt  proceedings  for  non-payment  of 
alimony);  Kunze  V.  Kunze,  94  Wis.  54, 
68  N.  W.  391,  59  Am.  St.  Eep.  857. 

See  7  Standard  Proc.  838. 

[a]  "The  principal  contention  .  . 
is  that  the  judgment  of  $5,000,  as  for 
alimony  in  gross,  given  by  the  circuit 
court  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  is  not  a 
final  judgment,  because  the  statute  of 
Missouri  provides  that  the  court,  on 
the  application  of  either  p?irty,  may 
make  such  alteration  from  time  to  time 
as  to  the  allowance  of  alimony  as  may 
be  proper;  that  the  judgment  of  a  sis- 
ter state  cannot  be  sued  up(jn  in  this 
state  unless  it  is  final  and  conclusive 
in  the  state  where  it  was  rendered,  ac- 
cording to  the  law  of  that  state.  .  .  . 
An  ordinary  judgment  or  decree  in  a 
suit  at  law  or  in  equity  may  be  dis- 
charged by  payment,  or  new  facts  might 
arise  after  judgment  warranting  its 
discharge  or  modification  by  the  court, 
and  proceedings  by  petition  in  the 
same  suit  might  be  entertained  by  the 
court  for  that  purpose.  That  would  not 
affect  the  finality  in  the  first  instance. 
So,  in  the  case  at  bar,  facts  might  oc- 
cur after  the  decree  .  .  .  which  would 
authorize  the  court  to  recall  the  de- 
cree. .  .  Should  any  modification  there- 
of be  hereafter  made  in  the  courts  of 
Missouri,  our  courts,  by  proper  proceed- 
ing instituted  therein,  will  give  effect 
to  such  modification,  thereby  carrying 
out  the  requirements  of  the  federal  con- 
stitution. If  any  modification  was  made 
before  this  action  was  instituted,  it  can 
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tional  orders  for  alimony,'^  or  orders  for  alimony  not  yet  accrued/-^ 
cannot  be  enforced  by  an  action  in  another  state.  Nor  can  an  action  be 
maintained  upon  an  order  for  alimony  pendente  lite/*  And  if  the  de- 
cree for  alimony  is  subject  to  modification  in  the  state  where  rendered 
it  is  not  within  the  protection  of  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause  of  the 
United  States  constitution.'^ 

b.  •  Form  of  Action.  —  Debt  is  the  proper  remedy  on  a  judgment  of 
a  court  of  another  state/^  rather  than  assumpsit,"  although  in  some'* 


be  pleaded  by  way  of  a  defense  or 
counter  claim  in  this  action.  .  .  For 
the  reasons  given  herein,  we  think  the 
lower  court  erred  in  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer to  the  amended  complaint." 
Trowbridge  v.  Spinning,  23  Wash.  48, 
62  Pac.  125,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  806,  54  L. 
E.  A.  204. 

72.  Henry  v.  Henry,  74  "W.  Va.  563, 
82  S.  E.  522,  L.  R.  A.  1916B,  1024. 

73.  Israel  v.  Israel,  148  Fed.  576,  79 
C.  C.  A.  32,  9  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1168. 

74.  Geisler  v.  Geisler,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
430,  98  S  W.  1023;  Brinkley  v.  Brinkley, 
50  N.  Y.  192.  See  also  Vine  v.  Vine, 
21  E.  I.  190,  42  Atl.  871, 

[a]  "The  case  at  b^r  is  not  even 
the  case  of  a  final  allowance  of  ali- 
mony; it  is  simply  an  order  pendente 
lite.  When  the  court  tha,t  rendered  it 
came  to  render  his  final  judgment  in 
the  case  he  had  authority  to  disregard 
it  entirely  and  to  make  such  judgment 
on  the  question  of  alimony  as  the  proof 

.on  the  whole  action  justified.  .  .  ,  It 
is  not  uncommon  in  such  cases  for  the 
court  in  rendering  the  final  judgment  to 
take  into  consideration  what  has  been 
paid  under  the  pendente  lite  allowance 
and  to  give  a  judgment  for  such  bal- 
ance as  may  be  deemed  proper  under  all 
the  proof."     Geisler  v.  Geisler,  30  Ky. 

,L.  Eep.  430,  98  S.  W.  1023. 

[b]  In  Sistare  v.  Sistare,  80  Conn. 
1,  66  Atl.  772,  it  is  said  that  the  courts 
are  not  only  under  no  constitutional 
obligation  to  give  effect  to  an  order  for 
alimony  pendente  lite  "but  ought  not, 
as  an  act  of  comity,  to  do  so,  since  it 
would  thus  be  given  a  greater  effect 
than  would  be  given  to  it  in  the  jur- 
isdiction of  its  origin." 

75.  7  Standard  Peoc,  838. 

76.  TJ.  S.— Tompkins  v.  Craig,  102 
Fed.  69.  Ala.— Carter  v.  Crews,  2  Port. 
81.  Ark. — Morehead  v.  Grisham,  13 
Ark.  431.  Conn. — Sterne  v.  Spalding, 
Kirby  177.  111.— Belford  v.  Woodward, 
158  111.  122,  41  N.  B.  1097,  29  L.  E. 


A.  593.  Ind.— Cole  v.  Driskell,  1  Blackf. 
16.  See  Elliott  v.  Eay,  2  Blackf.  31. 
Ky. — Garland  v.  Tucker,  1  Bibb  361. 
Mo. — Smith  v.  Kander,  58  Mo.  App.  61. 
N.  Y. — Andrews  v.  Montgomery,  19 
Johns.  162.  Ohio. — Headley  v.  Eoby,  6 
Ohio  521.  S.  C— Mclntire  v.  Caruth,  3 
Brev.  895,  1  Treadw.  457.  Vt.— Boston 
I.  E.  Factory  v.  Hoit,  14  Vt.  92. 

See  generally  the  title  "Debt." 

Compare  supra,  HI,  B,  1,  c. 

77.  Garland  v.  Tucker,  1  Bibb  (Ky.) 
361;  Gooding  v.  Hingston,  20  Mich.  439,  ■ 
common  counts.     See  also  eases  in  pre- 
ceding note. 

Compare  supra,  III,  B,  1,  e. 

[a]  The  "judgments  of  the  courts 
of  the  several  states,  when  properly  au- 
thenticated, are  now  put  upon  the  same 
footing  as  domestic  judgments.  The 
consequence  of  this  has  been  to  change 
the  effect  of  a  judgment  from  another 
state,  when  offered  as  evidence.  It  is 
no  longer  received  as  mere  prima  facie 
evidence  of  a  simple  contract  debt,  but 
aa  conclusive,  as  evidence  of  incontro- 
vertible verity  of  a  specialty,  the  mer- 
its of  which  cannot  be  re-examined, 
and  which,  under  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States  and  the  law  of  Congress, 
is  entitled  to  all  the  sanctity  of  a  do- 
mestic judgment.  On  such  a  judgment 
assumpsit  will  not  lie."  McKira  v. 
Odom,  12  Me.  94. 

78.  U.  8.— Mellin  v.  Horlick,  31  Fed. 
865.  Ky. — Williams  v.  Preston,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  600,  20  Am.  Dec.  179.  Mass. 
Buttrick  v.  Allen,  8  Mass.  273,  5  Am. 
Dec.  105.  Pa. — ^Finch  v.  White,  190  Pa. 
86,  42  Atl.  '  457.  S.  C— Lambkin  v. 
Nance,  2  Brev.  99. 

[a]  In  Pennsylvania  the  plaintiff's 
statement  in  assumpsit  on  a  foreign 
judgment  must  be  accompanied  by  a 
complete  copy  of  the  whole  record. 
"The  reason  is  obvious.  Unless  the 
whole  record  is  displayed,  the  court  can- 
not exercise  its  own  judgment  concern- 
ing the  existence  of  the  right  of  action. 
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eases  it  has  been  held  that  assumpsit  may  be  maintained  on  such  a  judg- 
ment, and  the  statute  sometimes  so  provides/^ 

e.  Parties.  —  As  to  the  parties  plaintiff  an  action  upon  judgment 
of  a  sister  state  is  governed  by  the  general  rules  elsewhere  discussed.*" 

Defendant. —  Where  the  obligation  upon  which  the  judgment  was  re- 
covered is  joint  and  several,  an  action  may  be  brought  thereon  in  an- 
other state  against  any  of  the  defendants,*^  but  where  the  obligation 
is  joint,  an  action  thereon,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  modifying  the 
common  law,  must  be  brought  against  all  the  defendants  jointly.*^ 

d.  Declaration  or  Complatnt. — (I.)  Generally.  — An  action  founded 
on  a  judgment  of  another  state  must  be  governed  by  the  rules  of  plead- 
ing prevailing  where  such  action  is  brought.*^    Ordinarily  the  laws  of 


but  ia  obliged  -to  accept  the  plaintiff 's 
choice  as  determining  finally  this  es- 
sential question."  Tompkins  v.  Craig, 
102  Fed.  69. 

79.  See  Knapp's  Bxr.  v.  Kingsbury, 
51  Ala.  563;  Detroit  Sav.  Bank  v.  Zieg- 
ler,  49  Mich.  157,  13  N.  W.  496,  43 
Am.  Eep.  456;  Woods  v.  Ayres,  39  Mich. 
345,  33  Aip.  Eep.  396. 

80.  See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  f,  and  the 
title   "Parties." 

[a]  Joining  All  the  Plaintiffs. — A 
judgment  of  a  court  of  another  state 
in  favor  of  joint  plaintiffs  cannot  be 
sued  upon  by  one  of  the  plaintiffs  ■with- 
out showing  a  reason  for  the  omission 
of  the  others.  Jansen  v.  Hyde,  8  Colo. 
App.  38,  44  Pac.  760;  Gilbert  V.  Allen, 
57  Ind.  524. 

[b]  By  Eeal  Party  in  Interest. 
Where  under  statute  an  action  must  be 
brought  by  the  real  party  in  interest  an 
action  on  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  an- 
other state  may  be  brought  by  the 
owner  of  the  judgment  though  he  is 
not  named  therein.  Hence,  where  the 
judgment  was  recovered  by  the  assig- 
nor of  the  chose  in  action  upon  which 
it  was  based,  for  the  benefit  of  the  as- 
signee, the  latter  may  maintain  the  ac- 
tion on  the  judgment  in  his  own  name. 
Greene  v.  Eepublie  F.  Ins.  Co.,  84  N. 
Y.  572. 

fo]  The  assignee  of  the  judgment 
may  sue  on  it.  Anthony  v.  Masters,  28 
Ind.  App.  239,  62  N.  E.  505. 

[d]  Where  an  administrator  has  re- 
covered a  judgment  in  his  representa- 
tive capacity  he  may  nevertheless  sue 
on  it  in  another  state  in  his  individual 
capacity.  Talmage  v.  Chapel,  16  Mass. 
71,  where  the  court  says:  "An  admin- 
istrator appointed  here  could  not  main- 
tain an  action  upon  this  judgment,  not 
being  privy  to  it.    Nor  could  he  main- 
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tain  an  action  on  the  original  contract; 
for  the  defendants  might  plead  in  bar 
the  judgment  recovered  against  them 
in  New  York.  The  debt  sued  for  is  in 
truth  due  to  the  plaintiff  in  his  personal 
capacity.  For  he  makes  himself  ac- 
countable for  it  by  bringing  his  action; 
and  he  may  well  declare  that  the  debt 
is  due  to  himself." 

SI.  McElroy  v.  Ford,  81  Mo.  App. 
500;  Varn  v.  Arnold  Hat  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  124  S.  W.  693. 

[a]  Where  a  judgment  Is  based  upon 
a  note  executed  by  defendants  for  a 
partnership  debt,  the  reduction  of  the 
"note  to  a  judgment  did  not  create  a 
new  liability  or  contract,  but  ascer- 
tained the  legal  rights  of  the  parties 
to  the  contract.  .  .  .  The  obligation  of 
the  defendants  was  not  changed,  but 
adjudicated.  The  judgment  did  not 
consolidate  the  obligation,  which  was 
joint  and  several,  into  a  joint  obliga- 
tion only,  but  followed  the  original  con- 
tract, and  must  be  held  to  be  a  joint 
and  several  judgment  because  founded 
on  a  joint  and  several  promissory 
note."  McElroy  v.  Ford,  81  Mo.  App. 
500. 

82.  Hanley  v.  Donoghue,  59  Md.  239, 
43  Am.  Eep.  554.  See  supra,  III,  B, 
1,  f,  (II). 

[a]  Although  there  are  two  judg- 
ments, separate  in  form,  yet  if  it  is 
shown  in  the  complaint  that  each  of 
these  judgments  was  recovered  upon  an 
obligation  of  both  defendants,  there  is 
no  reason  to  conclude  from  the  form  in 
which  the  judgments  were  rendered  that 
the  joint  liability  of  the  parties  had 
been  severed.  Oyster  v.  Peavy,  40  N. 
J.  L.  401. 

83.  See  De  Vail  v.  De  Vail,  57  Ore. 
128,  109  Pac.  755,  110  Pac.  705. 

[a]    Must  Not  Deny  Eemedy. — But 
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sister  states  cannot  be  judicially  noticed  and  in  so  far  as  essential  to 
a  right  of  action  upon  the  judgment  must  he  pleaded,**  though  where 
not  pleaded,  in  some  jurisdictions  it  will  he  presumed  that  they  are  the 
same  as  those  of  the  forum.*''  The  declaration  or  complaint  need  but 
describe  the  judgment  with  such  particularity  as  is  necessary  to  iden- 
tify it,*^  and  a  copy  of  the  judgment  need  not  be  attached  to  the  com- 
plaint,*'^  or  if  one  is  attached  as  an  exhibit,  it  need  not  be  authenti- 
cated as  provided  by  law.**  It  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  a  trial 
was  had  in  the  action,*^  or  to  set  forth  the  proceedings  therein,°°  or 


the  procedure  obtaining  in  the  state 
where  the  action  on  the  judgment  is 
brought  cannot  impair  the  efficacy  of 
a  judgment  of  another  state  or  deny 
an  adeqiiate  remedy  for  its  enforce- 
ment. De  Vail  V.  De  Vail,  57  Ore.  128, 
109  Pac.  755,  110  Pac.  705. 

84.  See  infra  this  section.  See  also 
5  Ency.  op  Ev.  806j  and  the  title 
"Statutes." 

[a]  But  in  an  action  on  a  decree  In 
equity  it  is  not  necessary  to  plead  a 
statute  rendering  the  plaintiff  in  such 
suit  liable  for  costs.  Davis  v.  Cohn,  96 
Mo.  App.  587,  70  S.  W.  727. 

S5.  Cal. — ^Murphy  v.  Murphy,  145 
Cal.  482,  78  Pac.  1053.  Okla.— Ham  v. 
Cole,  20  Okla.  553,  96  Pac.  415.  Ore. 
De  Vail  V.  De  Vail,  57  Ore.  128,  109 
Pac.  755,  110  Pac.  705. 

See  5  Enct,  of  Ev.  813,  820,  and  sup- 
plement thereto. 

86.  Ala. — Andrews  v.  Flack,  88  Ala. 
294,  6  So.  907.  Ga. — Little  Eock,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Hodge,  109  Ga.  434,  34  S.  B.  667. 
Ind.— Wormer  v.  Smith,  2  Ind.  235.  la. 
Blake  v.  Burley,  9  Iowa  592.  Minn. 
Smith  V.  MuUiken,  2  Minn.  319.  N.  J. 
Chemical  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kellogg,  71  N. 
J.  L.  126,  58  Atl.  397.  Ohio. — Spencer 
V.  Brockway,  1  Ohio  259,  13  Am.  Dec. 
615.  Pa.— Mink  v.  Shaffer,  124  Pa.  280, 
16  Atl.  805.  Tex. — Whitley  v.  General 
Electric  Co.,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  674,  45 
S.  W.  959;  Thurmond  t).  Bank  of  Georgia 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  27  S.  "W.  317.  Wash. 
Trowbridge  v.  Spinning,  23  "Wash.  48, 
62  Pac.  125,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  806,  54  L. 
E.  A.  204. 

See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  g,  (11). 

[a]  "A  complaint  declaring  on  a 
judgment  is  sufficient,  in  the  matter 
of  description,  when  it  sets  forth  the 
court  in  which  it  was  rendered,  the 
place  at  which  the  court  was  held,  the 
names  of  the  parties  in  favor  of,  and 
against  whom  it  was  entered,  the  date 


of  its  rendition,  and  the  sum  recov- 
ered." Andrews  v.  Flack,  88  Ala.  294, 
6  So.  907. 

fb]  A  complaint,  which  alleges  the 
recovery  of  a  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant in  a  court  of  another  state  and 
that  the  court  was  a  court  of  general 
jurisdiction  and  that  the  judgment  di- 
rected the  payment  to  plaintiff  of  eer- 
taiu  specified  sums  of  money,  is  suffi- 
cient. Crane  v.  Crane,  19  N.  Y.  Supp. 
691,  46  N.  Y.  St.  569. 

[c]  A  declaration  on  a  judgment  of 
a  sister  state  is  sufficient  if  it  is  in 
the  ordinary  form  of  debt  on  a  domes- 
tic judgment.  Davis  v.  Lane,  2  Ind. 
548,  54  Am.  Dec.  458. 

87.  Ind. — Stephenson  v.  McNary,  9 
Blackf.  360.  Ky.— Kelly  v.  Lank,  7  B. 
Mon.  220.  Mo.— Campbell  v.  Wolf,  33 
Mo.  459.  Ohio. — Eenniman  v.  Dean,  3 
Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  3.  Tex. — Hall  v. 
Mackay,  78  Tex.  248,  14  S.  W.  615. 

Compare  supra,  III,  B,  1,  g,  (II). 

[a]  Attaching  Copy  Improper. 
Since  "the  code  excludes  from  the  peti- 
tion all  mere  matters  of  evidence,  and 
a  transcript  from  the  record  is  evidence 
merely,  the  court  would  be  compelled 
to  order  it  to  l?e  stricken  out,  if  it 
were  included  in  or  attached  as  an  ex- 
hibit to  the  petition."  Eenniman  v. 
Dean,  3  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)   3. 

[b]  The  failure  to  show  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  is  not  cured  by  attaching 
a  popy  of  the  judgment  as  an  exhibit 
and  making  it  part  of  the  complaint. 
Gebhard  v.  Gamier,  12  Bush  (Ky.)  321, 
23  Am.  Eep.  721. 

88.  Cherry  v.  Chicago  Life  Ins.  Co., 
190  111.  App.  70;  White  v.  Treon,  25 
Kan.  484. 

89.  Fisher  v.  Fielding,  67  Conn.  91, 
34  Atl.  714,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  270,  32  L. 
E.  A.  236. 

90.  Cherry  v.  Chicago  Life  Ins.  Co., 
190  111.  App.  70. 
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to  incorporate  in  the  complaint  the  contract  upon  which  the  judgment 
is  based,**'  or  that  the  judgment  was  rendered  in  term  time  or  at  a  cer- 
tain term  of  court."^  The  complaint  need  not  show  that  no  appeal 
from  the  judgment  had  been  taken  or  that  the  time  for  such  appeal  has 
expired,''-''  but  it  must  appear  from  the  complaint  that  the  judgment 
sued  on  is  still  in  force."*  The  place  in  which  the  court  was  held  should 
be  stated  when  it  is  essential  to  a  determination  of  the  court's  jurisdio- 
tion."" 

(II.)  Averment  of  Jurisdiction — ^  The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  general 
jurisdiction  being  presumed  by  law  the  plaintiff  need  not  plead  juris- 
dictional facts'"^  where  it  is  made  to  appear  from  the  complaint  that 


91.  Wilbur  v.  Abbot,  6  Fed.  814; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Crosby,  179  Pa.  63, 
36  Atl.  155;  Hogg  v.  Charlton,  25  Pa. 
200. 

As  to  joinder  of  count  on  original 
cause  of  action,  see  supra,  III,  B,  1,  e. 

92.  Thurmond  v.  Bank  of  Georgia 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W.  317. 

[a]  "We  cannot  presume  that  the 
court  rendered  said  judgment  except 
in  term  time.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
record  showing  that  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  Georgia  required  that  the  judg- 
ment should  be  rendered  at  the  second 
term.  In  the  absence  of  allegations  and 
proof  of  what  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
Georgia  were  upon  the  subject,  we 
must  presume  that  they  were  the  same 
as  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Texas." 
Thurmond  v.  Bank  of  Georgia  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  27  S.  "W.  317. 

93.  Coolot  Co.  V.  Kahner  &  Co.,  140 
Fed.  836,  72  C.  C.  A.  248.  See  supra, 
ni,  B,  1,  g,  (II). 

As  to  the  effect  of  an  appeal  in  pre- 
Tenting  action  on  a  judgment,  see  su- 
pra.  III,  B,  1,  a,  (III),  (C),  (2);  III, 
B,  2,  a,  (II),  (B). 

94.  Dimick  v.  Brooks,  21  Vt.  569. 
See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  g,  (II). 

[a]  An  allegation  that  the  sum 
claimed  is  still  due  is  a  sufleient  sub- 
stitute for  the  usual  allegation  that  the 
judgment  is  still  in  full  force  and  ef- 
fect and  is  not  satisfied.  Blake  v.  Bur- 
ley,  9  Towa  592. 

[bl  But  non-payment  of  the  amount 
of  the  judgment  need  not  be  alleged. 
Williams  v.  Preston,  3  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  600,  20  Am.  Dec.  179.  Compare 
supra,  III,  B,  1,  g,   (II)  .• 

[c]  Remittitur  After  Appeal. 
Where  in  an  action  on  a  judgment  it  is 
alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the  judg- 
ment had  been  vacated  by  the  court  in 
which  it  was  rendered  and  that  the 
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supreme  court  on  a  writ  of  certiorari 
reversed  the  order  of  the  lower  court, 
the  complaint  does  not  show  the  exist- 
ence of  a  judgment  in  favor  of  plain-, 
tiff  upon  which  an  action  can  be  main- 
tained, unless  it  is  averred,  that  a 
remittitur  was  sent  to  the  superior 
court.  Cougill  V.  Farmers'  &  M.  Ins. 
Co.,  25  Ore.  360,  35  Pac.  975. 

95.  Duyekinck  v.  Clinton  Mut.  Ing. 
Co.,  23  N.  J.  L.  279. 

[a,]  "When  a  court  sits  in  different 
places  for  different  districts,  and  where 
the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
varies  with  the  place  in  which  its  sit- 
ting is  held,  the  propriety  and  neces- 
sity (in  declaring  upon  a  judgment  of 
such  court)  of  stating  definitely  the 
place  where  the  court  was  held  when 
the  judgment  was  rendered  is  sufficient- 
ly obvious.  In  that  mode  only,  would 
the  defendant  be  informed  by  the  dec- 
laration of  the  real  cause  of  action, 
and  enabled  to  avail  himself  of  every 
legitimate  defence."  Duyekinck  v. 
Clinton  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  23  N.  J.  L.  279. 

96.  Ala.— Forbes  v.  Davis,  187  Ala. 
71,  65  So.  516.  Cal. — See  Low  v.  Bur- 
rows, 12  Cal.  181.  Colo. — Bruekman  v. 
Taussig,  7  Colo.  561,  5  Pac.  152.  Conn. 
Fisher  v.  Fielding,  67  Conn.  91,  34  Atl. 
714,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  270,  32  L.  R.  A. 
236.  111.— Light  V.  Beed,  234  111.  626, 
S5  N.  E.  282;  Cherry  v.  Chicago  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  190  111.  App.  70.  Ky.^Will- 
iams  V.  Preston,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  600,  20 
Am.  Dec.  179.  lilinn. — Gunn  v.  Peakes, 
36  Minn.  177,  30  N.  W.  466,  1  Am.  St. 
Rep.  661.  Nev.— Phelps  v.  Duffy,  11 
Nev.  80.  Okla.— Shufeldt  v.  Bank  of 
Mound  City.  160  Pac.  923.  Pa.— Mink 
V.  Shaffer,  124  Pa.  280,  16  Atl.  805. 

As  to  presumption  of  jurisdiction,  see 
the  title  "Judgments." 

As  to  right  to  collaterally  attack  the 
judgment  in  spite  of  the  presumption 
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the  court  which  rendered  the  judgment  was  one  of  general  jurisdic- 
tion.*'   In  some  cases  even  such  an  averment  is  held  unnecessary  where 


of   jurisdiction,   see   the   title 
ments." 


'Judg- 


[a]  "1  can  see  no  good  reason  why 
the  same  rules  should  not  prevail  in 
pleading  the  judgments  of  a  court  of 
record  of  a  sister  state,  as  in  pleading 
the  judgments  of  such  courts  of  our  own 
state.  Judgments  of  the  courts  of  the 
several  states  have  the  like  effect  in  all 
the  states  which  they  have  in  the  states 
where  rendered,  and,  when  pleaded  in 
an  action,  the  same  rules  should  gov- 
ern as  in  pleading  our  own  judgments; 
and  if  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
be  controverted,  the  plaintiff  will  then 
be  required  to  establish,  on  the  trial, 
the  facts  showing  jurisdiction,  in  the 
court  rendering  the  judgment,  over  the 
subject-matter,  and  over  the  person  of 
the  defendant."  Halstead  v.  Black,  17 
Abb.  Pr.   (xV.  Y.)   227. 

[b]  "Courts  of  general  jurisdiction 
are  presumed  to  have  had  jurisdiction, 
until  the  contrary  appears.  .  .  .  Prima, 
facie  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  re- 
quired to  prove  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  being  one  of  general  jurisdiction, 
and  he  was  not  bound  to  allege  any 
fact  which  he  was  not  compelled  to 
prove."  Eeid  v.  Boyd,  13  Tex.  241,  65 
Am.  Dec.  61. 

[c]  But  where  it  appears  from  the 
complaint  that  the  defendant  did  not 
reside  in  the  state  in  which  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered,  the  complaint  must 
contain  an  allegation  of  service  of  pro- 
cess Or  an  appearance  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant.  Downs  v.  Downs,  123 
Ky.  405.  96  8.  W.  536.  See  also  "Wilbur 
V.  Abbot,  6  Fed.  814. 

97.  U.  S. — Pennington  v.  Gibson,  16 
How.  65,  14  L.  ed.  847;  Tenney  v.  Town- 
send,  9  Blatehf.  274,  23  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,832.  Cal.— Meredith  v.  Santa  Clara 
Min.  Assn.,  56  Cal.  178.  Colo.— Bruck- 
man  v.  Taussig,  7  Colo.  561,  5  Pac.  152.- 
lU.— Dunbar  v.  Hallowell,  34  HI.  168. 
lud. — Hardin  v.  Hardin,  168  Ind.  352, 
81  N.  E.  60;  Eoberts  v.  Leutzke,  39  Ind. 
App.  577,  78  Is.  E.  635;  Gates  v.  New- 
man, 18  Ind.  App.  39'2,  46  N.  E.  654. 
Ky. — Montgomery  v.  Consolidated  Store 
Co.,  115  Ky.  156,  72  S.  W.  816,  103  Am. 
St.  Eep.  302.  llont. — State  ex  rel. 
Nipp  r.  District  Court,  46  Mont.  425, 
128  Pac.  590,  Ann.  Cas.  1916B,  256. 
K.  y.— Crane  v.  Crane,  19  N.  Y.  Supp. 


691,  46  N.  Y.  St.  569.  Pa.— Thompson 
V.  Owen,  8  Kulp  36.  S.  D. — Gude  v. 
Dakota  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.,  7  S.  D.  644, 
65  N.  W.  27,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  860. 
Wash. — Trowbridge  v.  Spinning,  23 
Wash.  48,  62  Pac.  125,  83  Am.  St.  Eep. 
806,  54  L.  E.  A.  204.  Wis.— Kunze  v. 
Kunze,  94  Wis.  54,  68  N.  W.  391,  59 
Am.  St.  Eep.  857;  Jarvis  v.  Eobinson, 
21  Wis.  523,  94  Am.  Dec.  560. 

fa]  "Had  it  appeared  by  the  com- 
plaint that  the  McLean  Circuit  Court 
was  one  of  general  jurisdiction,  that 
would  have  been  sufficient  to  show  its 
jurisdiction  in  the  proceeding,  and,  un- 
der the  rule  affirmed  by  our  own  decis- 
ions and  those  of  the  Federal  Courts, 
the  legal  presumption  could  be  indulged 
that  it,  being  one  of  general  jurisdic- 
tion, proceeding  within  the  general 
seope  of  its  powers,  acted -rightly,  and 
all  intendments  of  the  law  would  be 
presumed  in  favor  of  its  acts.  Under 
these  circumstances,  in  the  absence  of 
anything  to  the  contrary,  it  would  be 
presumed  to  have  had  jurisdiction  to 
give  thp  decree  which  it  rendered,  and 
this  presumption  would  embrace  juris- 
diction not  only  of  the  subject-matter 
of  the  action  in  which  the  decree  was 
given,  but  also  jurisdiction  over  the 
parties  thereto."  Hardin  v.  Hardin,  168 
Ind.  352,  81  N.  E.  60. 

[b]  The  "law  does  not  presume  that 
because  a  court  in  a  sister  state  as- 
sumed to  render  a  judgment  it  had  jur- 
isdiction to  do  so,  nor  can  the  courts 
of  this  state  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  such  courts.  .  .  .  Even 
in  respect  to  our  own  courts  of  special 
jurisdiction,  it  is  necessary  in  pleading 
their  judgments  to  allege  generally  that 
such  judgment  'was  duly  given'  (sec. 
148,  Civil  Code),  and  but  for  the  stat- 
ute it  would  be  necessary  to  state  the 
facts  giving  jurisdiction.  It  results 
therefore  thalt  as  we  do^  not  know 
whether  the  circuit  court  of  Dearborn 
County,  Indiana,  is  a  court  of  gene'ral 
or  special  jurisdiction,  to  presume  in 
favor  of  its  jurisdiction  would  be  to 
place  its  judgments  above  the  judg- 
ments of  our  own  courts.  Nor  can  the 
defect  in  the  petition  be  cured  by  the 
record  made  part  thereof;  first,  because 
defects  in  a  petition  can  not  be  cured 
by  reference  to  an  exhibit  made  part 
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because  of  its  name  or  otherwise  the  fact  that  the  court  is  one  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction  is  judicially  noticed.^^  Where  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  is  purely  statutory  it  is  deemed  a  court  of  limited  jurisdiction 


of  it;  .  .  .  and  secondly,  because,  even 
if  the  petition  could  be  aided  by  the 
exhibit,  the  exhibit  would  not  prove 
that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the 
subject-matter  of  the  action,  whatever 
it  might  prove  as  to  jurisdiction  of  the 
person  of  the  defendant.  'Full  faith 
and  credit  shall  be  given  in  each  state 
to  the  public  acts,  records,  and  judicial 
proceedings  of  every  other  state ; '  but 
this  has  no  reference  to  the  rules  of 
pleading:  It  relates  solely  to  the  effect 
of  such  records  when  offered  in  evi- 
dence. .  .  .  Before  such  a  record  can 
be  made  available  it  must  appear  by 
appropriate  allegations,  and,  if  they 
are  denied,  by  proof,  that  the  court 
-rendering  the  judgment  had  power  to 
render  it;  and  that  can  only  be  mani- 
fested by  showing  that  it  had  jurisdic- 
tion both  of  the  subject-matter  and  of 
the  person  of  the  defendant.  It  is 
only  after  a  judgment  of  another  state 
is  shown  to  have  been  rendered  by  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  that  it  comes 
within  the  provision  of  the  Federal 
Constitution  and  the  act  of  Congress 
prescribing  the  manner  in  which  such 
records  shall  be  proved,  and  declaring 
the  effect  thereof.  .  .  .  IJntil  it  is  shown 
that  the  court  rendering  the  alleged 
judgment  had  jurisdiction,  it  does  not 
appear  that  such  judgment  was  entitled 
to  any  faith  or  credit  in  the  state  where 
it  was  rendered.  .  .  .  When  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  is  established,  then 
the  record  is  as  conclusive  here  as  if  it 
were  the  record  of  a  domestic  judg- 
ment. It  is  conclusive  of  the  merits 
of  the  controversy  therein  decided;  and 
in  that  respect,  and  in  that  alone,  it 
differs  from  the  record  of  a  judgment 
Tendered  by  a  court  of  a  foreign  gov- 
ernment, which  is  only  prima  facie  evi- 
dence." Gebhard  v.  Gamier,  12  Bush 
(Ky.;   321,  23  Am.  Eep.  721. 

fc]  "A  judgment  emanating  from 
a  court  thus  constituted,  is  in  itself 
prima  facie  evidence  of  jurisdiction; 
and  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
party  introducing  the  judgment  to  set 
out  affirmatively  .  .  .  the  jurisdictional 
facts  upon  which  the  power  and  author- 
ity of  the  court  pronouncing  the  judg- 
ment depend."  Bank  of  United  States 
V.  Merchants  Bank,  7   Gill    (Md.)    415. 
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[d]  An  allegation  "that  on  the  3rd 
day  of  November,  A.  D.  1877,  at  Balti- 
more, In  the  State  of  Maryland,  the 
Baltimore  City  Court,  being  a  court 
of  general  jurisdiction,  in  an  action 
therein  pending  between  the  above- 
named  plaintiff  and  defendant,  by  its 
judgment  duly  given  and  made,  ad- 
judged that  the  plaintiff  have  and  re- 
cover of  the  defendant  the  sum  of 
$10,350"  is  a  sufB.cient  averment  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Meredith 
V.  Santa  Clara  Min.  Assn.,  56  Cal.  178. 

[e]  Where  the  complaint  Is  in  the 
ordinary  form  in  debt  on  a  domestic 
judgment  of  a  court  of  record,  and  it 
is  added  "as  by  the  record  and  pro- 
ceedings thereof  remaining  in  said 
court  fully  appears,"  such  averment  is 
sufficient  to  show  that  the  court  rend- 
ering the  judgment  was  a  court  of  rec- 
ord. Davis  V.  Lane,  2  Ind.  548,  54  Am. 
Dec.  458. 

[f]  Special  Judge. — ^It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  plead  the  laws  of  a  state  au- 
thorizing the  rendition  of  a  judgment 
by  a  special  judge  of  a  court  of  gen- 
eral jurisdiction.  Henry  v.  Allen,  82 
Tex.  35,  17  S.  "W.  515. 

98.  111.— Eae  v.  Hulbert,  17  111.  572. 
Kan. — Butcher  v.  Bank  of  Brownsville, 
2  Kan.  70,  S3  Am.  Dec.  446.  Neb. 
Specklemeyer  v.  Dailey,  23  Neb.  101, 
36  N.  W.  356,  8  Am.  St.  Bep.  119.  Okla. 
See  Shufeldt  v.  Bank  of  Mound  City, 
160  Pae.  923.  Tex.— Whitley  c.  Gen- 
eral Electric  Co.,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  674, 
45  S.  W.  959.  Wis. — Kunze  v.  Kunze, 
94  Wis.  54,  68  N.  W.  391,  59  Am.  St. 
Bep.  857;  Jarvis  v.  Eobinsbn,  21  Wis. 
523,  94  Am.  Dec.  560. 

But  see  Tessier  v.  Englehart  Co.,  18 
Neb.  167,  24  N.  W.  734;  McLaughlin 
V.  Nichols,  13  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  244, 
and  the  preceding  note. 

As  to  judicial  notice  of  the  character 
and  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  other 
states  or  countries,  see  fully  7  Enct. 
OP  Ev.   996. 

[a]  In  Jarvis  v.  Bobinson,  21  Wis. 
523,  94  Am.  Dee.  560,  it  is  said:  "I 
think,  where  the  title  clearly  indicates 
a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  it  must 
be  so  understood,  and  is  equivalent  in 
pleading  to  an  express  averment  to  that 
effect.    Such  is  the  title  here.    We  aU 
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and  in  an  action  on  its  judgment  the  complaint  must  show  that  the 
judgment  sued  upon  was  rendered  in  the  exercise  of  the  statutory  au- 
thority.^" A  judgment  rendered  by  a  court  of  another  state  may  be 
pleaded  in  accordance  with  a  statute  providing  that  in  pleading  a  judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  allege 
that  the  judgment  was  didy  given  or  made,^  even  though  it  does  not 
appear  from  the  complaint  that  the  court  which  rendered  the  judg- 
ment is  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction.^ 

Courts  of  Limited  Jurisdiction. —  A  complaint  on  a  judgment  rendered 
in  another  state  by  a  court  of  inferior  jurisdiction  must  set  forth  facts 
showing  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  both  of  the  person  and  the 
subject-matter,^  since  there  is  no  presumption  of  jurisdiction  as  to 
such  courts.*  A  general  averment  of  jurisdiction  is  not  sufficient  but 
the  statute  giving  such  jurisdiction  must  be  pleaded,^  unless  an  allega- 
tion that  the  judgment  was  duly  given  or  made  is  made  sufficient  by 


know  that  the  circuit  courts  of  the  sev- 
eral states  are  courts  of  general  juris- 
diction, as  well  as  we  know  that  courts 
of  justice  of  the  peace  are  not;  and 
why  should  judges  assume  a  degree  of 
ignorance  on  the  bench,  which  would 
be  unpardonable  in  them  when  ofE  of 
if?  It  is  at  most  but  a  question  of 
the  degree  of  certainty  required  in  the 
statement.  I  think  the  statement  is 
practically  clear  and  certain  enough  as 
it  is.  If  it  is  denied,  the  plaintiff  will 
then  be  required  to  establish  on  the 
trial  the  facts  showing  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court  in  which  the  judgment 
was   rendered. ' ' 

99.  Ala. — Gunn  v.  Howell,  27  Ala. 
663,  62  Am.  Dec.  785.  Ind.— Hardin  v. 
Hardin,  16S  Ind.  352,  81  N.  E.  60. 
Mass.— Killey  v.  Kelley,  161  Mass.  Ill, 
36  N.  E.  837,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  389,  25 
L.  E.  A.  806.  Ohio.— Wilhelm  &  Son 
t:  Parker,  17  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  234. 

But  see  generally  15  Standaed  Peoc. 
629,  et  seq. 

[a]  Divorce  Decree. — "It  is  histor- 
ical and  elementary,  that  under  the 
common-law  rule  the  jurisdiction  over 
divorce  cases  rested  entirely  with  the 
ecclesiastical  courts  of  the  realm,  but 
in  the  several  states  of  the  Union  that 
jurisdiction  is  purely  statutory,  and 
lests  alone  with  those  courts  upon 
which  it  has  been  expressly  conferred 
by  legislative  enactments.  .  .  .  That 
being  true,  no  presumption  of  jurisdic- 
tion obtains  in  such  proceeding  in  any 
court  of  any  of  the  states  of  the  Un- 
ion; and  all  courts  exercising  jurisdic- 
tion in  any  such   case  must  be  taken 


and  held  to  be  courts  of  inferior  or 
limited  jurisdiction,  and  in  pleading 
here  such  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  an- 
other state,  it  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  aver  in  appropriate  language  its  jur- 
isdiction over  the  parties  and  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  suit,  or  to  allege  in 
the  language  of  our  statute,  .  .  .  that 
the  judgment  thereof  was  'duly  given 
or  made.'  "  State  ex  rel.  Stack  v. 
Grimm,  239  Mo.  340,  143  S.  W.  450, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  1188. 

1.  State  ex  rel.  Stack  v.  Grimm,  239 
Mo.  340,  143  S.  W.  450,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913B,  1188;  Dodd  v.  Groll,  19  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  718,  8  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  334.  See 
Stephens  v.  Eoby,  27  Miss.  744,  and 
supra,  III,  B,  1,  g,  (II).       _ 

2.  Benedict  v.  Clarke,  139  App.  Div. 
242,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  964. 

3.  Ala. — Gunn  v.  Howell,  27  Ala. 
663,  62  Am.  Dec.  785;  Ellis  v.  White, 
25  Ala.  540.  Ind.— Toledo  W.  &  W.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  McNulty,  34  Ind.  531.  la.— Gay 
V.  Lloyd,  1  G.  Gr.  78,  46  Am.  Dec.  499. 
Ky. — Morgan  Lumber  Co.  v.  Williams, 
143  Ky.  115,  136  S.  W.  131.  N.  Y. 
McLaughlin  v.  Nichols,  13  Abb.  Pr. 
244.  Ohio. — Pelton  v.  Platuer,  13  Ohio 
209,  42  Am.  Dec.  197.  Tex.— Beal  v. 
Smith,  14  Tex.  305. 

4.  See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  g,  (II),  and 
15  Standakd  Pkoc.  629,  et  seq. 

5.  Ala.— Ellis  V.  White,  25  Ala.  540. 
Ind. — Snyder  v.  Snyder,  25  Ind.  399. 
N.  y. — Sheldon  v.  Hopkins,  7  Wend. 
435.  Tex.— Grant  v.  Bledsoe,  20  Tex. 
456. 

[a]  Facts  Must  Be  Pleaded. — Where 
it    is    averred    in   the    complaint     that 
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statute,*     In  the  latter  case  the  language  of  the  statute  should  be 
strictly  followed.^ 

e.  Plea  or  Answer.  —  (I.)  Generally.  —  Generally  in  an  action  on  a 
judgment  of  a  court  of  another  state  nul  tiel  record  is  the  proper  gen- 
eral issue,*  and  nil  debet  is  not  a  good  plea,^  since  by  virtue  of  the  fed- 
eral constitution  the  judgment  must  be  given  the  same  effect  as  it  has 


the  justice  of  the  peace  had  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  person  and  the  subject-mat- 
ter, and  that  his  court  was  created  by, 
and  he  held  the  same  under,  the  author- 
ity of  the  statutes  of  the  state  of  Mis- 
souri, such  averment  is  not  sufficient 
to  show  jurisdiction,  but  "the  plaintiff 
must  not  only  aver  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  justice  of  the  peace  of  another 
state,  but  in  pursuance  of  the  rule  in 
pleading  the  proceedings  of  inferior 
jurisdiction,  he  must  aver  the  facta 
which  confer  authority;  or,  in  other 
words,  he  must  plead  the  statute  of  the 
sister  state  which  gives  the  jurisdic- 
tion." Grant  v.  Bledsoe,  20  Tex.  456. 
[b]  The  statute  giving  jurisdiction 
on  appeal  from  the  justice  to  the  circuit 
court  must  be  alleged  in  an  action  on 
8.  judgment  of  the  latter  on  such  an 
appeal.     Kellam  v.  Toms,  38  Wis.  592. 

6.  Snydef  v.  Snyder,  25  Ind.  399; 
Crake  v.  Crake,  18  lud.  156;  Etz  v. 
"Wheeler,  23  Mo.  App.  449.  See  supra, 
this  section,  and  III,  B,  1,  g,  (II). 

fa]  But  see  Earns  •;;.  Kunkle,  2 
Minn.  313,  holding  that  notwithstand- 
ing such  a  statutory  provision  a  gen- 
eral averment  that  a  judgment  of  a 
court  of  limited  jurisdiction  of- another 
state  has  been  duly  given  or  made  is 
not  sufficient,  as  such  statute  applies  to 
domestic   judgments  only. 

7.  See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  g,  (II;. 

[a]  "It  is  well  settled  that  in 
pleading  a  judgment  of  a  court  of 
special  or  limited  jurisdiction  all  the 
facts  must  be  alleged  specifically  show- 
ing jurisdiction  both  of  the  subject- 
matter  and  of  the  person,  unless  the 
statutory  method  ...  is  followed.  .  .  . 
In  this  state,  as  well  as  nearly,  if  not 
all  the  states  of  the  Union,  the  neces- 
sity of  setting  forth  all  the  facts  show- 
ing jurisdiction  as  required  at  common 
law  is  dispensed  with  by  statute.  .  .  . 
The  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be 
that  the  pleading  must  be  couched  in 
the  exact  words  of  the  statute,  or  in 
words  of  exactly  the  equivalent  mean- 
ing. .  .  .  The  complaint  in  the  case  at 
bar    does   not    conform   to   the   statute 
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above  mentioned^  ...  It  merely  alleges 
a  conclusion  of  law  that  the  justice  had 
jurisdiction  as  such  to  render  the  judg- 
ment sued  upon.  We  therefore  hold 
that  this  complaint  fails  to  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  tause  of  ac- 
tion." Strecker  v.  Eailson,  16  N.  D. 
68,  111  N.  W.  612,  8  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1099. 

8.  U.  S.— Maxwell  v.  Stewart,  .21 
Wall.  71,  2  Wall.  77,  22  L.  ed.  564; 
Christmas  v.  Russell,  5  Wall.  290,  18  L. 
ed.  475;  McElmoyle  v.  Cohen,  13  Pet. 
312,  10  L.  ed.  177;  Hampton  v.  McCon- 
nel,  3  Wheat.  234,  4  L.  ed.  378.  Ala. 
Hunt  V.  Mayfleld,  2  Stew.  124.  Ark. 
Egan  V.  Tewksbury,  32  Ark.  43;  Hen- 
sley  V.  I'orce,  12  Ark.  756.  Conn. — ^Bank 
of  North  America  v.  Wheeler,  28  Conn. 
433,  73  Am.  Dec.  633.  Oa.— Little  Eock, 
etc.  Co.  V.  Hodge,  112  6a.  521,  37  S. 
E.  743.  ill.— Zepp  v.  Hager,  70  111. 
223;  Knickerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bar- 
ker, 55  III.  241;  Lawrence  v.  Jarvis,  32 
111.  304.  Ind. — Buchanan  v.  Port,  5  Ind. 
264;  Davis  v.  Lane,  2  Ind.  548,  54  Am. 
Dec.  458.  la. — Hindman  v.  Mackall,  'i 
G.  Gr.  170.  Md. — Duvall  v.  Fearson,  18 
Md.  502;  Hughes  v.  Davis,  8  Md.  271. 
Mass. — Brainard  v.  Fowler;  119  Mass. 
262;  Hall  V.  Williams,  6  Pick.  232,  17 
km.  Dec,  356.  Miss. — Marx  v.  Logue, 
71  Miss.  905,  15  So.  890;  Wright  f. 
Weisinger,  5  Smed.  &  M.  210.  N.  Y. 
Shumway  v.  Stillman,  4  Cow.  292,  15 
Am.  Deo.  374.  N.  C. — Carter  v.  Wilson, 
18  N.  C.  362,  replication.  Pa. — Benton 
V.  Burgot,  10  Serg.  &  E.  240.  Va. 
Bowler  v.  Huston,  30  Gratt.  (71  Va.) 
266,  32  Am.  Eep.  673. 

9.  XT.  S. — Hampton  v.  McConnel,  3 
Wheat.  234,  4  L.  ed.  378;  Mills  v.  Dur- 
yee,  7  Cranch  481,  3  L.  ed.  411;  Short 
V.  Wilkinson,  2  Cranch  22,  22  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  12,810.  Ala.— Andrews  v.  Flack, 
88  Ala.  294,  6  So.  907.  Ark.- Morehead 
v.  Grisham,  13  Ark.  431;  Hensley  v. 
Fotce,  12  Ark.  756.  111. — Knickerbocker 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Barber,  55  111.  241;  Law- 
rence V.  Jarvis,  32  111.  304;  Chipps  v. 
Yancey,  1  111.  19;  Eaymond  v.  Varnum, 
185  111.  App.  289.     Ind. — Buchanan  v. 
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where  rendered,  and  it  is  there  ordinarily  conclusive  as  to  the  question 
of  indebtedness  when  collaterally  in  question.^"  Where,  however,  the 
judgment  is  for  any  reason  not  conclusive  but  merely  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  indebtedness  a  plea  of  nil  debet  would  be  proper.^^  And  the 
same  is  true  where  the  judgment  is  not  regarded  as  being  within  the 
constitutional  provision,^^  as  in  the  case  of  judgments  of  courts  of 


Port,  5  Ind.  264;  Davis  v.  Lane,  2  Ind. 
548,  54  Am.  Dee.  458.  Ky. — Garland 
V.  Tucker,  1  Bibb  361.  ]Mcl.— Hughes 
V.  Davis,  8  Md.  271.  Miss. — Marx  v. 
Logue,  71  Miss.  905,  15  So.  890.  N.  J. 
Lranning  v.  Shuts,  5  N.  J.  L.  778;  Cur- 
tis V.  Gibbs,  2  N.  J.  L.  399.  Pa. 
Evans  v.  Tatem,  9  Serg.  &  E.  252,  11 
Am.  Dee.  717;  Jones  l;.  Quaker  City 
Ins.  Co.,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  529.  Tenn. 
Earthman's  Admrs.  v.  Jones,  2  Yerg. 
484.  Vt. — ^Newcomb  v.  Peek,  17  Vt. 
302,  44  Am.  Dec.  340;  St.  Albans  v. 
Bush,  4  Vt.  58,  23  Am.  Dee.  246.  Va. 
Bowler  v.  Huston,  30  Gratt.  (71  Va.) 
266,  32  Am.  Bep.  673;  Kemp  v.  Mun- 
dell,  9  Leigh  (36  Va.)  12;  Clarke's 
Admr.  v.  Day,  2  Leigh  (29  Va.)  172. 

[a]  Judgments  of  courts  of  another 
state,  "are  not  to  be  legarded  as  for- 
eign, but  as  domestic  judgments,  and 
the  only  question  that  can  be  inquired 
into  is,  whether  the  court  which  pro- 
nounced the  judgment  had  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject  matter  and  the  persons 
of  the  parties.  Accordingly,  it  has 
been  held  that  nil  debet  is  not  a  good 
plea  in  an  action  of  debt  on  a  judg- 
ment rendered  in  a  sister  state."  Zepp 
V.  Hager,  70  HI.  223. 

[b]  It  "is  very  clear  that  the  de- 
fendant can  interpose  no  plea,  which 
denies  the  record.  The  record  does 
not  derive  its  efBcacy  from  the  fact 
of  notice  to  the  parties;  but  it  is  valid 
and  effectual,  in  consequence  of  its  be- 
ing the  judgment  of  a  court  of  record. 
...  It  appears  to  us  that  the  aver- 
ments in  the  pleas  of  the  defendants 
do  expressly  contradict  the  record,  and 
that  the  defendants'  only  remedy,  if 
the  facts  are  as  they  have  stated  them 
to  be,  is  to  apply  to  the  court  where 
the  judgment  was  renderd  to  vacate 
the  judgment.  .  .  .  And,  indeed,  not- 
withstanding some  decisions  to  the  con- 
trary, in  some  of  the  states,  we  do  not 
see  how  this  fact,  appearing  in  the 
record,,  can  be  denied  and  traversed, 
without  setting  aside  the  record  alto- 
gether; and,  from  the  decisions  made 
in  this  state,  .   .   .  we  do  not  consider 


it  now  an  open  question.  With  respect, 
therefore,  to  the  plea  of  nil  debet  in 
this  aetion,  we  consider  it  is  bad,  as 
thp  debt,  on  which  the  plaintiff  de- 
clares, is  a  debt  of  record."  New- 
comb  V.  Peck,  17  Yt.  302,  44  Am.  Dec. 
340. 

[c]  If,  however,  the  court  render- 
ing the  judgment  did  not  have  jurisdic- 
tion, the  judgment  is  absolutely  void, 
and  in  such  ease,  a  special  plea  in  bar, 
going  to  matters  anterior  to  its  rendi- 
tion may  be  interposed.  Andrews  v. 
Flack,  88  Ala.  294,  6  So.  907. 

10.  See  15  Standard  Proc,  644,  et 
seq. 

[a]  "The  circumstance  that  the 
declaration  does  not  show,  in  express 
terms,  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction 
of  the  person  of  the  defendant,  can 
be  no  ground  for  the  plea  of  nil  debit. 
That  plea  is  only  admissible  where  the 
suit  is  founded  on  a  matter  of  fact. 
The  foundation  of  the  present  suit  is  a 
judgment  of  a  court  of  record  in  Miss- 
issippi. Had  the  suit  been  brought  in 
that  state,  the  defendant  could  not  have 
pleaded  nil  debit,  because  the  common 
law,  which  must  be  presumed  to  be  in 
force  there,  does  not  permit  such  plea 
to  a  suit  on  a  record.  By  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States,  and  an  act 
of  congress  of  1790,  the  judgment  of 
a  court  in  any  one  of  the  states  has 
the  same  faith  and  credit  in  the  other 
states  that  it  has  in  the  state  where 
it  was  rendered.  .  .  .  The  judgment 
before  us,  therefore,  being  matter  of 
record  in  Mississippi,  must  be  treated 
as  matter  of  record  here;  and  the  gen- 
eral issue  to  the  suit  is,  not  nil  debit, 
but  nul  tiel  record."  Davis  v.  Lane, 
2  Ind.  548,  54  Am.  Deo.  458. 

11.  Me. — Tourigny  v.  Houle,  88  Me, 
406,  34  Atl.  158.  Mass.— Hall  v.  "Will- 
iams, 6  Pick.  232,  17  Am.  Dee.  356. 
N.  H.— Dix  V.  Flanders,  1  N.  H.  246. 
Pa.p-See  Evans  v.  Tatem,  9  Serg.  &  B, 
252,  11  Am.  Dec.  717. 

See  infra,  III,  B,  4,  c. 

12.  See  note  following. 

[a]    "Congress,  by   their   act,   pre- 
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limited  jurisdiction  which  some  courts  have  treated  as  outside  the  scope 
of  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause/'  though  this  is  not  now  recognized 
as  the  correct  rule.^*  If  the  action  be  on  a  decree  in  equity,  it  has  been 
held  that  neither  a  plea  of  nil  debet  nor  nul  tie!  record  is  proper. '^^ 

A  general  denial  under  the  code  system  of  pleading  is  equivalent  to 
a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record.^®  A  plea  of  nul  tiel  record  does  not  put  in 
issue  the  validity  of  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  sued  on,^'  neither 
the  pendency  of  an  appeal,^*  nor  the  levy  of  an  exeeution,^^  constitute 
a  defense  to  the  action  unless  the  plea  or  answer  shows  that  such  pro- 
ceedings would  prevent  action  in  the  state  where  the  judgment  was 
rendered.    According  to  some  authorities  the  plea  of  nul  tiel  record 


scribed  what  was  the  faith  and  credit 
to  be  given  in  one  state  to  judgments 
rendered  in  another;  or,  as  is  said  in 
some  cases,  what  was  the  efEect  and 
operation  of  such  judgments;  but  they 
were  not  authorized,  and  did  not  as- 
sume to  direct  anything  as  to  the  course 
of  proceedings  or  the  forms  of  plead- 
ings in  the  courts  of  the  states.  And 
in  order  to  settle  what  was  the  efEect 
of  a  judgment  of  another  state,  or  the 
faith  and  credit  to  be  given  to  it,  it 
was  not  necessary  to  interfere  with 
the  rulesi  of  pleading.  Those  rules 
were  matters  of  purely  municipal  regu- 
lation, to  be  governed  in  each  state  by 
its  own  laws.  .  .  .  The  judgment,  .  .  . 
as  presented  to  the  court  by  the  record, 
furnished  no  evidence  that  the  defend- 
ant had  notice,  or  appeared  to  the  suit; 
and  it  could  not  be  presumed  that  the 
act  of  Congress  applied  to  it,  and  the 
plea  of  nil  debet  was  therefore  a  good 
plea,  as  it  would  be  to  any  foreign 
judgment."  Judkins  v.  Union  Mut.  F. 
Ins.  Co.,  37  N.  H.  470. 

13.  See  Warren  v.  Flagg,  2  Pick. 
(Mass.;  448;  Silver  Lake  Bank  v.  Hard- 
ing, 5  Ohio  545.  But  see  15  Standard 
Pkoc.  658. 

fa]  "The  judgments  of  justices  of 
the  peace  of  other  states  are  not  to  be 
considered  of  greater  dignity  than  the 
judgments  of  foreign  courts,  and  there- 
fore, it  is  our  opinion  that  in  an  ac- 
tion of  debt  brought  in  this  state,  on  a 
judgment  obtained  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of  another  state,  nil  debet  is 
a  proper  plea."  Graham  v.  Grigg,  3 
Harr.  (Del.)  408. 

14.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  658,  and 
7  Ency.  of  Ev.  842. 

[a]  The  plea  of  nul  tiel  record  to 
an  action  of  debt  on  a  judgment  of  a 
justice  of  the  peace  in  another  state  is 
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a  mere  nullity.  Collins  v.  Modisett,  1 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  60.  See  also  McElfat-- 
rick  V.  Taft  &  Son,  10  Bush  (Ky.)  160. 

15.  Evans  v.  Tatem,  9  Serg.  &  E. 
(Pa.)  252,  11  Am.  Dec.  717,  since  such 
a  decree  is  not  a  "record."  The  plea 
should  be  framed  to  meet  the  averment 
in  the  declaration,  and  conclude  to  the 
country. 

16.  Little  Bock,  etc.  Co.  v.  Hodge, 
112  Ga.  521,  37  S.  E.  743;  Eice  v.  Cou- 
tant,  38  App.  Div.  543,  56  N.  Y.  Supp. 
351.    See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  g,  (III),  (A;. 

[&"]  Denial  of  Indebtedness. — "The 
denial  of  indebtedness  puts  nothing  in 
issue.  The  statement  that  the  obliga- 
tion upon  which  the  Iowa  judgment  was 
recovered  had  been  paid  prior  to  the 
recovery  of  the  judgment,  is  immate- 
rial. It  is  not  the  stsCtement  of  a  pos- 
sible defense  to  this  action.  The  ques- 
tion of  payment  might  have  been  liti- 
gated in  the  original  suit,  but  the 
parties  are  concluded  by  the  jud^ 
ment."  Harter  v.  ShuU,  17  Colo.  App. 
162,  67  Pac.  911. 

17.  Marx  v.  Logue,  71  Miss.  905,  15 
So.  890. 

18.  See  supra.  III,  B,  2,  a,  (ll), 
(B). 

[a]  An  allegation  in  the  answer  that 
an  appeal  from  the  judgment  sued  on 
is  pending  without  a  statement  thi^t 
under  the  laws  of  the  state,  where  the 
judgment  was  rendered,  the  efEect  of 
an  appeal  is  to  suspend  the  judgment 
appealed  from  does  not  state  any  de; 
fense  to  an  action  on  a  judgment  of  a 
court  of  another  state.  Taylor  v.  Shew, 
39  Cal.  536,  2  Am.  Eep.  478. 

19'.  See  siepra.  III,  B,  2,  a,  (II), 
(B). 
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should  be  verified,^"  while  others  hold  it  should  conclude  to  the  coun- 
try." 

(11.)  Want  of  Jurisdiction.^-  While  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings 
in  a  court  of  another  state  cannot  be  inquired  into,''^  a  court  is  not  pre- 
cluded from  inquiring  into  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  of  another 
state  which  rendered  the  .iudgment  sued  upon,-^  notwithstanding  ex- 
press recitals  in  the  judgment  as  to  the  jurisdictional  facts. ^*  Want  of 
jurisdiction,  however,  when  not  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  record, 


20.  .U.  S. — Wittemore  v.  Malcomson, 
28  Fed.  605.  Me. — Bndicott  v.  Morgan, 
66  Me.  456.  Mass. — Hall  v.  Williams,  6 
Pick.  232,  17  Am.  Dec.  356. 

See  supra,  in,  B,  1,  g,  (III;,  (A), 
and  the  title  "Nul  Tiel  Record." 

21.  Baldwin  ti.  Hale,  17  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  272.  See  "Wright  v.  Weisipger,  5 
Smed.  &  M.   (Miss.)    2.10. 

22.  See  15  Standard  Pkoc.  669,  et 
seq. 

[a]  If  "a  court  of  another  state, 
having  jurisdiction  over  the  subject 
and  parties,  has  rendered  a  judgment, 
such  judgment  will  bind  the  party 
against  whom  it  is  rendered,  and  he 
will  not  be  permitted  to  look  into  the 
transaction  in  an  action  brought  on  the 
judgment,  in  order  to  show  that  such 
judgment  should  not  have  been  rend- 
ered. The  judgment  will  have  the  same 
credit,  validity  and  effect  in  every 
other  court  in  the  Unjted  States, 
which  it  has  in  the  state  where  pro- 
nounced, and  whatever  pleas  would  be 
good  to  a  suit  thereon  in  such  state,  and 
no  others,  can  be  pleaded  in  any  other 
court  in  the  United  States."  Lawrence 
V.  Jarvis,  32  111.  304. 

23.  15  Standabd  Proc.  662.  See 
also  the  following:  U.  S. — Lincoln  v. 
Tower,  2  McLean  473,  15  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,355.  Ky.— Bryant  v.  Shute's  Exr., 
147  Ky.  268,  144  S.  W.  28.  Me.— Me- 
Kim  V.  Odom,  12  Me.  94.  Md. — Mundy 
V.  Jacques,  116  Md.  11,  81  Atl.  289. 

[a]  "When  a  judgment  debtor  is 
sued  here  upon  a  judgment  the  defenses 
open  to  him  depend  upon  the  fact  as  to 
where  the  judgment  was  entered.  If 
in  our  own  courts  the  defense  of  want 
of  service  and  that  he  never  appeared 
is  not  open,  and  usually  can  be  availed 
of  only  by  proceedings  to  revise  or  an- 
nul the  judgment.  .  .  .  But  when  the 
judgment  sued  on  here  is  not  a  domes: 
tic  judgment,  and  is  one  rendered  in 
another  state  or  jurisdiction,  the  de- 
fendant may  plead  and  prove  that  he 


was  not  duly  served  with  process  and 
did  not  authorize  an  appearance  in  the 
action  in  which  the  judgment  was  en- 
tered." Chicago  Title  &  Tr.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  185  Mass.  363,  70  N.  B.  426, 
102  Am.  St.  Eep.  350. 

[b]  "The  defendant  may  show,  in 
bar  of  an  action  on  the  record  of  a 
judgment  of  another  state,  that  the 
judgment  was  fraudulently  obtained, 
or  that  the  court  pronouncing  it  had 
neither  jurisdiction  of  his  person,  nor 
of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action.  If 
ho  succeed  in  establishing  any  one  of 
these  defenses,  the  judgment  is  en- 
titled to  no  credit,  and  the  plaintiff  is 
driven  to  his  suit  on  the  original  cause 
of  action."  Welch  v.  Sykes,  8  111.  197, 
44  Am.  Dec.  689. 

24.    15  Standard  Proc.  667. 

See  also  the  following:  U.  S.— Hill 
V.  Mendenhall,  21  Wall.  453,  2,2  L. 
ed.  616;  Knowles  v.  Gaslight  Co.,  19 
Wall.  58,  22  L.  ed.  70;  Thompson  v. 
Whitman,  18  Wall.  457,  21  L.  ed.  897. 
Del. — Mitchell,  Vance  &  Co.  v.  Ferris 
&  Co.,  5  Houst.  34.  Mo. — Wise  v.  Lor- 
ing,  54  Mo.  App.  258.  Tex.— Chunn  v. 
Gray,  51  Tex.  112.  Wash.— Aultman, 
Miller  &  Co.  v.  Mills,  9  Wash.  68,  36 
Pac.  1046;  Eitchie  v.  Carpenter,  2  Wash. 
512,  28  Pac.  380,  26  Am.  St.  Bep.  877. 

But  see  Wright  v.  Weisinger,  5  Smed. 
&  M.   (Miss.)   210. 

[a]  The  plea  averring  lack  of  jur- 
isdiction "is  always  open  to  defend- 
ant, and  both  as  to  the  parties  and 
subject-matter,  and  even  when  the  jur- 
isdictional facts  are  recited  in  the  judg- 
ment." Mottu  V.  Davis,  151  N.  C.  237, 
65  S.  E.  969. 

[b]  It  "is  perfectly  competent  for 
a  defendant  in  an  action  in  one  state, 
on  a  judgment  rendered  in  another,  to 
plead  and  show  in  his  defense  that  he 
was  not  summoned  and  did  not  appear 
in  person  or  by  attorney  in  the  suit  in 
such  other  court;  and  that,  too,  even 
though   it   be   expressly   stated  in  the 
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must  be  specially  pleaded,'"  and  a  plea  denjdng  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  of  another  state  must  negative  by  express  averment  every  fact 
upon  which  such  jurisdiction  can  be  predicated,^"  and  if  by  any  rea- 


reeord  of  the  suit  in  that  court  that 
he  was  actually  summoned  or  did  so 
appear.  The  judgment  is  not  conclus- 
ive on  either  of  those  points,  though  it 
may  be  conclusive  on  the  merits  if  the 
court  have  jurisdiction  of  the  ease." 
Bowler  v.  Huston,  30  Gratt.  (71  Va.) 
266,  32  Am.  Eep.  673. 

25.     Chemical  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kellogg, 

71  N.  J.  L.  126,  58  Atl.  397;  Bowler  v. 
Huston,  30  Gratt.  (71  Va.)  266,  82 
Am.  Eep.  673. 

Ja]  Under  a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record 
want  of  jurisdiction,  which  does  not 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  record, 
cannot  be  shown.  "A  defense  contra- 
dicting the  record  must  be  pleaded  that 
the  facts  may  be  put  in  issue.  A  de- 
fect appearing  upon  the  face  of  the 
record  may  be  taken  advantage  of  un- 
der a  plea  of  nul  tiel  record,  but  those 
requiring  extrinsic  proof  to  make  them 
apparent,  must  be  alleged  before 
proved.  This  is  in  accord  with  pre- 
cedents and  the  elementary  principles 
of  good  pleading."    Wood  v.  Agostines, 

72  Vt.  51,  47  Atl.  108. 

[b]  A  general  denial  (1;  under  the 
code  pleading  does  not  put  want  of 
jurisdiction  in  issue.  "The  genera] 
denial  goes  only  to  the  extent  of  deny- 
ing the  existence  of  the  facts  neces- 
sary to  the  cause  of  action,  not  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  in  which  the 
judgment  on  which  this  action  is  based 
was  found,  and  is  in  effect  to  plead  nul 
tiel  record."  Eice  v.  Coutant,  38  App. 
Div.  543,  56  N.  Y.  Supp.  351.  See  also 
Little  Eock,  etc.  Co.  v.  Hodge,  112  Ga. 
521,  37  S.  E.  743.  (2)  The  defendant 
may,  however,  show  under  a  general 
denial  that  the  appearance  of  the  per- 
son who  assumed  to  act  as  his  attor- 
ney was  without  authority.  Hays  v. 
Merkle,  67  Mo.  App.  55. 

[c]  Objection  Prior  to  Trial. — (1) 
The  objection  on  the  ground  that  the 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  must  be  raised 
prior  to  the  trial  of  the  action  (McDer- 
mott,  etc.  Co.  v.  Dixon,  68  N.  J.  L.  49, 
52  Atl.  283;  Ferry  v-  Miltimore  Elas- 
tic Steel  C.  W.  Co.,  71  Vt.  457,  45  Atl. 
1035,  76  Am.  St.  Eep.  787),  (2)  and 
cannot  be  first  raised  on  appeal.  Lat- 
terett  v.  Cook,  1  Iowa  1,  63  Am.  Deo, 
428. 
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26.  U.  S.— L'Engle  v.  Gates,  74  Fed. 
513.  Ala. — Foster  v.  Glazener,  27  Ala. 
391;  Puckett  v.  Pope,  3  Ala.  552;  Me- 
Gee  V.  Sheffield,  3  Stew.  &  P.  351..  Conn, 
Smith  V.  Ehoades,  1  Day  168.  Fla. 
Sammis  v.  Wightman,  31  Fla.  10,  12 
So.  526.  lU.— Welch  v.  Sykes,  8  HI. 
197,  44  Am.  Dec.  689.  la.— Latteratt 
V.  Cook,  1  Iowa  1,  63  Am.  Dec.  428, 
Mo. — Wilson  V.  Jackson,  10  Mo.  329; 
Hays  V.  Merkle,  67  MoJ  App.  55.  N.  J. 
Moulin  V.  Trenton,  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  24  N. 
J.  L.  222.  N.  Y,— Starbuck  v.  Murray, 
5  Wend.  148,  21  Am.  Dec.  172;  Eice  v. 
Coutant,  38  App.  Div.  543,  56  N.  T. 
Supp.  351.  Ore. — Foshiei  v.  Narver,  24 
Ore.  441,  34  Pae.  21,  41  Am.  St.  Eep, 
874.  Vt. — Waddams  v.  Burnham,  1  Ty- 
ler 233.  Va.— Bowler  v.  Huston,  30 
Gratt.  (71  Va.)  266,  32  Am.  Eep.  673; 
Wilson  V.  Bank  of  Mt.  Pleasant,  6 
Leigh  (33  Va.)  570.  Wash.— Aultman, 
Miller  &  Co.  v.  Mills,  9  Wash.  68,  36 
Pac.  1046;  Eitchie  v.  Carpenter,  2 
Wash.  512,  28  Pae.  380,  26  Am.  St, 
Eep.  877. 

[a]  General  Allegation  Insufiicient, 
Judgments  of  courts  of  record  of  an- 
other state  cannot  "be  impugned  by  a 
mere  allegation  of  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion. But  he  who  would  defeat  a  judg- 
ment on  this  ground,  must  show  the 
want  of  jurisdiction  by  appropriate  al- 
legations of  fact,  unless  it  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  judgment.  .  .  .  The 
laws  of  Ohio,  in  virtue  of  which  the 
judgment  is  alleged  to  be  invalid,  must 
here  be  specially  pleaded.  It  is  not 
enough,  therefore,  to  say,  that  by  rea- 
son of  such  and  such  facts,  en  pais, 
the  proceeding  was  unauthorized,  or 
beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
and  therefore  void,  unless  such  facts 
are  sufficient  of  themselves,  as  by  some 
universal  law,  to  show  that  the  pro- 
ceeding was  entitled  to  no  effect,  as  if 
a  judgment  was  rendered  against  an 
individual  without  appearance  or  no- 
tice, actual  or  constructive."  Davis  v, 
Connelly's  Exirs.,  4  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  136. 
To  the  same  effect,  Eitchie  v.  McMul- 
len,  159  TJ.  S.  235,  16  Sup.  Ct.  171,  40 
L.  ed.  133. 

[b]  "The  facts  necessary  to  show 
that  the  court  did  not  acquire  such  jur- 
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sonable  intendment  the  facts  alleged  can  exist,  and  the  court  which 
rendered  the  judgment  sued  on  still  have  had  jurisdiction,  the  plea, is 
bad.^^  Thus,  an  allegation  in  an  answer  that  the  defendant  at  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  the  action  and  ever  since  was  not  a  resident 
of  the  state  wherein  the  judgment  was  rendered  is  insufficient  as  it 
does  not  exclude  the  possibility  of  defendant  having  been  served  with 
process  M'hile  temporarily  in  that  state,^*  and  in  such  case  it  should 
also  be  averred  that  the  defendant  did  not  voluntarily  appear  in  the 
action.^^  The  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  however,  is  sufficiently  denied 
by  an  averment  that  the  defendant  was  neither  served  with  process  nor 
entered  an  appearance  in  the  action,^" 

(III.)  Fraud. —  An  answer  showing  a  state  of  facts  which  would  be 
sufficient  to  avoid  the  judgment  in  the  state  wherein  it  was  rendered 
on  the  ground  of  fraud  is  generally  deemed  a  good  defense  to  an  ac- 


isdietion  (of  the  person)  were  the  nega- 
tive of  every  means  by  -which  jurisdic- 
tion might  have  been  acquired.  To  this 
the  defendant  avers  in  his  plea  that  he 
was  not  served  with  process;  that  he 
had  no  notice  whatever  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  suit;  that  he  made  no  ap- 
pearance to  the  action  either  in  per- 
son or  by  attorney  and  that  when  the 
suit  was  brought  as  well  as  when 
the  judgment  was  rendered  he  was  a 
non-resident'  of  the  state  of  Louisiana. 
We  know  of  no  other  means  by  which 
the  court  coiild  have  acquired  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  person,  and  if  there  was 
none  and  these  averments  are  true  .  .  . 
then  the  court  of  Louisiana  did  not  ac- 
quire jurisdiction  of  his  person;  and 
we  have  said  that  this  was  a  valid 
defense  at  law.  The  plea  is  in  apt 
form;  and  we  think  the  circuit  court 
erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  it. ' ' 
Barkman  v.  Hopkins,  11  Ark.  157. 

fc]  An  averment  that  defendants 
•were  not  "legally  served"  without  a 
statement  of  facts  showing  the  reason 
for  such  claim,  where  the  record  shows 
that  they  were  "summoned,"  is  in- 
sufScient.  Hotter  v.  Welty,  12  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.   82. 

fd]  Jurisdiction  of  Subject-Matter. 
Where  defendant  alleges  that  he  never 
was  served  with  process  in  the  original 
proceeding  and  that  the  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  of  his  person,  such  a  de- 
fense raises  no  issue  of  jurisdiction  as 
to  the  subject-matter.  Latterett  v. 
Cook,  1  Iowa  1,  63  Am.  Dec.  428. 

[e]  TTnauthorlzed  Appearance  by 
Attorney. — An  allegation  that  the  per- 
son who  assumed  to  act  as  defendant's 


attorney  appeared  in  the  action  with- 
out defendant's  knowledge  or  consent 
is  insufficient  unless  it  is  also  shown 
that  the  attorney  was  not  retained  by 
the  defendant.  Home  Friendly  Soc.  v, 
Tyler,  2  Pa.  Dist.  693. 

[f]  Allegation  that  original  com- 
plaint did  not  state  a  cause  of  actjlon 
is  not  sufficient  to  show  lack  of  juris- 
diction. Williams  v.  Eenvick,  52  Ark. 
160,  12  S.  W.  331. 

27.  Sammis  v.  Wightman,  31  Fla. 
10,  12  So.  526. 

28.  Ala. — Andrews  v.  Flack,  88  Ala. 
294,  6  So.  907;  M'Gee  v.  ShefBeld,  3 
Stew.  &  P.  351.  Conn.— Smith  v. 
Ehoades,  1  Day  168.  la. — Struble  v. 
Malone,  3  Iowa  586.  Mo. — ^Wilson  v. 
Jackson,  10  Mo.  329.  N.  Y. — Shumway 
V.  Stillman,  4  Cow.  292,  15  Am.  Dec. 
374. 

29.  Harrod  v.  Barretto,  1  Hall  (N. 
y.)  155. 

[a]  Allegation  on  Non-Appearance 
Necessary. — An  averment  that  defend- 
ant a.v  the  time  of  the  alleged  service 
of  the  summons  was  hot  a  resident  of 
the  state,  where  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered, that  he  was  not  served  with 
notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit  and 
that  he  had  no  one  in  such  state  author- 
ized to  appear  for  him  is  insufficient, 
unless  there  is  added  an  allegation  that 
he  did  not  appear  or  that  he  did  not 
voluntarily  submit  his  case  to  the  court. 
Struble  v.  Malone,  3  Iowa  586. 

30.  lU.— Shufeldt  v.  Buckley,  45  111. 
223.  Ind.  Ter. — Minter  v.  Green,  3  Ind. 
Ter.  761,  49  S.  W.  48.  N.  J.— McDer- 
mott,  etc.  Co.  v.  Dixon,  68  N.  J.  L. 
49,  52  Atl.  283. 
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tion  on  a  judgment  of  another  state,^^  though  there  are  some  decisions 
which  seem  to  hold  that  fraud  is  not  available  as  a  defense.^^     But 


31.  Fla. — Sammis  •».  Wightman,  31 
Fla.  10,  12  So.  526.  lU.— Forrest  v. 
Fey,  218  111.  165,  75  N.  E.  789,  109 
Am.  St.  Eep.  249,  1  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
'  740;  Field  v.  Field,  215  111.  496,  74 
N.  E.  443;  Van  Matre  v.  Sankey,  148 
111.  536,  36  N.  E.  628,  39  Am.  St.  Eep. 
196,  23  L.  E.  A.  665;  Ambler 
V.  Whipple,  139  111.  311,  28  N".  E.  841, 
32  Am.  St.  Eep.  202.  Ind.— Brown  v. 
Eaiton,  98  Ind.  591;  Lee  v.  Back,  30 
Ind.  148;  Sherrard  v.  Nevius,  2  Ind. 
241,  52  Am.  Dee.  508.  la.— Dunlap  & 
Co.  V.  Cody,  31,  Iowa  260,  7  Am.  Eep. 
129.  Kan. — Abercrombie  v.  Abercrom- 
bie,  64  Kan.  29,  67  Pac.  539.  Ky. 
Clark  V.  Ogilvie,  111  Ky.  181,  63  S. 
W.  429.  Miss. — White  v.  Trotter,  14 
Smed.  &  M.  30,  53  Am.  Dec.  112.  Mo. 
Payne  v.  O'Shea,  84  Mo.  129;  Ward 
V.  Quinlivin,  57  Mo.  425;  Wyeth,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Lang  &  Co.,  54  Mo.  App.  147. 
Neb.— Snyder  v.  Critchfield,  44  Neb.  66, 
62  N.  W.  306;  Keeler  v.  Elston,  22 
Neb.  310,  34  N.  W.  891;  Eaton  v. 
Hasty,  6  Neb.  419,  29  Am.  Eep.  365. 
N.  J.— Wilson  V.  Anthony,  72  N.  J. 
Eq.  836,  66  Atl.  907;  Davis  v.  Headley, 
22  N.  J.  Eq.  115.  N.  Y.— Gray  v.  Eich- 
mond  Co.,  167  N.  Y.  348,  60  N.  B.  663, 
82  Am.  St.  Eep.  720;  Hunt  v.  Hunt, 
72  N.  Y.  217,  28  Am.  Eep.  129;  Ma- 
lone  V.  Booker,  82  Misc.  438,  143  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1095.  N.  C— Eoberts  v.  Pratt, 
152  N.  C.  731,  68  S.  E.  240;  Mottu  v. 
Davis,  151  N.  C.  237,  65  S.  E.  969; 
Levin  v.  Gladstein,  142  N.  C.  482,  55 
S.  B.  371,  115  Am.  St.  Eep.  747,  32 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  8.)  905.  Ore.— Murray  v. 
Murray,  6  Ore.  17.  Tenn. — Coffee  v. 
Neely,  2  Heisk.  304.  Tex. — Drinkard 
V.  Ingram,  21  Tex.  650,  73  Am.  Dec. 
250;  Norwood  v.  Cobb,  20  Tex.  588; 
Babcoek  v..  Marshall,  21  Tex.  Ciy.  App. 
145,  50  S.  W.  728.  Va.— Vaught  v. 
Meador,  99  Va.  569,  39  S.  E.  225,  86 
Am.  St.  Eep.  908.  W.  Va.— Black  v. 
Smith,  13  W.  Va.  780.  Wis.— Brown 
V.  Parker,  28  Wis.  21.  Wyc— United 
States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  v.  Parker,  20 
Wyo.  29,  121  P^c.  531;  Bank  of 
Chadron  v.  Anderson,  6  Wyo.  518,  48 
Pac.  197. 

See  15  Standard  Proc.  668. 

[a]  "There  has  been  much  discus- 
sion in  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
and    of    the    various    states    respecting 
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the  right  to  impeach  such  judgments 
for  fraud  in  their  procurement,  by  rea- 
son of  the  provisions  of  the  constitu- 
tion and  statutes  of  the  United  States 
respecting  the  faith  and  credit  to  be 
given  by  each  state  to  the  public  acts, 
records,  and  judicial  proceedings  in  the 
courts  of  other  states,  but  the  general 
trend  of  authority  and  the  great  weight 
thereof  is  in  favor  of  allowing  such  a  de- 
fense if  it  would  have  been  permissible 
in  a  suit  upon  the  judgment  in  the 
state  where  it  was  rendered."  Bank 
of  Chadron  v.  Anderson,  6  Wyo.  518, 
48  Pac.  197. 

[b]  In  Eogera  v.  Gwinn,  21  Iowa  58, 
it  is  said;  "If  the  judgment  sued  on 
had  been  rendered  by  a  court  in  Iowa, 
the  facts  found  by  the  court  below, 
would  be  a  good  defense,  at  least  in 
equity,  to  an  action  upon  it,  or  sufS- 
cient  to  require  a  court  of  equity, 
upon  petition  filed  for  that  purpose,  to 
cancel  it.  And  we  cannot  doubt  that 
they  would  be  so  regarded  by  the 
courts  of  Kentucky,  if  this  action  had 
been  brought  in  that  state,  or  if  the 
defendant,  in  that  state,  had  sought  re- 
lief against  the  judgment.  So  that  if 
we  should  hold,  as  the  appellant  in- 
sists we  should,  we  would  be  giving 
to  the  judgment  of  the  court'  of  one 
sister  state,  a  greater  force  and  effect 
than  it  would  have  there,  and  a  greater 
force  and  effect  than  we  would  give 
to  a  like  judgment  rendered  by  our  own 
courts.  This  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States  and  the  act  of  congress 
do  not  require.  We  are  only  required 
to  give  to  it  the  same  effect  here  that 
it  would  have  in  the  state  of  Ken- 
tucky. ' ' 

32.  See  the  following  cases:  U.  S. 
Maxwell  v.  Stewart,  21  Wall.  71,  22 
Wall.  77,  22  L.  ed.  564;  Christmas  v. 
Eussell,  5  Wall.  290,  18  L.  ed.  475; 
Peninsular  Iron  Co.  v.  Bells,  68  Fed, 
24,  15  C.  C.  A.  189.  Ala.— Lucas  v. 
Copeland,  2  Stew.  151.  D.  C. — Eich- 
mond  &  D.  E.  Co.  v.  Gorman,  7  App. 
Cas.  91.  Md. — Glenn  v.  Williams,  60 
Md.  93.  Mass. — Brainard  v.  Fowler, 
119  Mass.  262;  Goodrich  v.  Stevens,  116 
Mass.  170.  Mich. — Dunlap  v.  Byers, 
110  Mich.  109,  67  N.  W.  1067.  N.  H. 
McDonald  v.  Drew,  64  N.  H.  547,  15 
Atl.  148.    Ohio. — Anderson  v.  Anderson, 
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where  fraud  is  a  defense,  it  is  not  suiBcient  to  allege  it  in  general  terms, 
but  the  facts  constituting  the  alleged  fraud  must  tie  fully  set  forth.^'^ 
The  defendant  cannot  under  such  plea  reopen  the  issues  determined 
by  the  original  judgment.'* 

1.  ,  Replication.  —  A  replication  to  a  plea  that  the  judgment  sued  on 
was  rendered  without  jurisdiction,  follows  the  general  rules  governing 
replications.^^ 

g.  Trial. — (I.)  Generally.  — The  issue  raised  by  a  plea  of  nul  tiel 
record  or  its  equivalent  is  triable  by  the  court  alone.^'^    But  where  ques- 


8  Ohio  108.    Pa. — ^Benton  v.  Burgot,  10 
Serg.  &  E.  240. 

[a]  In  Hambleton  v.  Glenn,  72  Md. 
331,  20  Atl.  115,  it  is  said  in  regard 
thereto:  "It  has  been  strongly  argued, 
however,  that  as  fraud  vitiates  every- 
thing, even  the  most  solemn  judgments 
or  decrees  of  the  highest  courts,  the 
allegation  of  fraud  as  afEecting  a  de- 
cree of  a  sister  state  ought  to  be  al- 
lowed, if  supported  by  facts,  as  a  de- 
fense to  an  action  founded  on  the  de- 
cree; and  this  notwithstanding  the  pro- 
vision of  the  constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States,  that  'full  faith  and 
credit  shall  be  given  in  each  state  to 
the  public  acts,  records,  _and  judicial 
proceedings  of  every  other  state ; '  '.  .  . 
The  general  proposition  contended  for, 
as  applied  to  judgments  and  decrees, 
is  undoubtedly  true.  But  the  question 
here  is,  whether  such  defense  can  be 
taken  in  a  collateral  proceeding,  founded 
upon  a  decree,  where,  to  give  effect  to 
such  defense,  the  decree  of  a  court  of 
competent  jurisdiction  of  a  sister  state 
is  required  to  be  reviewed,  and  de- 
clared null  and  void  by  the  court  in 
which  such  defense  is  made?  This  is 
a  federal  question,  and  the  court  of 
last  resort  for  the  determination  of 
such  question  would  seem  to  have 
definitely  settled,  that  the  allegation 
of  fraud  in  obtaining  the  judgment  or 
decree  sued  on  in  a  state  other  than 
that  in  which  the  judgment  or  decree 
was  obtained,  is  not  allowable  as  a 
defence;  but  that  resort  must  be  had 
for  relief  to  some  appropriate  direct 
proceeding." 

33.  U.  S.— Ritchie  v.  McMullen,  159 
IT.  S.  235,  16  Sup.  Ct.  171,  40  L.  ed. 
133.  N.  C— Mottu  V.  Davis,  151  N.  C. 
237,  65  8.  E.  969.  Tex.— Miller  v. 
Lovell  (Ter.  Civ.  App.),  40  S.  W. 
835. 

See  the  title   "Fraud  and  Deceit." 


34.  Field  v.  Sanderson,  34  Mo.  542, 
86  Am.  Dee.  124. 

35.  See  generally  the  title  "Repli- 
cation and  Reply." 

[a]  Previous  Adjudication  of  Juris- 
diction.— An  averment  in  a  reply  that 
the  defendant  had  moved  to  vacate 
the  judgment  upon  the  ground  of  want 
of  jurisdiction  and  that  such  motion 
was  denied,  is  insufSicient  unless  the 
statute  giving  the  court  jurisdiction 
to  hear  such  motion  is  specifically 
pleaded.  Kohn  v.  Haas,  95  Ala.  478, 
12  So.  577. 

[b]  Facts  Showing  Notice.  —  (1) 
Where  plaintiff  in  reply  to  an  answer 
denying  the  court's  jurisdiction  pleads 
that  the  defendant  "was  personally 
duly  notified,"  without  stating  the  na- 
ture of  the  notice,  such  replication  is 
bad  on  demurrer.  Long  v.  Long,  1  Hill 
(N.  Y.)  597.  (2)  The  general  aver- 
ments, in  the  first  part  of  the  answer, 
that  the  judgment  was  "an  irregular 
and  void  judgment"  and,  in  the  second 
part,  that  "said  judgment  was  ir- 
regular," and,  "without  any  jurisdic- 
tion or  authority  on  the  part  of  the 
court  to  enter  such  a  judgment  upon 
the  facts  and  upon  the  pleadings  in 
said  action"  are  but  averments  of 
legal  conclusions,  and  wholly  insufl- 
cient  to  impeach  the  judgment. 

36.  Ga. — Stewart  v.  Shell,  99  Ga. 
534,  26  S.  E.  757.  la.— Eea  v.  Scully, 
76  Iowa  343,  41  N.  W.  36.  N.  0. 
Carter  v.  Wilson,  18  N.  C.  362. 

See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  h. 

[a]  "The  issue  made  of  nul  tie! 
record  was  only  triable  by  the  court. 
It  could  not  be  inquired  into  by  the 
jury.  The  truth  of  this  plea  can  only 
be  tried  by  an  inspection  of  the  rec- 
ord by  the  court,  and  if  the  court  find 
from  an  examination  that  the  record 
offered  in  evidence  is  the  record  de- 
clared   on,    they    must    find    upon    this 
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tions  of  fact  are  put  in  issue  the  decision  thereof  may  be  left  to  the 
jury,^'  In  the  absence  of  evidence  offered  on  behalf  of  the  defense  it  is 
proper  to  instruct  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.^®  In 
determining  the  effect  of  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  another  state  the 
whole  record  must  be  considered  by  the  court,'^  but  it  cannot  go  be- 
hind the  judgiaent  and  inquire  into  the  original  cause  of  action.*" 

(II.)  Variance.  —  Actions  on  judgments  of  sister  states  are  governed 
as  to  variance,  by  the  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.*^  If  the  judg- 
ment sued  upon  is  sufficiently  described  in  the  complaint,  so  that  the 
defendant  cannot  be  misled,  in  reference  to  the  court  which  rendered 
the  judgment  sued  upon,*^  or  as  to  the  time  when  it  was  rendered,*' 
or  the  parties  to  the  action,**  or  the  amount  of  the  judgment,*^  a  vari- 
ance in  any  of  these  respects  is  immaterial.    Where  a  copy  of  the  judg- 


issue  for  the  plaintiff."     Hindman  ». 
Maekall,  3  Greene  (Iowa)  170. 

[b]  Damages. — "  Error  is  predicated 
on  the  fact  that  the  jury  was  not 
allowed  to  assess  the  amount  of  plain- 
tiff's recovery.  If  plaintiff's  were  en- 
titled to  recover  at  all,  the  measure 
thereof  would  be  the  amount  due  on 
the  judgment,  i  .  .  There  was  noth- 
ing for  a  jury  to  do  which  might  not 
properly  be  done  by  the  court." 
Longiieville  v.  May,  115  Iowa  709,  87 
N.  W.  432.  But  see  Mudd's  Admr.  v. 
Beauchamp,  4  Bibb  (Ky.)  483. 

37.  Hindman  v.  Maekall,  3  G.  Gr. 
(Iowa)  170;  Elahn  v.  Lesser,  28  Abb. 
N.  C.  77,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  98,  43  N.  T. 
St.  149.  See  generally  the  title  "Prov- 
ince of  Judge  and  Jury." 

38.  Rea  v.  Scully,  76  Iowa  343,  41 
N.  W.  36;  Coskery  v.  Wood,  52  S.  C. 
516,  30  S.  E.  475.  See  generally  the 
title  "Verdict." 

39.  Mclntyre  v.  Moore,  105  6a.  112, 
31  S.  E.  144,  the  judgment  apparently 
showing  a  joint  liability  is  controlled 
by  the  remainder  of  the  record  showing 
a  several  liability. 

40.  Lawrence  v.  Jarvis,  32  111.  304. 

41.  See  sMpro,  III,  B,  1,  h,  (II), 
and  the  title  "Variance  and  Failure 
of  Proof." 

[a]  There  are  some  very  technical 
rules  in  some  jurisdictions,  and  were 
at  common  law,  respecting  the  variance 
between  the  allegations  and  the  proof, 
especially  upon  the  plea  of  nul  tiel  rec- 
ord; but  we  do  not  think  that  these 
rules  in  .th-sir  strictness  apply  or  should 
apply  under  the  civil  code.  Brady  v. 
Palmer,  19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  687. 

42.  Ky. — ^Dudley  v.  Lindsey,  9  B. 
Mon.   486,   50    Am.   DecC    522.      Miss. 
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Barringer  v.  Boyd,  27  Miss.  473.     Mo. 
Chandler  v.  Gfarr,  8  Mo.  428. 

43.  Campbell  v.  Wolf,  33  Mo.  459. 

44.  Cal. — Stewart  v.  Spaulding,  72 
Cal.  264,  13  Pac.  661.  Mo.— Campbell 
■y.  Wolf,  33  Mo.  459;  Randolph  v.  Kell- 
er, 21  Mo.  557.  N.  Y.— Talamo  v.  Er- 
mano,  62  N.  T.  Supp.  246.  Ohio. — Brady 
v..  Palmer,  19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  687,  10 
Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  27. 

[a]  Partners. — ^Where  action  on  a 
foreign  judgment  is  brought  against 
defendants  as  partners  and  the  judg- 
ment sued  on  was  rendered  against 
them  as  individuals,  the  variance  is 
immaterial.  "After  the  judgment  was 
rendered,  it  affected  them  as  individ- 
uals; and  so  far  as  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff  were  concerned,  it  was  im- 
material whether  they  were  described 
as  partners  or  not  in  this  suit,  as  a 
judgment  against  them  as  individuals 
would  bind  both  the  individual  and 
partnership  property."  Stephens  v. 
Boby,  27  Miss.  744. 

45.  Belford  v.  Woodward,  158  HI. 
122,  41  N.  E.  1097,  29  L.  E.  A.  593; 
Iglehart  i).  Hobart,  19  111.  637;  Ritchie 
V.  Carpenter,  2  Wash.  512,  28  Pae.  380, 
26  Am.  St.  Rep.  877.  See  supra,  III, 
B,  1,  h,  (II). 

[a]  Costs. — ^Where  the  declaration 
alleges  a  judgment  for  costs  in  a  spe- 
cified sum,  but  the  record  shows  a 
judgment  for  costs  generally  and  that 
they  were  subsequently  in  some  man- 
ner not  apparent,  there  is  no  variance. 
Hunt  V.  Middlesworth,  44  Mich.  448,  7 
N.  W.  57. 

[b]  A  judgment  specifying  payment 
in  gold  coin  does  not  vary  from  an 
allegation  of  a  judgment  in  a  specified 
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ment  is  attached  to  the  complaint  a  variance  between  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint  and  the  judgment  Introduced  in  evidence  is  not  mate- 
rial." But  a  variance  as  to  the  place  wherein,*^  or  as  to  the  court  by 
which**  the  judgment  sued  upon  was  rendered,  is  fatal. 

(III.)  Judgment.  —  As  a  rule  judgment  can  be  rendered  only  for  the 
amount  for  which  execution  under  the  original  judgment  could  have 
been  issued,*®  and  the  effect  of  the  judgment  sued  on  must  be  limited 
by  the  force  it  has  in  the  state  wherein  it  was  rendered.""  The  failure 
to  allege  the  law  allowing  interest  in  the  state  of  rendition  defeats  the 
right  to  its  allowance,  in  some  jurisdictions,"^  unless  the  judgment  itself 
provides  for  interest  at  a  specified  rate,"^  but  in  others,  judgments  of 
courts  of  record  of  other  states,  under  the  statute,  bear  the  same  rate 
of  interest  as  domiestie  judgments,"^  or  the  presumption  as  to  the  for- 
eign law  being  the  same  as  the  domestic  supplies  the  place  of  an  aver- 
ment as  to  interest."*  Where  costs  are  regarded  as  part  of  the  jtidg 
ment,  interest  on  them  is  also  allowed,""  but  not  otherwise.'"'  If  the 
original  judgment  be  subsequently  reversed,  the  judgment  based  upon 
it  may  be  set  aside."' 

3.    Judgments  of  State  in  Federal  Courts  and  Vice  Versa.  —  Ac- 
tion may  be  maintained  in  a  state  court  upon  a  judgment  rendered  in  a 


sum.     Belford   v.   Woodward,    158    111. 
122,  41  N.  E.  1097,  29  L.  E.  A.   593. 

46.  Yarn  v.  Arnold  Hat  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  124  S.  W.  693.  See  supra, 
in,  B,  1,  h,  (II). 

47.  Pearsall   v.  Phelps,   3   Ala.   525. 

48.  Huie  v.  Devore,  138  App.  Div. 
677,  123  N.  T.  Supp.  12. 

49.  Maxwell  v.  Collier,  6  Bob.  (La.; 
86;  Arnold  v.  Eoraback,  8  Allen  (Mass.) 
429;  Battey  v.  Holbrook,  11  Gray 
(Mass.)   212. 

50.  See  supra,  III,  B,  2,  a,  (II), 
and  15  Standard  Pboc.  649,  et  seq. 

[a]  "The  judgment  sued  on  can 
have  no  greater  or  larger  extent  or 
force  in  this  state  than  it  is  entitled 
to  in  the  state  where  it  was  recovered, 
and  in  that  state,  .  .  .  this  judg- 
ment, whatever  may  have  been  the 
pleadings  or  lack  or  omission  of  plead- 
ing, did  not  charge  the  administrator 
personally,  but  affectfld  only  the  assets 
in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  estate 
of  his  intestate.  .  .  .  This  being  the 
law  of  Pennsylvania  under  which  the 
judgment  now  sued  on  was  recovered, 
the  same  law  must  be  applied  to  it  in 
this  state  when  it  is  sought  to  be  en- 
forced against  the  administrator  per- 
sonally." Coates  V.  Mackey,  56  Md. 
416. 

51.  Brady  v.  Palmer,  19  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  687,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  27.    See  Har- 


rison V.  Harrison,  20  Ala.  629,  56  Am. 
Dec.  227.  But  see  Mahurin  v.  Bick- 
ford,  6  F.  H.  567. 

52.  Hudson  v.  Daily,  13  Ala.  722. 

53.  Reynolds  v.  Powers,  96  Ky.  481, 
29  S.  W.  299. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  provides  that 
interest  shall  be  allowed  on  all  moneys 
due  upon  any  judgment  it  is  broad 
enough  to  cover  not  only  domestic 
judgments  but  also  judgments  of  courts 
of  another  state.  Shickle  v.  Watts,  94 
Mo.  410,  7  S.  W.  274. 

54.  See  Murphy  v.  Murphy,  145  Cal. 
482,  78  Pac.  1053.  But  see  Thompson 
V.  Monrow,  2  Cal.  99,  56  Am.  Dee. 
318. 

55.  Mellin  v.  Horlick,  31  Fed.  865. 
[a]     "The  record  of  the    judgment 

from  New  York  shows  that  the  plain- 
tiff's costs  were  included  in,  and 
formed  parcel  of,  the  judgment.  We 
are  to  presume  that  this  is  in  con- 
formity with  the  laws  of  that  state. 
.  .  .  Being  therefore  lawfully  part 
of  the  judginent,  interest  would  be  aa 
Certainly  an  incident  of  that  portion 
of  it  as  any  other.  The  judgment  is 
a  unit.  It  all  bears  interest  or  none." 
Wetherill  v.  Stillman,  65  Pa.  105. 

56.  Gatewood  v.  Palmer,  10  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  466. 

57.  Heckling  v.  Allen,  15  Fed.  196, 
on  motion. 
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United  States  court,"*  and  vice  versa.""  A  state  statute  requiring  leave 
to  sue  to  be  first  obtained  from  the  court  in  which  the  judgment  was 
rendered,  has  no  application  to  judgments  of  a  federal  court,*"  or  to 
suits  brought  in  the  federal  court.®^ 

4.  On  Judgments  of  Foreign  Tribunals.^^  —  a.  Bight  of  Action. 
The  tendency  of  more  recent  decisions  seems  to  be  to  eliminate  all  dis- 
tinctions between  judgments  of  foreign  tribunals  and  judgments  of 
courts  of  sister  states,  and  to  apply  to  the  former  the  principles  which 
are  applicable  to  the  latter.**    Formerly,  however,  judgments  of  foreign 


58.  Morton  v.  Palmer,  60  Hun  583, 
U  N.  T.  Supp.  912,  21  Civ.  Proc.  94, 
39  N.  Y.  St.  236;  Goodyear  D.  V.  Co. 
V.  Frisselle,  22  Hun  (N.  Y.)  174;  "Whit- 
ley V.  General  Elec.  Co.,  18  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  674,  45  S.  W.  959.  See  also  15 
Standard  Pboc.  686. 

As  to  the  relation  between,  state  and 
federal  courts  with  respect  to  the 
operation  and  effect  of  their  judgments, 
see  the  title  "Judgments." 

[a]  "The  petition  alleged  that  on 
a  certain  date,  at  a  certain  term  of 
a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States, 
a  court  of  record,  naming  the  par- 
ticular court  and  place  of  sitting,  the 
certain  judgment  was  rendered  by  such 
court  in  favor  of  plaintiff  against  the 
defendant  in  a  cause  therein  pending 
in  which  they  were  parties  plaintiff 
and  defendant  respectively,  of  -which 
cause  said  court  had  jurisdiction.  Our 
opinion  is  that  the  petition  in  this  case 
alleged  everything  thati  has  ever  been 
held  essential  in  such  a  pleading.  .  .  . 
We  judicially  know  that  the  circuit 
courts  of  the  United  States  are  courts 
of  record,  and  where  it  is  alleged  that 
it  rendered  a  judgment,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  it  was  done  in  such  form 
as  to  make  it  an  adjudication  by  a 
court  of  record.  It  was  even  unneces- 
sary for  the  petition  to  allege  that  said 
court  had  had  jurisdiction  of  the  par- 
ticular case.  .  .  .  The  contrary  was 
a  matter  of  defense."  Whitley  v. 
General  Elec.  Co.,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
674,  45  S.  W.  959. 

59.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Duel  County, 
74  Fed.  373;  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Eoches- 
ter,  etc.  Co.,  29  Fed.  609.  See  15 
Standard  Peoc.  682. 

[a]  Reason. — The  principle  that  a 
court  may  refuse  to  allow  a  defendant 
to  be  vexed  by  a  second  action  does 
not  apply  when  such  action  is  brought 
in  another  jurisdiction,  as  the  "court 
has  no  power  over  the  judgment  ob- 
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tained  in  the  state  court,  and  is  not 
clothed  with  the  right  to  issue  process 
for  its  enforcement.  The  present  plain- 
tiff is  a  nonresident  corporation,  car- 
rying on  business  in  the  state  of  Mis- 
souri, and  as  such  is  entitled  to  in- 
voke for  the  protection;  and  enforce- 
ment of  its  rights  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  federal  court;  and  the.  exercise  of 
such  jurisdiction  cannot  be  declined  by 
this  court  on  the  ground  that  there  is 
in  existence  a  judgment  in  the  state 
court  upon  the  same  cause  of  action. 
Furthermore,  the  present  plaintiff  was 
not  the  plaintiff  in  the  state  court. 
This  action  is  brought  in  the  na,me  of 
the  assignee  of  the  original  judgment, 
in  order  that  its  right  to  enforce  pay 
ment  .  .  .  shall  be  judicially  de- 
termined,— a  fact  which  shows  that  the 
second  action  was  not  brought  simply 
to  unduly  vex  the  defendant  county. 
For  these  reasons  it  cannot  be  held 
that  this  court  should  refuse  to  take 
jurisdiction."  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Duel 
County,  74  Fed.  373. 

60.  Morton  v.  Palmer,  60  Hun  583, 
14  N.  Y.  Supp.  912,  21  Civ.  Proc.  94, 
39   N.  Y.  St.  236. 

[a]  Federal  Court  Judgment  Dock- 
eted in  State  Court. — Altnough  a  judg- 
ment of  the  United  States  circuit  court 
is  docketed  in  the  county  clerk's  ofSce, 
it  does  not  thereby  become  a  judgment 
of  a  court  of  this  state  and  does  not 
come  within  the  statute  providing  that 
in  order  to  bring  an  action  on  a  judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  this  state  it  is 
necessary  to  obtain  leave  of  court  to 
sue.  Goodyear  D.  V.  Co.  v.  Frisselle, 
22  Hun  (N.  Y.)  174. 

61.  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Eochester, 
etc.  Co.,  29  Fed.  609. 

62.  Actions  on  domestic  judgments, 
see  supra,  IV,  B,  1. 

Actions  on  judgments  of  sister  states, 
see  supra,  IV,  B,  2. 

63.  U.  S.— Hilton  v.  Guyott,  42  Fed. 
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tribunals  were  held  to  be  only  prima  facie  but  not  conclusive  evidence 
of  the  debt,"*  and  the  doctrine  of  reciprocity  in  the  recognition  of  for- 
eign judgments  has  been  applied."^  But  inasmuch  as  the  recognition  of 
a  foreign  judgment  is  wholly  a  matter  of  comity,  an  action  cannot  be 
maintained  upon  it  unless  it  possesses  certain  fundamental  requisites 
essential  to  a  valid  and  subsisting  judgment.^"  The  court  must  have 
had  jurisdiction  both  of  the  subject-matter  and  the  person  of  the  de- 
fendant.*^ Service  of  process  on  or  appearance  by  the  defendant  is 
essential,®*  no  matter  what  validity  a  judgment  without  it  may  have 
in  the  foreign  country;"^  personal  service  upon  the  defendant  outside 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  rendering  the  judgment  is  not  enough.''" 

b.    Form  of  Aciiom. -^  Assumpsit  is  the  proper  actioln  on  a  judg- 
ment of  a  foreign  tribunal  where  it  is  regarded  as  only  prima  facie 


849.  111. — Baker  v.  Palmer,  83  111.  568, 
571,  572,  574.  N.  Y. — Lazier  v.  West- 
cott,  26  N.  T.  146,  82  Am.  Dee.  404; 
Cummings  V.  Banks,  2  Barb.  602. 

As  to  the  conclusiveness  of  foreign 
judgments  and  their  effect  as  a  merger 
or  bar,  see  the  title   "Judgments." 

64.  Buttrick  v.  Allen,  8  Mass.  273, 
5  Am.  Dec.  105. 

[a]  A  distinction  has  been  made 
between  the  effect  of  a  foreign  judg- 
ment as  the  basis  of  an  action  and 
as  a  defense,  holding  it  conclusive  only 
in  the  latter  case.  See  Griswold  v.  Pit- 
eairn,  2  Conn.  85;  Cummings  v.  Banks, 
2  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  602;  Monroe  v.  Doug- 
las, 4  Sandf.  Ch.    (N.  Y.)    126. 

65.  Hilton  v.  Guyot,  159  TJ.  S.  113, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95. 

66.  See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  a,  (II); 
m,  B,  2,  a,  (II);  and  generally  the 
title  "Judgments." 

[a]  The  law  upon  which  it  is  based 
must  be  in  harmony  with  the  generally 
recognized  principles  of  justice.  De 
Brimont  v.  Penniman,  10  Blatchf.  (U. 
S.)   436,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,715. 

67.  '  See  supra,  III,  B,  2,  a,  (II j, 
and  15  Standard  Proc.  687,  et  seq. 

68.  Monroe  v.  Douglas,  4  Sandf.  Ch. 
(N.  Y.)  126. 

69.  Bischofl  v.  Wethered,  9  Wall. 
(TJ.  S.)  812,  19  L.  ed.  829. 

70.  Mich. — McBwan  v.  Zimmer,  38 
Mich.  765,  31  Am.  Rep.  332.  N.  Y. 
Shepard  v.  Wright,  113  N.  Y.  582,  21 
N.  E.  724.  Wis.— Smith  v.  Grady,  68 
Wis.  215,  31  N.  W.  477. 

[a]  "The  judgment  upon  which 
this  action  was  brought  appears  to 
have  been  rendered  in  the  dominion 
of  Canada  by  the  court  of  chancery 
for  Ontario,  and  is  a  personal  judgment 


against  the  defendant.  The  record 
shows  that  he  did  not  appear  in  the 
action,  and  discloses  as  the  ground  of 
jurisdiction  over  his  person  the  service 
of  process  upon  him  at  his  place  of 
residence  in  this  state.  It  is  beyond 
question  that  such  service  was  ineffec- 
tual to  give  the  judgment  validity  here 
if  the  defendant  was  not  a  citizen  of 
Canada  or  domiciled  within  that  juris- 
diction. .  .  .  The  contention  of  the 
appellant  is  that  the  court  of  chan- 
cery for  Ontario  was  shown  to  be  a 
court  of  general  jurisdiction  whose 
judgment  stood  presumptively  valid 
until  some  defect  was  shown,  and  the 
defendant  should  have  alleged  and 
proved  that  he  was  not  a  citizen  of 
Canada  when  the  service  was  made 
nor  domiciled  there.  The  question  thus 
becomes  one  of  pleading  and  proof. 
The  complaint  alleged  as  the  ground 
of  jurisdiction  by  the  Canadian  court 
that  the  defendant  appeared  in  the 
action  and  averred  no  other.  The  an- 
swer of  the  defendant  denied  this  al- 
legation, and  affirmatively  alleged  that 
the  Canadian  court  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  render  the  judgment  against  him; 
because  he  neither  appeared  in  the  ac- 
tion nor  was  process  served  upon  him 
in  Canada.  When  this  issue  came  to 
trial  the  plaintiff  introduced  the  rec- 
ord, and  that  showed  on  its  face  that 
the  service  was  made  upon  the  defend- 
ant at  his  residence  within  this  state. 
.  .  .  No  rule  of  comity  requires  us 
to  give  effect  to  a  personal  judgment 
rendered  under  a  fbreign  law  where, 
on  the  face  of  the  record,  it  appears 
that  jurisdiction  of  the  person  was  not 
obtained."  Shepard  v.  Wright,  113  N. 
Y.  582,  21  N.  E.  724. 
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evidence/^  but  where  it  is  given  conclusive  effect  as  an  adjudication, 
debt  would  seem  to  be  a  more  appropriate  form  of  action/^  unless  the 
statute  permits  assumpsit/-' 

e.  Pleading.  —  It  has  been  held  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  foreign 
tribunal  need  not  be  averred/*  and  that  an  allegation  that  the  judg- 
ment sued  on  was  duly  given,  made  and  entered  by  the  foreign  court 
is  sufficient  as  against  a  general  demurrer."  Want  of  jurisdiction  may 
be  pleaded  as  a  defense  to  an  action  brought  upon  a  judgment  of  a 
foreign  country/^  So  too,  an  allegation  that  the  judgment  sued  upon 
was  procured  by  fraud  constitutes  a  good  defense  to  an  action  on  a 
foreign  judgment/'  Where  the  amount  of  judgment  is  stated  in  foreign 
money,  an  averment  that  on  the  day  of  the  judgrtient  its  value  was  a 
certain  sum  in  lawful  money  of  the  United  States  sufficiently  states  the 
amount  of  the  judgment/' 

Plea  or  Answer.  —  Nul  tiel  record  is  not  regarded  as  a  proper  plea  to 
an  action  on  a  foreign  judgm,ent  since  such  a  judgment  is  not  Conclu- 
sive except  as  a  matter  of  comity,'®  or  reciprocity.'" 

d.  Trial.  —  The  construction  and  effect  of  a  judgment  of  a  foreign 
country  is  a  question  of  law  to  be  determined  by  ,the  court.'^ 

The  judgment  must  not  be  broader  in  its  terms  than  the  judgment 
upon  which  the  action  is  brought.'^ 


71.  Buttrick  v.  Allen,  8  Mass.  273,  5 
Am.  Dee.  105;  Boston  I.  Eubber  Fac- 
tory V.  Hoit,   14  Vt.  92. 

[a]  Debt  or  assumpsit  may  be  main- 
tained, but  A  complaint  in  the  common 
counts  only  is  insufficient;  the  com- 
plaint should  show  the  recovery  of  the 
judgment  and  contain  all  the  essen- 
tial averments  of  a  complaint  in  an 
action  of  debt.  Mellin  v.  Horlick,  31 
Fed.  865.  See  also  Gooding  v.  Hingston, 
20  Mich.  439. 

72.  See  McKim  v.  Odom,  12  Me.  94, 
and  aupra,  III,  B,  2,  b. 

73.  See  supra.  III,  B,  2,  b. 

74.  Gunn  v.  Peakes,  86  Minn.  177, 
30  N.  W.  466,  1  Am.  St.  Eep.  661, 
overruling  Karns  v.  Kunkle,  2  Minn. 
268. 

75.  Dore  v.  Thornburgh,  90  Cal.  64, 
27  Par.  30,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  100. 

■  [a]  "Where  the  complaint  on  a  judg- 
ment of  a  foreign  country  contains  the 
allegation  that  the  Queen's  Bench  di- 
vision had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  action  and  of  the  parties 
thereto  and  that  the  judgment  was 
duly  given,  made  and  entered  in  and 
by  said  court,  the  jurisdiction  in  the 
absence  of  a  demurrer  is  suflSciently 
alleged.  Murphy  v.  Murphy,  145  Cal. 
482,  78  Pac.  1053. 

76.  Thorn  v.   Salmonson,    37    Kan. 
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441,  15  Pac.  588;  Shepard  v.  Wright, 
113  N.  Y.  582,  21  N.  B.  724;  Lazier 
V.  Westcott,  26  N.  Y.  146,  82  Am.  Dec. 
404.    See  supra,  III,  B,  2,  e,  (II). 

77.  Eankin  v.  Goddard,  54  Me.  28, 
89  Am.  Dec.  718;  Monroe  v.  Douglas, 
4  Sandf.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  126.  See  supra, 
III,  B,  2,  e,   (III). 

78.  Murphy  v.  Murphy,  145  Cal.  482, 
78  Pac.  1053. 

79.  See  7  Standard  Proc.  65,  n.  81, 
and  Judkins  v.  Union  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co., 
37  N.  H.  470.  See  Evans  v.  Tatem,  9 
Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)  252,  11  Am.  Dec. 
717.     Compare  supra,  III,  B,  2,  e,   (I). 

80.  Hilton  V.  Guyot,  159  U.  8.  113, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  139,  40  L.  ed.  95. 

81.  Christian  Co.  v.  Coleman,  125 
Ala.  158,  27  So.  786. 

82.  See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  h,  (III); 
III,  B,  2,  g,  (III). 

[a]  Judgment  Limited  by  Original 
Judgment, — Where  the  judgment  ren- 
dered by  a  court  of  England  contained 
a  provision  limiting  its  execution  to 
the  separate  estate  which  the  defend- 
ant "might  have  free  from  restraint 
of  alienation  or  anticipation,"  it  is 
error  to  render  a  personal  judgment 
against  the  defendant  without  adding' 
thereto  the  limitation  imposed  by  the 
English  judgme'nt.  "A  party  may  ask 
to  have  a  foreign  judgment  enforced, 
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C.  Suit  in  Equity.  —  1.  Jurisdiction  and  Right  to  Equitable  be- 
lief —  The  general  rule  is  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  lend  its  aid 
to  the  enforcement'  of  a  judgment  at  law  unless  the  legal  remedies 
have  been  exhausted,^*  or  are  inadequate  to  afford  the  relief  sought  to 
be  obtained,*^  as  where  the  judgment  is  purely  in  rem.^"  An  excep- 
tion to  the  rule  that  Equity  will  not  interfere  to  enforce  a  judgment  is 
made  in  eases  of  peculiarly  equitable  cognizance.*^  Thus,  a  judgment 


but  the  enforcement  must  be  in  ac- 
cordance with  its'  precise  terms.  He 
may  be  entitled  to  have  it  enforced 
as  written,  but  he  can  be  entitled  to 
nothing  more.  If  it  be  replied  that 
there  is  no  such  judgment  in  personam 
known  to  our  laws  as  the  judgment 
here  sought  to  be  enforced,  that,  sure- 
ly, is  no  reason  why  the  plaintiff  should 
be  granted  another  and  a  different 
judgment,  merely  because  the  latter  is 
known  to  our  laws."  Sanguinnetti  v, 
Eoche,  15  N.  T.  Supp.  185. 

83.  As  to  creditors'  suits,  see  the 
title  "Creditors'  Suits." 

As  to  discovery,  see  generally  the 
title  "Discovery,"  and  infra,  this  sec- 
tion. 

As  to  setting  aside  conveyances,  see 
the   title    "Fraudulent   Conveyances." 

As  to  sequestration,  see  the  title 
"SequeEtration. " 

84.  Ark. — Branch  v.  Horner,  28  Ark, 
341.  D.  C. — Davis  v.  Harper,  14  App. 
Cas.  463.  Ga.— Macon  &  W.  E.  E.  Co. 
V.  Parker,  9  Ga.  377.  Ky.— Edwards 
V.  Bohannou,  2  Dana  98;  Adkins  v. 
Meadows,  9  Ky.  Op.  124.  Me. — ^Howe 
V.  Whitney,  66  Me.  17;  Bubier  v. 
Bubier,  24  Me.  42.  Neb. — "Weaver  v. 
Grossman,  21  Neb.  675,  33  N.  "W.  478. 
N.  0.— Powell  V.  Howell,  63  N.  C.  283. 

85.  U.  S.— Kessler  v.  Eldred,  206  XT. 
S.  285,  27  Sup.  Ct.  611,  51  L.  ed.  1065; 
Tilford  V.  Oakley,  Hempst.  197,  23  Fed. 
Ca^.  No.  14,638a.  111.— City  of  East 
St.  Louis  V.  Millard,  14  111.  App.  483. 
la. — Mudge  V.  Livermore,  148  Iowa  472, 
123  N.  W.  199.  Kan.— Howe  Machine 
Co.  V.  Miner,  28  Kan.  441.  Mo. — Gris- 
wold  V.  Johnson,  22  Mo.  App.  466. 
Tenn. — Stark  v.  Cheathem,  2  Tenn.  Ch. 
300. 

[a]  Enforcing  Iiien  of  Judgment. 
Where  the  statute  provides  that  a  judg- 
ment against  a  railroad  corporation  for 
injuries  sustained  or  labor  done  shall 
constitute  a  lien  on  the  property  of 
the  corporation  superior  to  all  other 
liens  but  furnishes  no  remedy  to  en- 
force   such    right,    a    court    of    equity 


may  be  resorted  to  in  order  to  make 
the  judgment  effectual.  Gilchrist  •f. 
Helena  H.  S.  &  S.  Co.,  58  Fed.  708. 

86.  As  to  action  on  judgment  In 
rem,  see  supra,  III,  B,  1,  a,  (II),   (I). 

[a]  Wliere  a  judgment  in  rem  gave 
plaintiffs  only  a  lien  on  defendant's 
remainder  interest  in  certain  land  and 
could  not  be  enforced  by  execution, 
the 'plaintiffs  would  be  without  remedy, 
unless  they  be  permitted  to  maintain 
an  action  in  equity  to  enforce  the  judg- 
ment. Eitchey  v.  Burieke's  Admrs., 
21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1120,  54  S.  W.  173. 

87.  D.  0.— Eaub  v.  Hurt,  24  App.' 
Cas.  211.  N.  Y.— Donovan  v.  Finn,  1 
Hopk.  Ch.  59,  14  Am.  Dec.  531.  Tenn. 
Stark  v..  Cheathem,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  300, 
under  statute. 

See  the  title  "Bills  To  Enforce  De- 
crees." 

[a]  A  judgment  creditor  may  en- 
force his  claim  in  a  court  of  equity 
"in  all  those  classes  of  cases  over 
which  that  court  has  acknowledged 
jurisdiction,  such  as  trusts,  frauds,  mis- 
takes, etc.,  creditors'  bills,  the  sale 
of  real  estate  in  aid  of  personalty,  and 
the  marshalling  of  assets  in  the  estates 
of  decedents."  Solomons  v.  Shaw,  25 
S.  C.  112. 

[b]  Judgment  Erroneously  Satisfied. 
Where  execution  was  levied  upon  prop- 
erty of  the  defendant  and  it  appeared 
thereafter  that  defendant  had  no  inter- 
est in  that  property,  an  action  may 
be  brought  in  equity  to  set  aside  the 
credit  on  the  execution  and  have  the 
original  judgment  revived  for  the  sum 
credited  on  the  execution.  Seherr  v. 
Himmelmann,  53  Cal.  312.  As  to  va- 
cating entry  of  satisfaction,  see  the 
title   "Judgments,  Satisfaction  of." 

[c]  Suit  To  Remove  Cloud  on  Prop- 
er^ Subject  to  Judgxaent  Lien. — A  suit 
may  be  maintained  in  equity  on  a  judg- 
ment which  is  not  dormant  and  is  a 
lien  upon  the  property  of  the  debtor 
in  order  to  remove  a  cloud  from  said 
property  which  impairs  the  efficacy  of 
the  lien  without  resorting  in  the  first 
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creditor  may  maintain  an  action  in  equity  to  subject  equitable  assets 
of  the  debtor  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  judgment,**  to  enforce  a  judg- 
ment lien  upon  the  death  of  the  debtor,*^  to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  con- 
veyance of  property  owned  by  the  judgment  debtor,^"  or  to  declare  a 
homestead  claim  of  the  debtor  invalid.*^  But  aftei"  the  expiration  of 
the  statutory  liniitation  a  creditor  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  equity  to 
enforce  his  judgment  and  thereby  avoid  the  effect  of  his  own  want  of 
diligence."^     Sometimes  the  statute  authorizes  a  resort  to  equity  to 


instance  to  the  process  of  execution, 
levy  and  sale.  Hull  v.  Naumberg,  1 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  132,  20  S.  W.  1125. 

88.  Ky. — Edwards  v.  Bohannon,  2 
Dana  98.  Miss. — ^Ferguson's  Heirs  v. 
Crowson,  25  Miss.  430.  N.  Y.— Edmes- 
ton  V.  Lyde,  1  Paige  Ch.  637,  19  Am. 
Dec.  454.  Tenn. — Chapron  v.  Cassaday, 
3  Humph.  661;  Stark  v.  Cheathem,  2 
Tenn.  Ch.  300.  W.  Va. — Laidley  v. 
Hinchman,  3  "W.  Va.  423. 

See  generally  the  title  "Creditors' 
Suits." 

[a]  Where  defendant  has  no  legal 
title  to  any  property  but  owns  prop- 
erty which  can  be  reached  only  through 
equity,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  in 
the  complaint  that  an  execution  on  the 
judgment  sued  on  was  issued  and  re- 
turned unsatisfied.  Eountree  v.  Mc- 
Kay, 59  N.  C.  87. 

[b]  Property  Held  Under  Deed  of 
Trust. — Where  the  property  sought  to 
be  subjected  to  the  payment  of  the 
judgment  is  held  under  a  deed  of  trust, 
equity  will  interpose  its  aid  to  the  en- 
forcement of  the  judgment.  Bansimer 
V.  Pell,  39  "W.  Va.  448,  19  S.  E.  545; 
Laidley  v.  Hinchman,  3  W.  Va.  423. 

89.  Enslen  v.  Wheeler,  98  Ala.  200, 
13  So.  473.  Contra,  Miami,  etc.  Co. 
Bank  v.  Turpin,  3  Ohio  514. 

[a]  Enforcement  of  Lien  After 
Debtor's  Death. — "The  judgment  is  a 
lien  by  mere  force  of  the  statute. 
When  once  it  fastens  on  the  land  it 
sticks  to  it  notwithstanding  the  death 
of  either  party,  and  may  be  enforced 
in  equity  without  revival,  revival  be- 
ing necessary  only  for  the  purpose  of 
issuing  execution.  The  lien  does  not 
come  from  an  execution.  It  is  not  a 
part  of  the  action  in  which  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered.  It  comes  from  the 
statute,  and  may  be  enforced  always 
in  equity."  Laidley  v.  Reynolds,  58 
W.  Va.  418,  52  S.  E.  405. 

[b]  Revival  Unnecessary. — No  good 
reason  can  be  "suggested  for  requiring 
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the  creditor  to  first  revive  his  judg- 
ment at  law  against  the  personal  rep- 
resentative before  coming  into  equity. 
The  execution  issuing  upon  the  judg- 
ment so  revived  would  not  be  'effectual, 
as  the  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  per- 
sonal representative  could  not  be 
seized,  but  would  have  to  be  admin- 
istered by  him  according  to  law." 
James'  Exr.  v.  Life,  92  Va.  702,  24 
S.  E.  275. 

[c]  Conditions  Precedent. — A  judg- 
ment creditor  may  upon  the  death  of 
the  judgment  debtor  maintain  an  action 
in  equity  to  enforce  a  lien  upon  deced- 
ent's homestead,  but  he  must  show  in 
his  complaint  that  either  he  has  ex- 
hausted the  legal  remedies  by  presen- 
tation of  his  claim  to  the  estate  or 
that  the  decedent  left  no  other  prop- 
erty. Grriswold  v.  Johnson,  22  Mo. 
App.  466. 

90.  Howe  Machine  Co.  -v.  Miner,  28 
Kan.  441;  Hull  v.  Naumberg,  1  Tex, 
Civ.  App.  132,  20  S.  W.  1125. 

91.  Hull  «.  Naumberg,  1  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  132,  20  S.  W.  1125. 

92.  Minn.^ — Dole  v.  Wilson,  39  Minn. 
330,  40  N.  W.  161.  Miss.— Hall  v. 
Green,  60  Miss.  47.  S.  C. — Solomons 
V.  Shaw,  25  S.  C.  112.  Tex.— Boyd  «. 
Ghent,  95  Tex.  46,  64  S.  W.  929.  Va. 
Brown  v.  Butler,  87  Va.  621,  13  S.  E. 
71.  W.  Va.— Reilly  v.  Clark,  31  W.  Va. 
571,  8  S.  E.  509. 

[a]  But  where  a  party  was  pre- 
vented from  enforcing  execution  on  a 
judgment,  by  reason  of  an  injunction, 
and  in  the  meantime  the  right  to  exe- 
cution became  barred  by  the  statute 
of  limitations  "he  may  come  into 
equity  and  enjoin  the  adverse  party 
from  availing  himself  of  the  advantage 
which  he  has  obtained,  and  may  if 
necessary  have  a  decree  securing  to 
him  the  benefit  of  the  legal  rigl^t, 
which  he  has  lost  by  the  unjustifiable 
conduct  of  the  adverse  party."  Davis 
v.  Hoopes,  33  Miss.  173, 
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reach  property  not  subject  to  execution.^'  In  some  jurisdictions  a  court 
of  equity  cannot  subject  choses  in  action  to  the  payment  of  a  judg- 
ment,"* while  in  others  statutes  have  been  enacted  giving  courts  of 
equity  the  power  to  subject  choses  in  action  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
JTidgment  sued  upon."^  In  some  jurisdictions  the  plaintiff  may  on  re- 
turn of  the  execution  unsatisfied  file  a  bill  in  equity  for  discovery  of 
property  subject  to  execution/'^  The  general  rules  pertaining  to  juris- 
diction of  courts  are  applicable  to  suits  in  equity  for  the  enforcem.ent 
of  judgments,^^ 


93.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  A  contract  of  lease  granting  a 
license  to  operate  an  oil  well  upon  cer- 
tain premises  may  be  subjected  to  the 
payment  of  a  judgment  by  an  action 
under  the  statute.  Meridian  Nat.  Bank 
V.  McConica,  8  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  442,  4  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  106. 

As  to  property  not  subject  to  execu- 
tion, sBe  supra,  II,  B,  5. 

94.  Goodman  v.  Georgia  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  189  Ala.  130,  66  So.  649;  Stewart 
V.  English,  6  Ind.  176;  Shaw  v.  Ave- 
line,  5  Ind.  380. 

[a]  "The  cause  thus  considered, 
presents  these  facts.  A  creditor  has 
obtained  judgment  against  his  debtor, 
in  a  court  of  law;  an  execution  has 
been  issued  against  the  property  of 
the  debtor;  and  the  sheriff  has  returned 
that  none  is  found.  The  debtor  has 
property,  consisting  in  a  debt  due  to 
him;  and  the  creditor  by  judgment, 
now  asks  this  court,  to  compel  the 
debtor  of  his  debtor  to  make  payment 
to  him,  in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment. 
Has  this  court  jurisdiction  in  such  a 
case,  or  power  to  give  such  relief? 
.  .  .  According  to  our  distribution  of 
jurisdictions,  suits  for  the  recovery  of 
ordinary  debts,  are  appropriated  to  the 
courts  of  common  law;  and  the  pro- 
ceedings for  enforcing  the  judgments 
rendered  in  such  suits,  are  alike  al- 
lotted to  those  courts.  In  any  such 
case,  where  the  subject  of  the  suit  is 
exclusively  of  legal  cognizance,  a 
court  of  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
enforce  the  judgment,  by  its  own 
methods  of  proceeding,  or  to  give  a 
better  remedy  than  the  law  gives.  If 
the  remedies  of  the  law  are  imperfect, 
equity,  as  has  been  often  said  in  the 
English  chancery,  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  give  execution  in  aid  of  the  in- 
firmity of  the  law.  When  any  fact 
giving  equitable  jurisdiction,  inter- 
venes in  the  transactions  between  cred- 


itor and  debtor,  such  a  fact  becomes  a 
foundation  of  relief  in  this  court;  but 
in  any  ordinary  ease  free  from  fraud 
or  injustice,  the  execution  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  the  methods  of  compelling 
satisfaction,  are  confined  to  the  courts 
of  law."  Donovan  v.  Finn,  l'  Hopk. 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  59,  14  Am.  Dec.  531. 

As  to  attachment  or  garnishment  of 
choses  in  action,  see  the  titles  "Attach- 
ment;" "Garnishment." 

As  to  execution  on  choses  in  action, 
see  15  Standard  Proc.  834,  et  seq. 

95.  Ky. — Davis  v.  Sharron,  15  B. 
Mon. -64.  N.  J. — Tantum  v.  Green,  21 
N.  J.  Eq.  364.  Ohio. — Douglass  v.  Hus- 
ton, 6  Ohio  156. 

96.  Slaughter  v.  Mattingly,  155  Ky. 
407,  159  8.  "W.  980.  See  generally  the 
title  "Discovery." 

As  to  proceedings  supplementary  t» 
execution,  see  the  title  "Supplementary 
Proceedings." 

[a]  The  holder  of  a  judgment 
against  a  railroad  corporaition  ' '  has  the 
right  to  enforce  the  collection  of  its 
judgment  at  law,  by  compelling  the 
company  or  officers  or  agents  to  dis- 
close and  surrender  any  property, 
choses  in  action,  or  equitable  or  legal 
interest  in  any  property,  which  it  may 
own,  or  they  may  hold  i  for  it,  and 
to  disclose  the  existence  of  any  such 
property,  held  by  or  for  it,  by  strangers 
or  persons  now  in  his  employ."  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Hall,  8  Ky.  Op. 
690. 

[b]  "This  remedy  is  ciunulative, 
and  may  be  repeated  until  the  debt  is 
satisfied.  The  dismissal  of  one  action 
cannot  operate  as  a  bar  to  another  for 
the  same  purpose;  and  hence,  so  long 
as  a  debtor  desires,  he  may  continue 
the  case  on  the  docket,  and  by  that 
means  avoid  a  multiplicity  of  actions." 
Smith  V.  Meisenheimer,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1718,  49  S.  W.  968. 

97.  Trabue  v.  Conners,  84  Ky.  283, 
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2.  Parties.^'  —  A  judgment  creditor  suing  in  equity  to  enforce  his 
judgment  lien  must  join  as  defendants  all  persons  claiming  liens  on 
the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor,*^  and  where  the  property  is  held 
in  trust,  the  trustee  as  well  as  the  trust  creditors  must  be  made  parties 
to  the  suit.^  The  holder  of  the  legal  title  of  the  property  in  whiph  the 
judgment  debtor  is  claimed  to  have  an  equitable  interest  is  a  neces- 
sary party  to  a  suit  to  reach  such  equitable  intere^t,^  and  where  the 
debtor  has  assigned  his  property  to  a  third  party  he  nevertheless  must 
be  made  a  party  defendant  to  the  suit  to  enforce  the  judgment  in 
equity.^  But  where  plaintiff  seeks  to  enforce  a  judgment,  rendered 
against  several  defendants  jointly,  upon  the  property  of  one  of  the 
defendants  only,  the  co-defendant  in  the  original  action  is  not  a  neces- 
sary party  to  the  suit.* 

3.  Pleadings.^  —  The  general  rules  of  pleading  judgments  apply 
to  suits  in  equity  brought  upon  judgments  at  law.'  The  complaint 
must  show  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  relief  in  equity,'  and  that  de- 
fendant is  liable  on  the  judgment.^  The  complaint  must  show  that 
plaintiff  has  no  available  legal  remedy.* 


1   S.  W.   470;   De    Wolf    «.    Mallett's 
Admr.,  3  Dana  (Ky.)   214. 

See  the  titles  "Equity  Jvffisdiction 
and  Procedure;"  "Jurisdiction;"  "Le- 
gal Remedy." 

98.  See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  f;  III,  B, 
2,  c. 

99.  Eountree  i).  McKay,  59  N.  C. 
87;  Bansimer  v.  Fell,  39  W.  Va.  448, 
19  S.  E.  545;  Livesay  V.  Feamster,  21 
W.  Va.  83. 

1.  Georgetown  Water  Co.  v.  Central 
T.  H.  Co.,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1270,  34  S. 
W.  435,  35  S.  W.  636;  Bansimer  v. 
Fell,  39  W.  Va.  448,  19  S.,  E.  545; 
Laidley  v.  Hinchman,  3  W.  Va.  423. 

2.  Edwards  v.  Bohannon,  2  Dana 
(Ky.)   98. 

3.  Weaver  v.  Cressman,  21  Neb.  675, 
33  N".  W.  478. 

4.  Howard  v.  Stephenson,  33  W.  Va. 
116,  10  S.  E.  66. 

5.  See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  g;  III,  B, 
2,  d  and  e. 

6.  See  supra,  HI,  B. 

[a]  In  a  suit  hy  an  assignee  of  the 
judgment  the  complaint  should  set  forth 
the  judgment  as  well  as  the  assignment 
T«lied  upon.  Brookshire  v.  Lomax,  20 
Ind.  512. 

7.  U.  S. — ^Ehodes  i).  Farmer,  17  How. 
464,  15  L.  ed.  152;  Knox  v.  Smith,  4 
How.  298,  11  L.  ed.  983.  lU.— Chis- 
holm  V.  McDonald,  30  111.  App.  176. 
la. — Mudge  v.  Livermore,  148  Iowa  472, 
123  N.  W.  199.  Ohio.— Miami,  etc.  Co. 
Bank  v.  Turpin,  3  Ohio  514. 
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[a]  Existence  of  laen. — ^A  judgment 
creditor  who  asserts  a  lien  and  seeks 
a  foreclosure  thereof  must  show  in  his 
complaint  that  the  lien  has  not  ceased 
to  exist  at  >  th^  time  of  bringing  the 
suit.  Boyd  v.  Ghent,  95  Tex.  46,  64 
S.  W.  929. 

[b]  Essentials  of  BiU. — In  Adkina 
V.  Meadows,  9  Ky.  Op.  124,  the  court, 
referring  to  the  Kentucky  statute, 
holds  that  a  bill  in  equity  to  collect  a 
judgment  debt  "should  contain  the 
following  allegations,  or  their  equiv- 
alents: First,  that  the  plaintiff  has  re- 
covered a  judgment  in  person,  and 
against  the  defendant  whose  property 
or  effects  he  seeks  to  attach.  Second, 
that  the  judgment  remains  in  whole  or 
in  part  unsatisfied.  Third,  that  the 
jjlaintiff  has  caused  execution  of  fieri 
facias  to  issue  on  the  judgment  di- 
rected to  the  county  in  which  the 
judgment  was  rendered,  or  in  which 
the  defendant  resided.  Fourth,  that 
the  execution  was  placed,  while  alive 
and  in  force,  in  the  hands  of  the 
proper  ofB.cer.  Fifth,  that  it  had  been 
returned  by  the  officer  indorsed,  in  sub- 
stance, no  property  found.  And  if  the 
judgment  was  rendered  in  the  county 
in  which  the  suit  to  enforce  it  is 
brought  the  suit  must  be  in  the  court 
from  which  the  execution  issued." 

8.  Smith  V.  Ballantyne,  10  Paige 
(N.  T.)   101. 

9.  Branch  v.  Horner,'  28  Ark.  341. 
See  the  title  "Legal  Remedy." 
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4.  Hearing  and  Determination."  —  A  court  of  equity,  when  called 
upon  to  aid  in  executing  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  law  has  no  power  in 
such  ancillary  proceeding  to  go  behind  the  judgment  in  search  of  er- 
rors, however  gross.^^  The  plaintiif  cannot  obtain  in  equity  any  relief 
beyond  what  he  is  entitled  to  under  the  judgmient,^'^  and  it  is  error  to 
render  a  decree  against  parties  who  are  not  liable  under  the  original 
judgment,^^  or  to  adjudge  the  rights  of  the  co-defendants  jointly  liable 
under  the  judgment  as  between  themselves.^*  A  court  of  equity  has 
no  power  to  enter  a  decree  for  the  debt,  where  it  appears  that  plaintiff 
has  no  judgment  lien  for  the  enforcement  of  which  the  suit  is  brought," 
but  it  may,  upon  foreclosure  of  a  judgment  lien,  render  a  deficiency  de- 
cree for  the  balance  due  on  the  judgment.^® 

IV.  RELIEF  PROM  ENFORCEMENT.  —  A.  Quashing  or  Va- 
cating THE  Writ.^'  —  1.  Grounds.  —  a.  Absence  of  Valid  Enforcible 
Judgment.  — (I.)    Generally.  —  Where  the  writ  issued  has  no^^  judgment 


[a]  A  mere  allegation  that  the 
debtor  has  no  property  subject  to  exe- 
cution out  of  which  the  judgment  can 
be  satisfied  is  not  sufficient,  but  the 
plaintiff  must  also  show  that  the  exe-  ; 
cution  was  returned  unsatisfied.  Ad-  . 
kins  V.  Meadows,  9  Ky.  Op.  124. 

[b]  Where  Complaint    Shows    Ade- 
quate Legal   Remedy. — ' '  Plaintiff  says  | 
that  the  defendants  deny  the  validity  ; 
of  it?  judgment  lien  upon  the  premises,  , 
and  then  alleges  facts  which  show  that  I 
defendants'  claim  is  not  only  without 
foundation,   but  also   without   color   of 
right.     Why,  then,  should  the  interfer-  ' 
ence  of  a  court  of  equity  be  invoked? 

.  .  .  We  find  neither  statute  nor 
precedent  authorizing  the  transfer  of 
the  general  lien  of  a  judgment  into  the 
specific  lien  of  a  decree  in  equity;  and 
there  are  no  facts  stated  in  the  peti- ! 
tion  which  show  that  plaintiff's  legal 
remedy  is  not  plain  and  adequate  in 
the  fullest  sense  of  those  terms,  or 
which  according  to  the  well  settled 
rules  call  for  the  interference  of  a 
court  of  equity."  Howe  Machine  Co. 
V.  Miner,  28  Kan.  441. 

10.  See  supra,  III,  B,  1,  i;  III,  B, 
2,  g. 

11.  Cushman  v.  Warren-Scharf  A. 
Pav.  Co.,  220  Fed.  857,  135  C.  C.  A. 
289. 

[a]  It  will  be  presumed  in  a  suit 
to  enforce  a  judgment  that  it  was 
regularly  obtained  on  due  proof  of  all 
necessary  allegations  and  the  court  of 
equity  will  not  inquire  into  the  reg- 
ularity of  the  judgment.  Schley  v. 
Dixon,  24  Ga.  273,  71  Am.  Dec.  121. 

Z7 


12.  Lang  v.  Brown,  21  Ala.  179,  56 
Am.  Dec.  244. 

[a]  The  decree  should  be  "for  the 
aggregate  due  at  the  date  of  the  judg- 
ment or  decree,  including  all  that  is 
then  due  on  the  original  judgment  of 
which  the  costs  as  well  as  the  inter- 
est is  a  part,  with  interest  on  such  ag- 
gregate from  the  date  of  the  said  judg- 
ment or  decree."  Douglass  v.  McCoy, 
24  W.  Va.  722. 

[b]  It  Is  error  to  direct  an  account- 
ing of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  land, 
upon  which  plaintiff  has  a  judgment 
lien.  Leake  v.  Ferguson,  2  Gratt.  (43 
Va.)  419. 

13.  Eoper  v.  Hackney,  15  Fla.  323. 

14.  Kent,  Paine  &  Co.  V.  Chapman, 
18  W.  Va.  485. 

15.  Glasscock  v.  Stringer  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  32  S.  W.  920. 

16.  Sinnett  v.  Cralle's  Admr.,  4  W. 
Va.  600. 

17.  As  to  quashing  or  setting  aside 
the  levy,  see  infra,  IV,  C. 

As  to  quashing  process  generally,  see 
the  title  "Process." 

18.  TJ.  S. — Murphy  v.  Lewis,  Hempst. 
17,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,950a.  Ala. — Cren- 
shaw V.  Hardy,  3  Ala.  653;  Page  v. 
Coleman,  9  Port.  275.  Ind. — Lasselle 
V.  Moore,  1  Blackf.  226.  Md.— Hall  v. 
Clagett,  63  Md.  57.  N.  Y.— Davies  v. 
Skidmore,  5  Hill  501;  Lambert  v.  Con- 
verse, 22  How.  Pr.  265;  Burch  v.  Burch, 
116  App.  Div.  865,  102  N.  Y.  Supp. 
305,  reversing  51  Misc.  232,  100  N.  _Y. 
Supp.   814.     Ohio. — Miller  v.  Longaere, 
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or  decree  authorizing  its  issuance,  or  the  judgment  is  wholly  void,^^ 
the  writ  may  be  quashed. 

,(II.)  Defects  in  Judgment  or  Proceedings.  —  (A.)  In  Geneeal.  —  The  gen- 
eral rule  is  that  defects  in  the  judgment,  or  in  the  proceedings  result- 
ing in  the  judgment,  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  by  a  motion  to 
quash  the  execution  issued  thereon.'"'    But  if  such  judgment  be  utterly 


26  Ohio  St.  291.  W.  Va.— Lowther  v. 
Davis,  33  W.  Va.  132,  10  S.  E.  20, 
execution  issued  upon  verdict. 

[a]  "When  the  process  of  the  court 
appears  on  the  face  of  it,  to  have 
been  wrongfully  issued  as  for  instance 
when  a  fieri  facias  has  been  issued  by 
the  clerk  without  a  judgment  to  sup- 
port it,  the  court  has  an  undoubted 
right  to  interfere,  and  on  the  sugges- 
tion of  the  party  injured,  or  even  ex 
proprio  motu  to  arrest  such  unlawful 
proceedings."  Piernas  v.  Milliet,  10 
La.  Ann.  286. 

[b]  Judgment  Subsectuently  Va- 
cated.— An  execution  issuing  upon  a 
judgment  rendered  on  the  first  trial  of 
the  casa,  wliich  judgment  was  sub- 
sequently vacated  by  the  judgment  in 
a  new  trial  awarded,  is  properly 
quashed.  Miller  v.  Longacre,  26  Ohio 
St.  291. 

19.  See  infra,  IV,  A,  1,   (11;,   (A). 

20.  Ala. — ^Werborn  V.  Pinney,  74 
Ala.  591;  Shorter 's  Admr.  v.  Mims,  18 
Ala.  655.  Ark.— Black  v.  Nettles,  25 
Ark.  606.  Cal. — Town  of  Hayward  v. 
Pimental,  107  -Cal.  386,  40  Pac.  545; 
Edwards  v.  Hellings,  103  Cal.  204,  .37 
Pac.  218.  Ky. — Stephens  v.  Wilson,  14 
B.  Mon.  88.  Md.— Jones  v.  George,  80 
Md.  294,  30  Atl.  635;  Union  Nat.  Bank 
V.  .Shriver,  68  Md.  435,  13  Atl.  332; 
Hall  V.  Clagett,  63  Md.  57;  Schultzo 
V.  State,  43  Md.  295.  Mo.— Holzhour  «, 
Meer,  59  Mo.  434;  Brackett  v.  Brackett, 
53  Mo.  265;  Harbert  v.  Durden,  116 
Mo.  App.  512,  92  S.  W.  746;  Hathaway 
V.  St.  Louis,  K.  &  S.  Ey.  Co.,  94  Mo. 
App.  343,  68  S.  W.  109;  Seaman  v. 
Paddock,  51  Mo.  App.  465;  Horstmeyer 
V.  Connors,  51  Mo.  App.  394;  Ewing 
V.  Donnelly,  20  Mo.  App.  6,  2  West. 
Eep.  445;  Adams  v.  Tracy,  13  Mo. 
App.  579.  Mont. — Pierson  v.  Daly,  143 
Pac.  957.  N.  O. — Carter  v.  Spencer,  29 
N.  C.  14.  Tenn. — Dornan  v.  Benham 
Purn.  Co.,  102  Tenn.  303,  52  8.  W.  38. 
Tex. — Skinner  v.  Sullivan  &  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  134  S.  W.  426.  Va.— Maj* 
V.  State  Bank,  2  Bob.  (41  Va.)  56,  40 
Am.  Dec.  726.     W.  Va.— Blair  v,,U^n- 
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derson,  49  W.  Va.  282,  38  S.  E.,  552. 

[a]  Season  for  Rule. — "Where  a 
judgment  of  a  court  which  has  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  and  of 
the  parties  is  either  erroneous  or  ir- 
regularly entered,  but  stands  unre- 
versed and  unvacated,  and  with  no 
attempt  made  to  supersede,  alter,  or 
in  any  way  reform  it,  it  would  seem 
clear,  on  principle,  that  an  execution 
issued  on  it  cannot  be  quashed  on  the 
ground  of  error  or  informality  in  the 
judgment.  If  the  action  of  the  court 
is  presumptively  valid,  and  error  must 
be  shown  by  a  direct  and  appropriate 
proceeding,  if  no  such  error  is  shown, 
it  is  di£B.eult  to  see  why  the  presump- 
tion does  not  become  conclusive.  It  is 
no  hardship  that  a  defendant  should  be 
concluded  by  a  judginent  of  which  ho 
has  not  complained;  and  a  contrary 
holding,  to  the  effect  that  upon  a  mo- 
tion to  quash  the  execution  a  defend- 
ant might  attack  the  judgment  for  er- 
ror or  irregularity,  would  indefinitely 
extend  the  time  allowed  for  that  pur- 
pose and  unreasonably  protract  litiga- 
tion." Merrick  v.  Merrick,  5  Mo. 
App.  123,  quoted  with  approval  in 
Hammett  v.  Hatton,  189  Mo.  App.  567, 
176  S.  W.  1078. 

[b]  An  erroneous  statement  in  the 
opinion  by  the  appellate  court,  of  a 
fact  contained  in  the  record,  affords 
no  ground  for  motion  to  quash  the 
writ.  Overton  v.  White,  126  Mo.  App. 
363,  103   S.  W.  512. 

[c]  Not  a  Substitute  for  Writ  of 
Error. — A  motion  to  quash  an  execu- 
tion cannot  be  made  to  perform  the 
office  of  a  writ  of  error  or  appellate 
proceeding.  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Shriv- 
er,  68  Md.  435,  13  Atl.  332;  Sapping- 
ton  V.  Lenz,  53  Mo.  App.  44;  Horst- 
meyer V.  Connors,  51  Mo.  App.  394; 
Seaman  ■».  Paddock,  51  Mo.  App.  465. 

[d]  "The  objection  that  the  ver- 
dict is  not  responsive  to  the  issue,  and 
does  not  authorize  the  judgment,  can- 
not be  raised  by  a  motion  to  quash  the 
execution."  Hodgson  v.  Banting  > 
House,  9  Mo.  App.  573. 
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void,  a  motion  to  quash  has  been  deemed  a  proper  remedy.^^  How- 
ever, as  such  a  motion  is  not  a  bar  to  the  issuance  of  a  subsequent  writ 
on  the  same  judgment,^^  the  better  course  for  the  defendant  to  pursue 
is  to  procure  an  order  vacating  the  void  judgment,  as  well  as  one 
quashing  the  writ.''^ 

(B.)  Of  Jttstice  's  Judgment  Docketed  in  Cotiet  of  Eecoed.  —  The  gen- 
eral rule  that  defects  or  irregularities  in  the  judgment  or  in  the  pro- 
ceedings resulting  in  a  judgment  cannot  be  taken  advantage  of  by  a 
motion  to  quash  the  writ  issuing  thereon^*  applies  also  to  motions  to 
quash  an  execution  issued  upon  a  transcript  of  the  judgment  of  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peaee.^^  But  where  the  judgment  rendered  by  the  justice  is 
void  for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  or  other  reason,  the  execution  issued  upon 
the  transcript  should  be  quashed.^^ 


[e]  Taxation  of  excessive  amount  of 
costs  is  no  ground  for  quashing  the 
writ,  the  proper  remedy  being  by  mo- 
tion to  retax  costs.  Ala.^ — -Anonymous, 
2  Stew.  228.  Cal. — Meeker  v.  Harris, 
23  Cal.  285.  D.  C— Adriance,  Piatt  & 
Co.  V.  HeiskeU,  8  App.  Cas.  240.  Ky. 
Walton  V.  Brashears,  4  Bibb  18.  W.  Va. 
Deveny  v.  Cook,  70  W.  Va.  282,  73 
S.  E.  921. 

See  5  Standard  Peoc.  957,  et  seq. 

21.  Ala. — Mayor  &  Council  of  Colum- 
biana V.  Kelley  &  Co.,  172  Ala.  336, 
55  So.  526.  Cal. — Scamman  v.  Bonslett, 
118  Cal.  93,  50  Pac.  272;  Town  of  Hay- 
ward  V.  Pimental,  107  Cal.  386,  40 
Pae.  545;  Kreiss  v.  Hotaling,  96  Cal. 
617,  31  Pac.  740;  Sanchez  v.  Carriaga, 
31  Cal.  170;  Logan  v.  Hillegass,  16 
Cal.  200.  Colo. — Irwin  v.  Beggs,  24 
Colo.  App.  158,  132  Pac.  385.  Ky. 
Amyx  V.  Smith's  Admx.,  1  Met.  529. 
Md.— Schultze  v.  State,  43  Md.  295.  Mo. 
Holzhour  V.  Meer,  59  Mo.  434;  Ex  parte 
James,  59  Mo.  280;  State  ex  rel.  Beh- 
rens  v.  "Wilson,  176  Mo.  App.  268,  161 
8.  W.  1179;  Horstmeyer  v.  Connors,  51 
Mo.  App.  894;  Ewing  v.  Donnelly,  20 
Mo.  App.  6,  court  without  jurisdiction. 
Mont. — Pierson  v.  Daly,  143  Pac.  957. 
N.  y. — Burch  V.  Burch,  116  App.  Div. 
865,  102  N.  T.  Supp.  305,  reversing  51 
Misc.  232,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  814;  Camp- 
bell ».  Bristol,  19  Wend.  101,  where 
attorney  without  authority  to  prosecute 
suit.  Pa. — Ash  v.  Conyers,  2  Miles  94. 
Tenn. — Mabry  v.  State,  9  Yerg.  207. 
W.  Va. — ^Parquhar  &  Co.  v.  Dehaven, 
70  W.  Va.  738,  75  S.  B.  65,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914 A,  640;  Eousey  v.  Stilwagon,  70 
W.  Va.  570,  74  S.  E.  732,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914A,  1084;  Blair  v.  Henderson,  49 
W.  Va.  282,  38  S,  E.  552. 


22.  See  infra,  IV,  A,  2,  i,  (II). 

23.  Ala. — Mayor  &  Council  of  Colum- 
biana V.  Kelley  &  Co.,  172  Ala.  336, 
55  So.  526;  Martin  v.  Atkinson,  108 
Ala.  314,  18  So.  888.  But  see  Ewing 
V.  Peck,  26  Ala.  413.  Miss. — Kramer 
V.  Holster,  55  Miss.  243.  N.  Y.— Burch 
V.  Burch,  116  App.  Div.  865,  102  N.  Y. 
Supp.  305,  reversing  51  Misc.  232,  100 
N,  Y.  Supp.  814. 

24.  See  supra,  IV,  A,  1,  a,  (I). 

25.  Mo. — Hammett  v.  Hatton,  189 
Mo.  App.  567,  176  8.  W.  1078;  Seaman 
V.  Paddock,  51  Mo.  App.  465;  Bauer 
V.  Miller,  16  Mo.  App.  252;  Klein  v. 
Wielandy,  15  Mo.  App.  581.  N.  Y. 
McCunn  v.  Barnett,  2  E.  D.  Smith  521. 
Pa. — Brandos  &  Bro.  v.  Struphauer,  2 
Chest.  Co.  Eep.  319. 

[a]  "A  motion  to  quash  an  execu- 
tion is  not  a  substitute  for  an  appeal 
to  reach  errors  and  irregularities  in  a 
justice's  court,  which  are  not  jurisdic- 
tional in  their  nature."  Sappington 
V.  Lenz,  53  Mo.  App.  44.  To  same 
effect  see  Hammett  v.  Hatton,  189  Mo. 
App.  567,  176  S.  W.  1078;  Seaman  «. 
Paddock,'  51  Mo.  App.  465;  Bauer  ». 
Miller,  16  Mo.  App.  252. 

[b]  The  reason  for  this  is  that  the 
proceedings  before  the  justice  of  the 
peace  are  not  in  such  case  properly 
before  the  court  at  all,  and  the  tran- 
script is  to  be  treated  as  if  it  con- 
tained only  a  record  of  the  judgment, 
upon  which  execution  cannot  be  re- 
strained by  the  superior  court,  even  if 
the  judgment  is  in  fact  void,  because 
there  is  nothing  to  show  that  the  judg- 
ment has  no  foundation.  Brandes  & 
Bro.  V.  Struphauer,  2  Chest.  Co.  Rep. 
(Pa.)   319. 

26.  Hammett  v.   Hatton,    189    Mo. 
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(III.)  Satisfaction  of  Judgment.  —  (A.)  Geneeallt.  —  A  writ  issued 
after  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  upon  which  it  is  based,  may  be 
quashed.-^ 

(B.)  DiscHAEGE  IN  Bankeuptct.  —  Au  execution  issued  upon  a  judg- 
ment which  has  been  discharged  or  satisfied  by  a  discharge  in  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  judgment  debtor  may  be  quashed  on  motion.^*  But  where 
the  discharge  is  received  before^®  the  judgment  against  the  execution 


App.  567,  176  S.  W.  1078;  Sappington 
V.  Lenz,  53  Mo.  App.  44;  Bousey  v. 
Stilwagon,  70  W.  Va.  570,  74  S.  E. 
732,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  1084.  But  see 
Brandes  &  Bro.  v.  Struphauer,  2  Chest. 
Co.  Rep.  (Pa.)  319,  and  preceding 
note. 

27.  Ala. — Smith,  Stewart  &  Co.  v. 
Dean,  166  Ala.  116,  52  So.  335;  Eice 
V.  Dillahunty,  20  Ala.  399.  Ark. — Amer- 
ican Ins.  Co.  V.  MeGehee  Liquor  Co., 
113  Ark.  486,  169  S.  W.  251;  Anthony 
V.  Shannon,  8  Ark.  52.  Colo. — Irwin  v. 
Beggs,  24  Colo.  App.  158,  132  Pae.  385. 
111.— Sandburg  v.  Papineau,  81  111.  446; 
McHenry  v.  Watkins,  12  111.  233.  Ky. 
Columbia  Bldg.  L.  &  Sav.  Assn.  v. 
Gregory,  33  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1011,  112  S. 
W.  608.  Mo. — Hull  V.  Sherwood,  59  Mo. 
172;  Johnson  v.  Sherrodd,  141  Mo. 
App.  366,  125  S.  W.  212;  Parker  v. 
Oxendine,  85  Mo.  App.  212;  Sinclair  v. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.,  74  Mo. 
App.  500;  Wyatt  v.  Fromme,  70  Mo. 
App.  613;  Johnson  v.  Greve,  60  Mo. 
App.  170.  N.  O. — Adams  v.  Small- 
-sYood,  53  N.  C.  258.  Ore.— Gobbi  v. 
Eefrano,  33  Ore.  26,  52  Pac.  761.  Tenn. 
Hunn  V.  Hough,  5  Heisk.  708;  Baldwin 
«.  Merrill,  8  Humph.  132;  Camp  v. 
Laird,  6  Yerg.  246;  Love  v.  Smith,  4 
Yerg.  117;  Barnes  v.  Eobinson,  4  Yerg. 
186;  Erwin  t;.' Eutherf ord,  1  Yerg.  169. 

[a]  If  a  judgment  has  been  paid 
but  not  satisfied  of  record  the  execu- 
tion may  be  retailed.  Meredith  v.  S.  C. 
M.  A.  of  Baltimore,  60  Cal.  617. 

[b]  A  tender  of  money  in  payment 
of  a  judgment,  will  not  authorize  the 
quashing  an  execution  issued  thereon, 
unless  the  tender  is  followed  by  the 
payment  of  the  money  into  court,  and 
a  motion  to  enter  satisfaction  on  the 
record.  Shumaker  v.  Nichols,  6  Gratt. 
(47  Va.)  592. 

28.  Ala. — Ewing  v.  Peck,  17  Ala. 
339.  Ky.— Chambers  v.  Neal,  13  B. 
Mon.  256.  KT.  J. — ^Linn  v.  Hamilton,  34 
N.  J.  L.  305.  N.  Y.— Alcott  v.  Avery, 
1  Barb.  Oh.  347;  Boyd  v.  Vanderkemp, 
1  Barb.  Ch.  273;  Dresser  v.  Shufeldt,  7 
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How.  Pr.  85.  N.  C. — Dawson  v.  Harts- 
field,  79  i3Sr.  C.  334.  Bng.— Barrow  v. 
Poile,  1  Barn.  &  Ad.  629,  109  Eng. 
Eeprint  921;  Davis  v.  Shapley,  1  Barn. 
&  Ad.  54,  109  Eng.  Eeprint  707. 

Afi  to  effect  of  order  of  quashal  on 
this  ground,  see  infra,  IV,  A,  2,  1, 
(II). 

[a]  Debt  Not  Affected  by  Dis- 
charge.— But  where  the  motion  is  based 
on  such  a  ground,  the  court  will  not 
quash  without  giving  the  plaintiff  an 
opportunity  to  show  that  the  discharge 
is  inoperative  as  against  his  debt,  and, 
when  necessary  will  direct  an  issue  to 
try  the  facts,  or  will  determine  the 
question  on  affidavits,  in  a  summary 
manner.  Linn  v.  Hamilton,  34  N.  J. 
L.  305;  Alcott  v.  Avery,  1  Barb.  Ch. 
(N.  Y.)  347;  Bangs  v.  Strong,  1  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  181  (by  action);  Dresser 
V.  Shufeldt,  7  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  85, 
by  action  and  not  upon  affidavits. 

[b]  "Under  the  English  statutes, 
the  plaintiff  may  resist  the  applica- 
tion for  relief  in  a  summary  way  by 
showing  that  the  certificate  was  fraud- 
ulently obtained,  or  that  the  bankrupt 
was  not  within  the  statute,  or  that,  for 
any  of  the  reasons  mentioned  in  the 
statute,  the  discharge  did  not  affect 
his  debt.  Lister  v.  Mundell,  1  B.  & 
P.  427;  Yeo'  v.  Allen,  3  Doug.  214; 
Eamfield  v.  Anderson,  5  J.  B.  Moore 
331."  Linn  v.  Hamilton,  34  N.  J.  L. 
305. 

[c]  A  mere  adjudication  of  bank- 
ruptcy dofis  not  operate  to  discharge 
a  defendant,  nor  does  it  operate  as  a 
stay  against  the  enforcement  of  a  judg- 
ment and  is  therefore  no  ground  for 
the  quashal  of  an  execution.  Maaa 
V.  Kuhn,  130  App.  Div.  68,  114  N.  Y. 
Supp.  444.    See  3  Standaed  Pace.  938. 

29.  Paschall  v.  Bullock,  80  N.  C. 
329;  People's  Trust  Co.  v.  Ehrhart,  56 
Pa.  Super.  101. 

[a]  Matter  of  Defense  Available  at 
Trial. — ^Defendant 's  discharge  should 
have  been  set  up  as  a  defense  to  the 
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debtor  was  rendered,  a  motion  to  quash  an  execution  -issued  on  such 
judgment  is  not  proper. 

(IV.)  Dormant  Judgment. —  Where  it  does  not  appear  that  an  execu- 
tion was  issued  on  the  judgment  within  the  time  limited  by  statute, 
any  execution  issuing  after  that  time,  without  such  judgment  being 
revived,  may  be  properly  quashed  on  motion.^" 

(V.)  Death  of  Judgment  Debtor.  —  In  those  jurisdictions  where  upon 
the  death  of  the  judgment  debtor  a  revivor  of  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
or  against  his  representative  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  issuance  of  execu- 
tion thereon,^^  an  execution  issuing  without  such  a  revivor  is  subject 
to  quashal.^^  But  where  one  only  of  several  defendants  has  died,  an 
execution  issuing  against  all  the  defendants  without  a  revival  of  the 
judgment  cannot  be  quashed.-''^ 

b.  Alteration  in  Judgment.  —  An  alteration  in  the  judgment  after 
its  entry  which  changes  its  character  will  be  ground  for  quashing  an 
execution  issuing  upon  the  judgment  as  altered.^* 

c.  Errors  in  Issuance  of  Writ.  —  (I.)  In  General.ss — Questions 
which  go  to  the  regularity  of  the  issuance  of  the  writ  may  properly  be 
determined  on  a  motion  to  quash  or  vacate  the  writ.^"    Thus,  the  fact 


action;  or  if  not  then,  it  might  have 
been  set  up  in  opposition  to  plaintiff's 
application  for  leave  to  issue  execution 
upon  the  dormant  judgment.  There- 
after it  is  too  late  to  offer  it.  Paachall 
V.  Bullock,  80  N.  C.  329;  People's  Trust 
Co.  V.  Ehrhart,  56  Pa.  Super.  101. 

SO.  U.  S.— Griffith  v.  Bogert,  18 
How.  158,  15  L.  ed.  307.  Ala.— State 
ex  rel.  Jernigan  v.  Ham,  13  Ala.  App. 
648,  69  So.  253.  Ark. — Bracken  v. 
Wood,  12  Ark.  605.  Cal. — McMann  v. 
Superior  Court,  74  Cal.  106,  15  Pac. 
448;  Mayo  v.  Bryte,  47  Cal.  626.  Ky. 
Noe  V.  Conyers,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  514; 
Miller  v.  Anderson,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  169; 
Columbia  Bldg.  L.  &  Sav.  Assn.  v. 
Gregory,  83  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1011,  112 
S.  W.  608.  Md.— Mitchell  v.  Chestnut, 
31  Md.  521;  Trail  v.  Snouffer,  6  Md. 
308.  Miss. — Bacon  v.  Bed,  27  Miss. 
469;  Beeves  v.  Burnham,  3  How.  25. 
Mo. — Bolton  V.  Laudsdown,  21  Mo.  399. 
N.  Y. — Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Spencer,  18 
N.  Y.  150;  Union  Bank  v.  Sargeant,  53 
Barb.  422,  35  How.  Pr.  87;  Winebrener 
V.  Johnson,  7  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  202; 
Frean  v.  Garrett,  24  Hun  16  (discre- 
tionary with  court  to  quash  on  such 
ground) ;  Aultman  &  Taylor  Co.  v. 
Syme,  56  App.  Div.  165,  67  N.  Y.  Supp. 
530,  163  N.  Y.  54,  65,  57  N.  E.  173. 
N.  O. — Murphrey  v.  Wood,  47  N.  C.  63. 
Ohio. — Lytle  v.  Cincinnati  Mfg.  Co.,  4 
Ohio  459.    Tenu. — Cannon  v.  Laman,  7 


Lea  513.  Va. — Beale's  Admr.  v.  Bote- 
tourt Justices,  10  Gratt.   (51  Va.)   282. 

See  also  15  Standard  Peoc.  736. 

As  to  revival  of  Judgment,  see  the 
title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  Revival 
of." 

31.  See  15  Standard  Peoc.  767,  et 
seq. 

32.  IT.  S.— Wilson  v.  Hurst,  Pet.  C. 
C.  140,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,808.  Ala. 
Moore  v.  Bell,  13  Ala.  469.  Ky. — Amyx 
V.  Smith's  Admx.,  1  Met.  529;  Wag- 
non  V.  McCoy's  Bxr.,  2  Bibb  198.  Md. 
Trail  v.  Snouffer,  6  Md.  308.  Miss. 
Harrington  v.  O'Reilly,  9  Smed.  &  M. 
216,  48  Am.  Dee.  704;  Davis  v.  Helm, 
3  Smed.  &  M.  17.  Mo.— Welch  v.  St. 
Louis,  12  Mo.  App.  516.  N.  Y. — ^Duryee 
V.  Botsford,  24  Hun  317,  prior  to  pro- 
visions in  present  Code  Civ.  Proc, 
§1376. 

33.  Thompson  v.  Bondurant,  15 
Ala.  346,  50  Am.  Dec.  136;  Lucas  v. 
Johnson,  6  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)   121. 

34.  Flach  v.  Temple,  2  Penne.  (Del.) 
129,  45  Atl.  539. 

35.  Errors  in  issuance  of  process 
generally,  see  the  title  "Process." 

36.  U.  S. — Boyle  v.  Zaoharie,  6  Pet. 
648,  8  L.  ed.  532.  Cal. — Sanchez  v. 
Carriaga,  31  Cal.  170.  Colo. — Irwin  v. 
Beggs,  24  Colo.  App.  158,  132  Pac. 
885.  Dak.— Dorsey  v.  Hall,  5  Dak.  505, 
41  N.  W.  471.  Ind. — Johnson  v.  Mur- 
ray,   112    Ind.    154,    13    N.    E.    273,    2 
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that  the  writ  has  issued  prematurely,^^  or  in  contravention  of  a  stat- 
ute,^* makes  it  subject  to  being  quashed  on  motion.  An  execution  is- 
sued by  an  administrator,  who  has  the  power  to  prosecute  but  not 
power  to  collect  or  compromise,  is  subject  to  quashal  on  motion.^' 
Where  two  executions  of  the  same  date,  upon  the  same  judgment,  and 
of  the  same  tenor,  are  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  the  same  county,  one  may 
be  quashed  on  motion.*" 

(II.)   Alias  and  Pluries  Writs. —  An  alias  or  pluries  writ  issued  before 
a  disposal*^  of  a  levy  m^de  under  the  original  writ  and  a  return  there- 


Am.  St.  Eep.  174.  La. — Piernas  v.  Mil- 
liet,  10  La.  Ann.  286.  Md.— Hall  v. 
Clagett,  63  Md.  57;  Schultze  v.  State, 
43  Md.  295.  N. ,  Y.— Harrison  v.  Wil- 
kin, 78  N.  T.  390.  Ohio.— Buckingham 
&  Co.  V.  Granville  Alexandria  Soc,  2 
Ohio  360.  Ore. — Marks  v.  Stephens, 
38  Ore.  65,  63  Pac.  824,  84  Am.  St. 
Eep.  750.  S.  D. — Cable  v.  Magpie  Gold 
Min.  Co.,  22  S.  D.  566,  119  N.  W.  174; 
Froelich  17.  Aylward,  11  S.  D.  635,  80 
N.  W.  131.  ,  Vt.— Mattocks  v.  Judson, 
9  Vt.  343.  W.  Va. — ^Lowther  v.  Davis, 
33  W.  Va.  132,  10  S.  E.  20. 

[a]  Even  though  the  order  allowing 
the  execution  is  an  appealable  order, 
such  motion  is  the  proper  remedy. 
Buell  V.  Buell,  92  Cal.  393,  28  Pac. 
443;  Borland  v.  Hanson,  81  Cal.  202, 
22  Pac.  552,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  44. 

[b]  '  'Defects  only  that  are  apparent 
on  the  face  of  the  execution  and  rec- 
ords on  which  the  questions  presented 
Tinder  the  motion  arise  can  be  reached 
by  a  motion  to  quash."  Header  Co. 
V.  Aringdale,  58   Tex.  447. 

37.  U.  S.— Brown  v.  Evans,  18  Ted. 
56,  8  Sawy.  502.  lU.— Merrifield  v. 
"Western  Cottage  Piano  &  O.  Co.,  238 
111.  526,  87  N.  B.  379;  Knights  v.  Mar- 
tin, 155  111.  486,  40  N.  E.  358,  56  111. 
App.  65.  Ky. — Guelot  v.  Pearce,  18 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1004,  38  S.  W.  892.  Me. 
Allen  V.  Portland  Stage  Co.,  8  Greenl. 
207.  Ore. — Bentley  v.  Jones,  8  Ore. 
47.  Pa.— Hanika's  Estate,  138  Pa. 
330,  22  Atl.  90,  21  Am.  St.  Eep.  907. 
Vt.— Mattocks  V.  Judson,  9  Vt.  343. 
Can. — Whitla  v.  Spence,  5  Manitoba  392. 

Issuance  before  revival  of  judgment, 
see  suprg^  IV,  A,  1,  a,   (IV)  and   (V). 

[a]  Issuance  pending  stay  of  exe- 
cution (1)  subjects  writ  to  quashal 
upon  motion.  Griffith  v.  Bogert,  18 
How.  (U.  S.)  158,  15  L.  ed.  307;  Stock- 
ton V.  Bishop,  2  How.  (tJ.  S.)  74,  11 
L.  ed.  184;  Jackson  v.  Smith,  16  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  201,  25  How.  Pr.  476;  Sul- 
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livan  V.  Van  Valkenburg,  128  N.  Y. 
Supp.  624.  (2)  But  the  right  to  have 
the  execution  issued  prior  to  the  lapse 
of  such  period,  quashed,  is  personal  to 
the  defendant,  and  the  writ  will  not 
be  quashed  at  the  instance  of  the  trus- 
tee to  whom  the  defendant  had  con- 
veyed his  property  in  trust.  Shelton  v. 
Fels,  61  N.  C.  178,  93  Am.  Dec.  586. 

[b]  An  execution  Issued  in  viola- 
tion of  an  express  agreement  not  to  do 
so,  except  in  a  certain  contingency 
which  had  not  happened,  will  be  set 
aside.  Merritt  v.  Baker,  11  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  456;  Feagley  v.  Norbeck,  127 
Pa.  238,  17  Atl.  900;  Holmes  v.  Del- 
abourdine,  1  Browne  (Pa.)  130.  See 
Ashdown  v.  Dederick,  2  Manitoba 
(Can.)  212,  wherein  the  court  dismissed 
an  appeal  taken  from  an  order  setting 
aside  an  execution  issued  in  violation 
of  an  agreement. 

[c]  Pending  Motion  for  New  Trial. 
An  execution  is  properly  quashed  where 
it  issued  pending  a  motion  for  new 
trial,  in  a  jurisdiction  where,  pending 
such  a  motion  as  a  prerequisite  of  an 
appeal,  an  execution  cannot  be  issued. 
State  V.  Kumpff,  62  Mo.  App.  332. 

As  to  when  execution  may  issue,  ses 
15  Standabd  Prog.  750. 

38.  Matter  of  Eoyal  Bank,  140  App, 
Div.  480,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  322;  Bloom- 
in  gdale  «.  Eichardson,  140  App.  Div. 
350,  125  N.  Y.  Supp.  320. 

39.  Lambert  v.  Metropolitan  St.  Ey, 
Co.,  33  Misc.  579,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  877. 

fa]  The  fact  that  the  power  to  col- 
lect was  subsequently  acquired  did  not 
remedy  the  defect  existing  when  the 
execution  was  issued.  Lambert  v. 
Metropolitan  St.  Ey.  Co.,  33  Misc.  579, 
68   N.   Y.   Supp.   877. 

40.  "Wright  v.  Toung,  6  Ore.  87. 

41.  Cairns  v.  Smith,  8  Johns.  /N.  Y.; 
387;  Lampman  v.  Lampman,  74  Ore. 
386,  145  Pae.  641. 
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of,  or  after  another  writ  has  been  returned  satisfied/^  will  be  quashed 
on  motion.  But  a  second  execution  will  not  be  quashed  merely  because 
it  was ^ not  entitled  an  "alias"  execution.*' 

(III.)  Upon  Transcript  of  Justice's  Judgment.  —  It  is  not  a  ground  for 
the  quashing  of  a  writ  issued  upon  a  transcript  of  a  justice's  judgment 
that  the  transcript  does  not  set  out  the  manner  of  service  made  upon 
the  defendant  to  revive  the  jiidgment.**  But  an  execution  issuing  out 
of  the  superior  court  will  be  quashed  where  it  is  shown  that  conditions 
precedent  to  the  filing  of  the  transcript  and  issuing  of  execution  there- 
on were  not  performed  in  the  justice's  court.** 

d.  Defects  in  Writ.  —  (I.)  ,In  General.*^  —  A  motion  to  quash  a  writ 
of  execution  is  the  proper  remedy  for  reaching  and  determining  ques- 
tions which  go  to  the  validity  of  the  process.*^  Thus,  where  the  writ 
does  not  substantially  conform  to  the  .judgment  or  decree  upon  which 
it  issues,**  or  where  it  lacks  some  of  the  essential  formalities,*^  or  con- 


42.  Harkens  v.  Clemens,  1  Port. 
(Ala.)  30;  Browns  v.  Julian,  5  J.  J. 
MsLish.  (Ky.)   312. 

43.  Bushong  v.  Taylor,  82  Mo.  671. 

44.  Bauer  v.  Miller,  16  Mo.  App.  252. 

45.  Johnson  v.  Latta,  84  Mo.  139 
(execution  issued  by  justice  returned 
before  its  regular  legal  return  day); 
Norton  v.  Quiniby,  45  Mo.  388;  Euby 
V.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  E.  Co.,  39  Mo.  480; 
Dillon  V.  Eash,  27  Mo.  243. 

[a]  A  sale  made  upon  an  execution 
issuing  out  of  a  superior  court  upon  a 
justice 's  transcript  will  not  be  set  aside 
because  the  execution  in  the  justice's 
court  was  returned  unsatisfied  before 
its  regular  return  day.  Although  the 
writ  might  be  quashed  in  direct  pro- 
ceeding for  such  irregularity,  it  will 
not  be  in  a  collateral  proceeding  wh«n. 
the  rights  of  third  persons  intervene. 
Norton  v.  Quimby,  45  Mo.  388. 

46.  As  to  defects  In  process  gener- 
ally, see  the  title  "Process." 

47.  Colo. — Irwin  v.  Beggs,  24  Colo. 
App.  158,  132  Pac.  385.  Ky.— Colum- 
bia Bldg.  L.  &  Sav.  Assn.  v.  Gregory, 
SS  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1011,  112  S.  W.  608. 
Md.— Schultze  V.  State,  43  Md.  295. 
N.  C— Williams  v.  Dunn,  158  N.  C.  399, 
74  S.  E.  99;  Foard  v.  Alexander,  64  N. 
C.  69. 

48.  17.  S. — Murphy  •».  Lewis,  Hempst. 
17,  17  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,950a.  Ala. 
Smith  V.  Knight,  11  Ala.  618.  Ky. 
Davie  v.  Long's  Admx.,  4  Bush  574. 
N.  J. — Dawes  v.  Dawes  (N.  J.  L.),  43 
Atl.  984.  N.  Y.— Alger  v.  Conger,  17 
Hun  45.  Tenn. — Dornan  v.  Benham 
Furn.  Co.,  102  Tenn.  303,  52  S.  W.'  38; 


Jennings  v.  Pray,  8  Terg.  85.  W.  Va. 
Taney  v.  Woodmansee,  23  W.  Va.  709. 
Eug.^Cobbold  V.  Chilver,  1  Dowl.  P. 
C.  N.  S.  726,  43  E.  C.  L.  41,  4  Man.  & 
G.  62,  134  Eng.  Eeprint  26. 

[a]  Immaterial  variance  not  ground 
for  quashal.  Graham  v.  Price,  3  A.  K. 
Marsh.  (Ky.)  522,  13  Am.  Dee.  199; 
Sanders  v.  Kentucky  Ins.  Co.,  4  Bibb 
(Ky.)  471. 

[b]  Conformity  as  to  Parties. — (1) 
An  execution  issuing  against  two  per- 
sons upon  a  decree  against  one  only  is 
fatally  defective  and  should  be 
qiiashed.  Thompsoii  v.  Bondurant,  15 
Ala.  346,  50  Am.  Deo.  136;  Taney  v. 
Woodmansee,  23  W.  Va.  709.  (2)  So 
also  an  execution  issuing  against  a  per- 
son who  is  no_  party  to  the  judgment 
on  which  it  is  issued,  is  fatally  de- 
fective, and  must  be  quashed.  Bridges 
v.  Caldwell's  Exrs.,  2  A.  K.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  195.  ,  (3)  And  an  execution  is- 
suing against  only  part  of  the  defend- 
ants should  be  quashed.  Merrifield  v. 
Western  Cottage  Piano  Co.,  149  111. 
App.  1;  Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Van- 
erwarker,  19  W.  Va.  265. 

Against  whom  writ  issued,  see  15 
Standard  Proc.  749. 

Necessity  for  writ  conforming  to 
judgment,  see  15  Standard  Peoc.  811. 

49.  Flint  V.  Phipps,  20  Ore.  340,  25 
Pac.  725,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  124;  Harlan 
V.  Harlan,  14  Lea  (Tenn.)  107;  Lee  v. 
Crossna,  6  Humph.   (Tenn.)  281. 

[a]  An  execution  not  under  the  seal 
of  the  court  is  void,  and  should  be 
quashed.  Weaver'  v.  Peasley  &  Co., 
163  111.  251,  45  N.  E.  119.     Necessity 
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tains  improper  or  insufficient  direeticns,^'  it  may  be  quashed. 

An  unauthorized  endorsement  on  an  execution,  being  a  mere  nullity, 
will  not  afford  a  sufficient  ground  for  quashing  the  entire  writ,®^  but 
the  endorsement  should  be  quashed.°^ 

(II.)  Amount.  —  The  general  rule  is^'  that  an  execution  issued  for  too 


generally  for  seal,    see    15    Standard 
Peoc.  815. 

50.  As  to  the  directions  of  the  -writ, 
Bee  15  Standard  Proc.  804,  et  seq. 

[a]  Writ  not  directed  to  proper  of- 
ficer subject  to  quashal.  Johnson  v. 
Foran,  58  Md.  148;  Tuggle  v.  Smith,  6 
T.  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  76.  To  whom  writ 
directed,  see  15  Standard  Peoc.  804. 

[b]  Improper  or  insufB.cient  direc- 
tions (1)  as  to  the  character  of  the 
property  to  be  taken.  Baker  v.  Un- 
derwood, 63  Mo.  384.  (2)  An  execution 
against  an  administrator  should  be  sus- 
pended when  it  does  not  appear  on  its 
face  whether  it  is  to  be  satisfied  out 
of  the  individual  property  of  the  de- 
fendant or  out  of  the  property  of  his 
intestate.  Higgins  v.  Driggs,  21  Fla. 
103.  See  Davies  v.  Skidmore,  5  Hill 
(N.  Y.)  501.  Directions  in  writ  as  to 
property  levied  on,  see  15  Standard 
Peoc.  806. 

[c]  The  fact  that  nothing  has  been 
collected  by  the  execution  containing 
an  erroneous  direction  as  to  whose 
property  is  to  be  levied  upon,  and  that 
the  writ  will  probably  be  returned 
nulla  bona  is  of  no  importance  and  will 
not  hinder  a  defendant  from  moving 
to  quash  such  writ  for  the  irregularity, 
as  further  proceedings  against  him 
may  be  based  upon  the  issue  and  re- 
turn of  the  writ.  Davies  v.  Skidmore, 
5  Hill  (N.  Y.)  501. 

fd]  Erroneous  direction  as  to  the 
return  day  (1)  not  a  suflScient  ground 
for  quashal  where  sheriff  made  his  re- 
turn according  to  law  (McDaniel  v. 
Johnston,  110  Ala.  526,  19  So.  35),  (2) 
but  a  writ  directing  return  to  be  made 
to  a  wrong  court  (Powell  v.  Summers,  17 
Ala.  647),  (3)  or  to  a  wrong  term  of 
court,  should  be  quashed.  Chambers  v. 
Stone,  9  Ala.  260;  Harrell  v.  Martin, 
Pleasants  &  Co.,  4  Ala.  650. 

51.  Ala. — McDaniel  v.  Johnston, 
110  Ala.  526,  19  So.  35.  Ky.— Me- 
Gowan  v.  Hoy,  2  Dana  347.  N.  Y. 
Barnard  v.  Darling,  1  How.  Pr.  223, 
wrong  indorsement  on  an  execution  re- 
turned nulla  bona  not  a  sufficient 
ground  to  set  aside  the  writ. 
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52,  McDaniel  v.  Johnston,  110  Ala. 
526,  19  So.  35;  McGowan  v.  Hoy,  2 
Dana  (Ky.)    347. 

53.  U.  S. — ^Murphy  v.  Jjewis,  Hempst 
17,  17  Ped.  Cas.  No.  9,950a.  Ala, 
Anonymous,  2  Stew.  228.  Kan. — St 
Louis  &  S.  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Eierson,  38 
Kan.  359,  16  Pac.  443;  Bogle  v.  Bloom, 
36  Kan.  512,  13  Pac.  793.  Ky.— "Wiede- 
mann V.  Crawford,  149  Ky.  202,  147 
S.  W.  951.  But  see  also  Davie  v.  Long's 
Admx.,  4  Bush  574;  Craig  v.  Eeardon, 
Sueed  328.  Mo. — Warrensburg  v.  Simp 
son,  22  Mo.  App.  695.  N.  J.— Griffith  v. 
Jones,  3  N.  J.  L.  932.  Tenn. — ^Barnes 
V.  Eobinson,  4  Yerg.  186.  W.  Va. — De- 
veny  v.  Cook,  70  W.  Va.  282,  73  S.  E. 
921. 

[a]  Judgment  Partly  Paid, — (1)  An 
execution  which  on  its  face  commands 
the  officer  to  make  the  full  amount 
rendered  when  a  payment  had  been 
made  thereon,  will  not  for  that  reason 
be  quashed  where  the  payment  made  is 
credited  on  the  back  of  the  execution. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Eierson, 
38  Kan.  359,  16  Pac.  443.  (2)  An  exe- 
cution will  not  be  set  aside,  because 
an  amount  paid  on  the  judgment  has 
not  been  credited,  as  application  may 
be  made  to  compel  it  to  be  done.  Noyea 
V.  White,  10  N.  J.  L.  J.  183;  Smock  v. 
Dade,  5  Eand.  (26  Va.)  639,  16  Am. 
Dec.  780. 

[b]  Writ  Corrected  After  Motion 
Made  To  Quash. — A  motion  to  quash  a 
writ  upon  the  grounds  that  certain 
credits  were  not  endorsed  thereon  will 
be  denied,  where  prior  to  the  hearing 
on  such  motion  and  to  the  sale  mada 
under  the  writ,  such  credits  were  en- 
dorsed on  the  writ  by  the  clerk.  The 
court  saying:  "As  the  credits  to 
which  the  defendants  in  error  were  en- 
titled, had  been  duly  endorsed  on  the 
execution,  by  the  clerk,  before  the  sale 
was  made,  so  that  it  conformed  in 
every  respect  to  the  judgment,  it  ia 
diflScult  to  perceive  any  sufficient  rea- 
son or  just  ground  for  quashing  the 
execution,  which  existed  at  the  time  of 
the  hearing  of  said  motion."  As  no 
possible  injury  or  grievance  "resulted 
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large  an  amount,  is  not,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  subject  to  quashal 
upon  motion,  except  as  to  the  excess.'* 

e.  Errors  Subsequent  to  Issuance.  —  The  fact  that  the  sheriff  re- 
tained too  large  a  sum  for  his  fees  and  the  expenses  of  levy  and  sale 
under  the  original  execution,  is  not  a  ground  for  setting  aside  an  alias 
execution.^'  The  writ  should  not  be  quashed  for  matters  appearing  in 
the  advertisement  of  sale.^" 

An  erroneous  appraisement  has  been  held  insufScient  as  a  ground  for 
quashing  the  writ.^^ 

2.  Motion  To  Procure  Quashal  or  Vacation.  —  a.  Nature  of.  —  A 
motion  to  vacate  a  writ  of  execution  is  a  new  and  original  proceeding."^' 
It  is  a  substitute  for  the  ancient  writ  of  audita  querela,'^  and  writ  of 
error  coram  nobis.®"    It  is  a  cumulative  remedy.^' 

b.    Power   and   Jurisdiction. — (I,)   In  General Every    court    has 

inherent  power  to  quash  an  execution  issued  by  its  ministerial  officer®^ 


to  the  defendants,  by  thfl  endorsement 
of  the  credits,  but  on  the  contrary  a 
positive  benefit,  ...  it  would  be  un- 
reasonable to  quash  the  same  for  this 
reason,  and  require  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror to  issue  another  execution,  in  ordei 
to  reach  the  same  end  which  had  al- 
ready been  attained  without  injury  to 
the  defendants."  But  as  such  endorse- 
ments were  not  made  until  after  the 
defendants  had  made  a  motion  to  quash 
and  served  notice  thereof  on  the  plain- 
tiff, they  are  entitled  to  the  costs  oil 
such  motion  and  notice.  Williamson  v. 
Ong,  1  W.  Va.  84. 

[c]  Where  a  Judgment  has  been  re^ 
duced  in  amount  by  consent,  such  re- 
duction does  not  justify  the  court  in 
vacating  an  execution  issued  thereon, 
but  t]ie  writ  should  merely  be  reducec?. 
in  amount.  Homaus  v.  Tyng,  56  App. 
Div.  383,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  792. 

[d]  A  direction  to  collect  a  rate  of 
interest  In  excess  of  that  allowed  bj 
law  on  the  judgment  is  ground  for 
quashal.     Mason  v.  Eakle,  1  111.  83. 

54.  See  generally  the  cases  cited  in 
the  preceding  note,  and  15  Standakf 
Peoc.  803. 

55.  Bank  of  Sheboygan  v.  Trilling, 
75'  Wis.  163,  43  N.  W.  830. 

B6.  Fink  v.  Eemiek,  33  Mo.  App, 
624,  writ  should  not  be  quashed  because 
the  advertisement  shows  that  the  sheriff 
proposes  to  sell  property  in  which  the 
defendant  has  no  interest. 

As  to  whether  or  not  such  error  is  a 
ground  for  proceeding  by  affidavit  ol 
illegality,  see  infra,  IV,  B,  4,  a. 

57.  Straat  v.  Binkle,  16  I^.  App 
115. 


58.  Cal.— Buell  V.  Buell,  92  Cal.  393, 
28  Pac.  443.  Mo. — Ex  parte  James,  5? 
Mo.  280.  S.  0. — Duncan,  Malony  &  Co 
V.  Brown,  15  S.  C.  414. 

59.  Ky. — ^Woolley  v.  Louisville,  119 
Ky.  897,  82  S.  W.  608;  Chambers  v 
Neal,  13  B.  Hon.  256;  Columbia  Bldg. 
L.  &  Sav.  Assn.  v.  Gregory,  33  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1011,  112  S.  W.  608.  Mo.— Ea 
parte  James,  59  Mo.  280.  N.  J. — Linp 
V.  Hamilton,  34  N.  J.  L.  305.  N.  C, 
Foard  v.  Alexander,  64  N.  C.  69.  Tenn. 
Barnes  v.  Robinson,  4  Terg.  186.  Vt. 
Porter  v.  Vaughn,  24  Vt.  211.  Va. 
Lowenbach's  Admr.  v.  Kelley,  111  Va. 
439,  69  S.  E.  852;  Smock  v.  Dade,  5 
Rand.   (26  Va.)   639,  16  Am.  Dec.  780. 

See  generally  3  Standakd  Pboc.  877. 

60.  Ex  parte  James,  59  Mo.  280. 

61.  Me. — ^Folan  v.  Folan,  59  Me.  566 
Mass. — Johnson  v.  Harvey,  4  Mass.  483. 
Okla. — Eader  v.  Gvozdanovic,  35  Okla. 
421,  130  Pac.  159.  Vt.— Porter  v 
Vaughn,  24  Vt.  211;  Stanley  v.  McClure, 
17  Vt.  253. 

As  to  whether  or  not  a  disposal  of 
a  motion  to  quash  ousts  a  court  of 
equity  of  its  jurisdiction  to  restrain 
the  execution  on  the  judgment,  see 
infra,  TV,  E,  2. 

62.  U.  S.— Krippendorf  v.  Hyde,  HP 
TJ.  S.  276,  4  Sup.  Ct.  27,  28  L.  ed.  145. 
Ala. — Rhodes  v.  Smith,  66  Ala.  175.  Ark. 
American  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGehee  Liquo7 
Co.,  113  Ark.  486,  169  S.  W.  251.  HI, 
Jenkins  v.  Merriweather,  109  111.  647; 
Sandburg  f.  Papineau,  81  HI.  446.  Kan, 
Bogle  V.  Bloom,  36  Kan.  512,  13  Pac 
793.  Ky. — Woolley  v.  Louisville,  118  Ky. 
897,  82  8.  W.  608;  Columbia  Bldg.  L. 
&  Sav.  Assn.  v.  Gregory,  33  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
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irregularly  and  improvidently,  except  as  against  innocent  purchasers 
at  a  sale  under  the  irregular  writ."' 

The  court  issuing  the  execution  is  the  proper  tribunal  to  pass  upon 
a  motion  to  quash  or  vacate  such  writ."* 

(II.)  Where  Transcript  of  Justice's  Judgment  Filed  in  Superior  Court. 
Where  a  transcript  of  a  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  has  been 
filed  in  a  superior  court  and  becomes  thereby  a  judgment  of  the  latter, 
the  writ  issues  from  the  superior  court,""  and  a  motion  to  quash  such 
a  writ  is  properly  madie  only  in  the  court  in  which  the  transcript  is 


1011,  112  S.  W.  608.  Miss.— Harring- 
ton V.  O'Reilly,  9  Smed.  &  M.  216,  48 
Am.  Dec.  704.  Mo. — Buzzard  v.  Robert 
son,  107  Mo.  App.  557,  81  S.  W.  914. 
N.  C— Williams  v.  Dunn,  158  N.  C.  399, 
74  S.  E.  99;  Aldridge  v.  Loftin,  104  N, 
C.  122,  10  S.  E.  210,  clerk.  Okla. 
Trudgeon  v.  Gallamore,  38  Okla.  536, 
134  Pae.  664;  Barnett  v.  Bohannon,  27 
Okla.  368,  112  Pac.  987.  P.  R.— Lam- 
boglia  V.  School  Board  of  Guayama,  15 
I'orto  Rico  299.  Utah. — State  ex  rel. 
Newell  V.  Third  District  Court,  37  Utah 
418,  108  Pac.  1121.  Vt.— Mattocks  v. 
Jiidson,  9  Vt.  343.  Va. — Hendricks  v. 
Dundass,  2  Wash.  50. 

[a]  In  Absence  of  Statute. — "There 
is  no  principle  of  law  better  recognized 
than  that  which  gives  to  courts  Of  rec- 
ord power  over  the  process  of  their 
courts.  It  is  essential  to  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice,  and  it  by  no  means 
depends  upon  statutory  enactment,  but 
the  power  is  coeval  with  the  common 
law  courts;  and  such  courts  will  recall 
their  process  and  quash  the  same,  when 
it  is  shown  that  it  would  be  illegal  or 
inequitable  to  permit  its  further  use, 
and  to  allow  it  to  be  enforced."  Sand- 
burg V.  Papineau,  81  HI.  446.  See  Pier- 
nas  i>.  Milliet,  10  La.  Ann.  286. 

[b]  Justice  of  the  peace  has  the 
power,  and  it  his  duty,  to  withdraw  an 
execution  which  is  wholly  unauthorized 
by  the  judgment.  Chase  v.  De  Wolf, 
69  111.  47. 

63.  111. — Jenkins  v.  Merriweather, 
109  111.  647;  Day  v.  Graham,  6  111.  435. 
Miss. — Harrington  v.  O'Reilly,  9  Smed. 
&  M.  216,  48  Am.  Dec.  704.  Mo.— Whit- 
man V.  Taylor,  60  Mo.  127;  Norton  v. 
Quimby,  45  Mo.  388.  N.  C— Williams 
V.  Dunn,  158  N.  C.  399,  74  S.  E.  99; 
Sheppard  v.  Bland,  87  N.  C.  163. 

As  to  effect  of  quashal  on  sale,  see 
infra,  IV,  A,   2,  i,   (IV).     • 

64.  Ala. — Martin  v.  Atkinson,  108 
Ala.  314,  18  So.  888;  Atkins  v.  Siddons, 
66  Ala.  453;  Phillips  v.  Brazeal,  14  Ala. 
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746.  Cal, — Dorland  v.  Hanson,  81  Cal. 
202,  22  Pac.  552,  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  443. 
Colo. — Irwin  v.  Beggs,  24  Colo.  App. 
158,  132  Pac.  385.  Dak. — Dorsey  v. 
Hall,  5  Dak.  505,  41  N.  W.  471.  Ky. 
WooUey  v.  Louisville,  118  Ky.  897,  82 
S.  W.  608.  Mich. — Ismond  v.  Scougale, 
119  Mich.  501,  78  N.  W.  546.  Mo. 
Norman  v.  Eastburn,  230  Mo.  168,  130 
S.  W.  276;  Mellier  v.  Bartlett,  89  Mo. 
134,  1  -S.  W.  220;  Nelson  v.  Brown,  23 
Mo.  13.  N.  J. — Linn  v.  Hamilton,  34 
N.  J.  L.  305.  N.  C— Williams  v.  Dunn, 
158  N.  C.  399,  74  S.  E.  99;  Hamer  v. 
McCall,  121  N.  G.  197,  28  S.  E.  298; 
Bennett  v.  Taylor,  53  N.  C.  281.  Ohio. 
Miller  v.  Longacre,  26  Ohio  St.  291; 
Sample  v.  Ross'  Admr.,  16  Ohio  419. 
Ore. — ^Marks  v.  Stephens,  38  Ore.  65,  63 
Pac.  824,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  750.  Pa. 
Loomis  V.  Lane,  29  Pa.  242,  72  Am.  Dee. 
625.  Utah. — State  ex  rel.  Newell  v. 
Third  District  Court,  37  Utah  418,  108 
Pac.  1121. 

[a]  Different  Departments  of  Same 
Court. — One  department  of  a  superior 
court  may  vacate  an  execution  wrong- 
fully allowed  by  another  department  of 
the  same  court.  Dorland  v.  Hanson,  81 
Cal.  202,  22  Pae.  552,  15  Am.  St.  Rep. 
443. 

[b]  Execution  of  Justice  of  the 
Peace. — (1)  The  superior  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  of  an  original  motion  to 
set  aside  an  execution  and  order  of 
sale  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
upon  a  judgment  rendered  by  him,  even 
though  an  appeal  from  his  judgment 
is  pending  in  the  superior  court.  Hamel 
V.  MeCall,  121  N.  C.  197,  28  S.  E.  298. 
(2)  Nor  can  a  writ  of  prohibition  be 
issued  by  the  circuit  court  to  quash, 
or  prevent  proceedings  under  an  exe- 
cution improperly  issued  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace.  Atkins  v.  Siddons,  66 
Ala.  453. 

By  what  court  execution  issued,  sea 
15  Standard  Peoc.  743. 
65.    See  15  Standard  Pboc.  742. 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF    427 

filed  ;®^  but  in  those  jurisdictions,  where  the  filing  of  the  transcript  has 
the  efl'ect  merely  of  making  the  justice's  judgment  a  lien  upon  the  lands 
of  the  defendant,^'^  the  justice's  court  retains  jurisdiction  to  quash  or 
vacate  the  writ.°^ 

(ni.)  Courts  of  Eciuity. —  Equity  courts  will  not  take  jurisdiction 
where  the  only  relief  sought  is  the  quashal  or  vacation  of  a  writ  upon 
a  judgment,®*  but  where  other  relief,  not  attainable  in  a  court  of  law, 
is  sought,  a  court  of  equity  may,  in  connection  with  such  other  relief, 
quash  the  execution.^" 

e.  Parties.  —  The  general  rule  is  that  only  an  execution  defend- 
ant,^^ or  his  legal  representative,'^  or,  where  the  statute  authorizes  it, 


66.  N.  Y. — Ex  parte  Thompson,  5 
Cow.  31;  Rowe  v.  Peckham,  30  App. 
Div.  173,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  889.  Ore. 
Gobbi  V.  Refrano,  33  Ore.  26,  52  Pac. 
761.  Utah. — Ducheneau  v.  Ireland,  5 
Utah  108.  13  Pae.  87. 

[a]  See  also  the  following  cases 
wherein,  although  the  question  of  jur- 
isdiction was  not  raised,  it  seems  to  be 
the  practice  to  make  the  motion  to 
quash  in  the  court  wherein  the  tran- 
script is  filed.  Euby  v.  Hannibal  &  St. 
J.  E.  Co.,  39  Mo.  480;  Grissom  v.  Allen, 
10  Mo.  303;  Hammett  v.  Hatton,  189 
Mo.  App.  567,  176  S.  W.  1078;  Sap- 
pington  V.  Lenz,  53  Mo.  App.  44;  Bauer 
V.  Miller,  16  Mo.  App.  252. 

67.  See  15  Standard  Peoc.  742. 

68.  Cal.— Gates  v.  Lane,  49  Cal.  266. 
Mont. — Pierson  v.  Daly,  143  Pac.  957. 
N.  C— Bennett  v.  Taylor,  53  N.  C.  281. 
Pa. — ^Boyd  v.  Miller,  52  Pa.  431;  Brandes 
&  Bro.  V.  Struphauer,  2  Chest.  Co. 
Rep.  319. 

[a]  Although  the  clerk  of  the  court 
wherein  the  transcript  is  filed  issuer 
the  execution,  "he  issues  it  upon  the 
judgment  of  the  justice,  as  such,  and 
not  upon  it  as  a  judgment  of  the  dis- 
trict court,  made  such  by  transforma- 
tion of  the  justice's  judgment.  The 
fact  that  the  clerk  issues  the  execution 
does  not  divest  the  justice  of  his  con- 
trol over  it;  .  .  .  and  since  the  con- 
trol of  its  prpcess  is  vested  exclusive- 
ly in  the  court  upon  whose  authority  it 
issues,  the  justice  has  exclusive  con- 
trol of  the  execution,  whether  issued  by 
himself  or  by  the  clerk,  and  it  is  his 
exclusive  province  to  recall  and  quash 
it,  if  for  any  reason  it  ought  not  to 
have  been  issued."  Pierson  v.  Daly, 
49  Mont.  478,  143  Pac.  957. 

69'.  Ala.— Wallace  v.  F.  W.  Cook 
Brew.  Co.,  72  So.  93.  Aik. — Anthony  v. 
Shannon,    8    Ark.    52.     Cal. — Mayo    v. 


Bryte,  47  Cal.  626.  Ind.— Murphy  v. 
Blair,  12  Ind.  184.  Ore.— Marks  v.  Ste- 
phens, 38  Ore.  65,  63  Pac.  824,  84  Am. 
St.  Rep.  750.  Vt— Shsdd  &  Co.  v 
Bank  of  Brattleboro,  32  Vt.  709. 
See  infra,  IV,  E,  2. 

70.  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGehee 
Liquor  Co.,  113  Ark.  486, 169  S.  W.  251; 
Murphy  v.  Blair,  12  Ind.  184.  See  Karle 
t.  Badeaux,  185  111.  App.  402. 

[a]  Where  complicated  questions  of 
law  or  of  fact,  such  as  can  only  be 
properly  presented  and  tried  upon  ap- 
propriate pleadings,  are  in-i^olved,  the 
party  should  seek  his  remedy  in  a  court 
of  equity  by  injunction.  Irwin  v.  Beggs, 
24  Colo.  App.  158,  132  Pac.  385. 

71.  111.- Bonnell  v.  Neely,  43  111. 
288,  290.  Ind.— Jones  v.  Carnahan,  63 
Ind.  229.  Miss. — Harrington  v.  O'Reilly, 
9  Smed.  &  M.  216,  48  Am.  Dec.  704. 
Mo. — State  v.  Clymer,  81  Mo.  122; 
Fiske,  Knight  &  Co.  v.  Lamoreaux,  48 
Mo.  523;  Bick  v.  Carter,  123  Mo.  App. 
311,  100  S.  W.  531.  N.  Y.— Howland 
V.  Ralph,  3  Johns.  20;  Frink  v.  Morri- 
son, 13  Abb.  Pr.  80;  Oakley  v.  Becker, 
2  Cow.  454.  N.  C— Shelton  v.  Fels,  61 
N.  C.  178,  93  Am.  Dec.  586;  Murphrey 
V.  Wood,  47  N.  C.  63.  Pa.— Hanika's 
Estate,  138  Pa.  330,  22  Atl.  90,  21  Am. 
St.  Rep.  907;  In  re  Lowber's  Appeal,  8 
Watts  &  S.  387,  42  Am.  Dec.  302.  S.  D. 
^Cable  V.  Magpie  Gold  Min.  Co.,  22  S. 
D.  566,  119  N.  W.  174.  Utah.— State 
ex  ret  Newell  v.  Third  District  Court, 
37  Utah  418,  108  Pac.  1121.  Va.— Wal- 
lop's Admr.  v.  Scarburgh,  5  Gratt.  (46 
Va.)   1. 

72.  Miss. — Harrington  v.  O'Reilly, 
9  Smed.  &  M.  216,  48  Am.  Dec.  704. 
Pa. — In  re  Lowber's  Appeal,  8  Watts 
&  S.  387,  42  Am.  Dec.  302.  Utah. 
State  ex  rel.  Newell  v.  Third  District 
Court,  87  Utah  418,  108  Pac.  1121. 
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a  person  against  whose  property  the  execution  is  issued,"  may  move 
to  quash  an  execution  for  irregularities.  Generally,  however,  a 
stranger  to  the  record,  is  not  a  proper  person  to  make  a  motion  to 
quash  a  writ,^*  unless  he  is  so  related  to  a  party  that  he  would  be  preju- 
dicially affected  by  the  enforcement  of  the  writ.'^ 
The  execution  creditor  is  the  adverse  party,'^  though  it  has  been  held 


73.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2244.  But 
Bee,  State  v.  Clymer,  81  Mo.  122,  hold- 
ing that  a  stranger  to  the  action  can- 
not move  to  quash  the  writ  upon  the 
ground  that  he  is  the  true  owner  of  the 
land,  as  the  title  to  real  estate  can- 
not be  tried  in  such  manner.  And  see 
also  Bick  v.  Carter,  123  Mo.  App.  311, 
100  S.  W.  531,  where  the  motion  to 
quash  the  writ  was  allowed  to  be  made 
by  a  person  claiming  to  own  the  prop- 
erty levied  upon,  for  the  reason  that 
the  execution  defendant  was  dead  at 
the  time  of  the  issuance  of  the  writ. 
N.  J. — Canan  v.  Carryell,  1  N.  J.  L.  3. 
E.  I.— Hodges  V.  White,  19  E.  I.  717, 
36  Atl.  838. 

[a]  In  Bonnell  ii.  Neely,  43  Dl.  288, 
the  court  in  discussing  whether  or  not 
a  stranger  to  the  execution  could  move 
to  quash  the  writ  says:  "The  statute 
can  never  have  been  intended  to  au- 
thorize third  persons  to  assert  adverse 
rights  by  the  summary  means  of  a  mo- 
tion and  have  them  adjusted  without 
the  aid  of  regular  pleadings.  If  this 
proceeding  can  be  sustained,  then  we 
should  be  obliged  to  hold  that  the 
claimant  of  personal  property  which 
has  been  levied  on  under  an  execution 
to  which  he  is  not  a  party,  may  have 
his  title  tried  by  means  of  a  motion  in- 
stead of  being  driven  to  an  action  of 
replevin  or  a  trial  before  a  jury  of  the 
right  of  property.  We  cannot  hold  this. 
When  process  is  abused,  as,  for  ex- 
ample, if  the  execution  has  been  paid 
to  the  sheriff,  and  he  still  proceeds  to 
sell,  it  is  very  proper  that  as  between 
the  parties  this  summary  remedy  should 
■be  allowed.  But  that  strangers  should 
be  allowed  to  have  adverse  and  often 
complex  rights  settled  in  this  mode  is 
inconsistent  with  the  spirit  of  our  law. " 
To  same  effect,  see  State  v.  Clymer,  81 
Mo.  122. 

74.  lU.— Bonnell  v.  Neely,  43  HI. 
288;  Swiggart  v.  Harber,  5  HI.  364,  39 
Am.  Dee.  418;  Canty  v.  Kelley,  154  HI. 
App.  283.  Ky. — Watkins  i).  Walker,  1 
Bibb  411.  S.  D. — Cable  v.  Magpie  Gold 
Min.  Co.,  22  S.  D.  566,  119  N,  W.  174. 

Vol.  XVI 


[a]  Death  of  plaintiff  In  an  execu- 
tion, after  a  levy  of  it,  will  not  author- 
ize a  stranger  to  the  execution  to  in- 
sist on  a  quashal  of  the  execution  or 
levy.  Kennedy  v.  Holloway's  Admrs., 
6  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.)   321. 

[b]  A  mere  mortgagee  cannot  move 
to  set  aside  an  execution  against  the 
land  mortgaged,  though  such  execution 
was  irregularly  issued  after  the  death 
of  the  judgment-debtor,  and  without 
proceedings  in  the  nature  of  scire  fa- 
cias. Frink  v.  Morrison,  13  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  80. 

75.  N.  J. — Canan  v.  Carryell,  1  N. 
J.  L.  3.  N.  Y.— Matter  of  Royal  Bank, 
140  App.  Div.  480,  125  N.  Y.  Supp. 
322  (junior  judgment  creditor);  Eowe 
V.  Peekham,  30  App.  Div.  173,  51  N. 
Y.  Supp.  889;  JaSray  v.  Saussman,  52 
Hun  561,  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  629  (subse- 
quent execution  creditor) ;  Duryee  v. 
Botsford,  24  Hun  317  (purchases  of 
property  of  execution  defendant  prior 
to  issuance  of  execution).  Utah. — State 
ex  ret  Newell  v.  Third  District  Court, 
37  Utah  418,  108  Pac.  1121.  Can. 
Whitla  V.  Spenee,  5  Manitoba  392, 
where  the  issuance  of  the  writ  was  not 
merely  irregular,  another  execution 
creditor  may  move  against  it. 

[a]  An  assignee  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  has  been  permitted  to  move 
to  quash  an  executiori  issued  upon  a 
judgment  confessed  in  vacation  against 
his  assignor.  Knights  v.  Martin,  155 
111.  486,  40  N.  E.  358. 

[b]  Sureties  on  an  administrator's 
bond,  who  have  been  released  or  dis- 
charged from  liabilty  on  the  bond,  may 
properly  move  to  quash  a  statutory  exe- 
cution against  them,  issued  after  the 
nulla  bona  return  of  a  writ  against  the 
administrator.  Hudson  v.  Modawell,  64 
Ala.  481. 

76.  S.  C— Duncan,  Malony  &  Co.  ». 
Brown,  15  S.  C.  414.  Va.— Wallop's 
Admr.  v.  fecarburgh,  5  Gratt.  (46  Va.) 
1.  W.  Va. — Eeinhard,  Meyer  &  Co.  v. 
Baker,  13  W.  Va.  805. 

[a]    Trustee   In    Bankruptcy. — ^Low- 
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thai  he  may  himself  move  to  quash  the  writ.''    The  sheriff  is  not  a  nec- 
essary or  proper  party  to  the  motion.'^ 

d.  Preliminary  Supersedeas  or  Stay.  —  A  motion  to  quash  a  writ, 
whatever  may  be  the  grounds  on  which  it  is  based,  does  not  of  itself 
suspend  the  execiition  of  the  writ."  But  in  some  jurisdictions  it  is 
permissible  to  apply  to  a  judge  in  vacation,  for  an  order  staying  pro- 
ceedings as  preliminary  to  a  motion  to  be  made  in  term  time  to  quash 
the  writ.*" 

e.  When  and  Where  Made.  —  Motions  to  quash  are  ordinarily  re- 
quired to  be  made  and  prosecuted  with  diligence,  especially  when 
founded  on  a  mere  irregularity.^^    The  motion,  generally,  should  be 


enbaeh's  Admr.  ■».  Kelley,  111  Va.  439, 
69  S.  E.  352. 

As  to  notice  to  adverse  paxty,  see 
infra,  IV,  A,  2,  f. 

77.  Eeinhard,  Meyer  &  Co.  v.  Baker, 
13  W.  Va.  805. 

78.  Buffandeau  v.  Edmondson,  17 
Cal.  436,  79  Am.  Dec.  139. 

79.  Cal.— Bryan  v.  Berry,  8  Cal.  130. 
La. — ^Levi  v.  Converse,  Harding  &  Co., 
20  La.  Ann.  558.  Va. — Snavely  v. 
Harkrader,  30  Gratt.  (71  Va.)  487,  no- 
tice of  motion  does  not  operate  as  stay. 

80.  m. — Babcock  v.  McCamant,  53 
ril.  214;  Bonnsll  v.  Neely,  43  111.  288, 
290.  Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2244;  Heur- 
Ing  V.  Williams,  65  Mo.  446;  Ex  parte 
James,  59  Mo.  280.  Ohio. — Miller  v. 
Longacre,  26  Ohio  St.  291.  Va. — Shack- 
elford V.  Apperson,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.) 
451. 

[a]  A  petition  for  supersedeas  made 
In  vacation  has  been  held  sufficient  as 
a  motion  to  quash  a  writ,  without  the 
necessity  of  a  formal  motion  made  in 
term.  Oswitchee  Co.  v.  Hope  &  Co.,  5 
Ala.  629;  Gates  v.  McDaniel,  3  Port. 
(Ala.)  856. 

[b]  The  purpose  of  the  statute  is 
"to  give  the  defendant  in  the  execu- 
tion the  privilege  of  applying  to  the 
judge  at  chambers,  or  in  vacation  for 
an  order  staying  the  execution  until  he 
ean  be  heard  in  court  as  to  whether  it 
should  be  set  aside  or  quashed.  Where, 
however,  the  application  is  not  made 
in  vacation  or  during  a  recess  of  the 
court,  but  in  open  court,  resort  may  be 
had  to  the  customary  form  of  proceed- 
ing by  motion  to  quash  execution  at 
the  return  term  in  open  court;  and 
neither  oath  nor  affirmation  in  support 
pf  the  motion,  is  in  such  case  neces- 
?arv. "  Heuring  v.  Williams,  65  Mo. 
446. 

[c]  But  a  supersedeas  is  not  neces- 


sary; where  the  motion  to  quash  may 
be  made  ore  tenus  in  term  time.  Phil- 
lips V.  Brazeal,  14  Ala.  746. 

81.  U.  S.— Beebe  v.  United  States, 
161  U.  S.  104,  16  Sup.  Ct.  532,  40  L. 
ed.  636.  Ala. — Gardner  v.  Mobile,  etc., 
E.  Co.,  102  Ala.  635,  15  So.  271,  48  Am. 
St.  Eep.  84;  Berry  v.  Perry,  81  Ala.  103, 
1  So.  118  (delay  of  seven  mouths,  with- 
out good  excuse,  too  long) ;  Steele  v. 
Tutwiler,  68  Ala.  107;  Henderson  v. 
Henderson's  Admr.,  66  Ala.  556  (lapse 
of  eight  regular  terms  too  long);  At- 
kins V.  Sid  dons,  66  Ala.  453.  Ky, 
Bristow  V.  Payton's  Admx.,  2  Mon.  91, 
15  Am.  Dee.  134  (eleven  years) ;  Me- 
Kinneys  v.  Scott,  1  Bibb  155  (nine 
years).  And  see  Miller  v.  Anderson, 
Litt.  Sei.  Cas.  169,  where  motion  al- 
lowed after  lapse  of  seven  years.  Miss. 
Kerningham  v.  Scanland,  6  How.  540, 
lapse  of  several  terms.  N.  Y. — Bank 
of  Genesee  v.  Spencer,  18  N.  Y.  150; 
Winebrener  v.  Johnson,  7  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
S.)  202;  Bowman  v.  Tallman,  19  Abb. 
Pr.  84,  28  How.  Pr.  482,  25  N.  Y.  Super. 
632,  26  N.  Y.  Super.  633;  Aultman  & 
Taylor  Co.  v.  Syme,  56  App.  Div.  165, 
67  N.  Y.  Supp.  530.  N.  C— Murphrey 
V.  Wood,  47  ISr.  C.  63.  Vt.— Hapgood 
V.  Goddard,  26  Vt.  401.  Va.— Loweu- 
bach's  Admr.  •;;.  Kelley,  111  Va.  439, 
69  S.  E.  352;  Beals's  Admr.  v.  Bote- 
tourt Justie-es,  10  Gratt.   (51  Va.)   278. 

[a]  A  motion  to  CLuash  a  summary 
execution  issued  upon  a  forfeited  re- 
plevy bond  may  be  acted  on  at  any 
time  when  the  court  is  in  session,  with- 
out regard  to  the  term  of  the  court  at 
which  the  judgment  in  the  original 
suit  was  rendered.  Harrison  i>.  Ham- 
ner,  99  Ala.  603,  12  So.  917;  Lamboglia 
V.  School  Board,  15  Porto  Eico  299,  302. 

[b]  Where  no  prejudice  has  resulted 
to  the  judgment  creditor  by  reason  of 
lacbes,  a  motion  to  quash  a  void  exe- 
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made  at  the  term  to  which  the  writ  is  returnable.^^  In  some  jurisdia 
tions,  n  motion  to  quash  an  execution  for  a  merely  formal  defect  can. 
not  be  filed  after  the  writ  has  performed  its  function  and  been  re. 
turned:'^  while  in  other  jurisdiction^^,  such  motion  may  be  made  aftei 
the  return  day  has  passed,  if  the  writ  may  still  be  the  foundation  of 
further  proceedings.**  Puch  motion  may  properly  be  made,  though 
at  the  time  an  action  to  annul  the  judgment  upon  which  the  execution 
issued,^^  or  a  motion  for  new  trial/^  is  pending.  The  motion  should 
be  made  in  the  court  whence  the  writ  issues.^^  The  statute  sometimea 
authorizes  the  institution  of  the  proceedings  before  the  clerk.*^ 
f.    Notice. — (I.)  In  General.  —Reasonable   notice*^   of   the   motion 


eution  will  not  be  barred  merely  be- 
cause of  such  delay.  Lowenbaeh 's 
Admr.  v.  Kelley,  111  Va.  439,  69  S.  E. 
352. 

[c]  Statute  of  Iiimitatious  Not  Ap- 
plicable to  Motion.  To  Quash. — "It 
seems  to  be  true  that  in  our  practice 
the  motion  to  quash  is  a  summary  rem- 
edy in  use  in  all  eases  where  by  the 
ancient  practice  the  party  would  be  en- 
titled to  a  writ  of  audita  querela.  Steele 
V.  Boyd,  6  Leigh  547,  552-3,  29  Am. 
Dec.  218. '  But  it  also  seems  that  where 
that  ancient  writ  is  in  use  the  statute 
of  limitations  does  not  apply  unless  it 
is  expressly  named.  The  reason  given 
is,  that  since  the  party  injured  may 
neither  know  of  a  judgment  or  execu- 
tion in  the  former  proceeding  or  the 
manner  of  procuring  the  same  until  some 
time  after  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ment or  the  issue  of  the  execution,  he 
is  not  limited  to  a  specific  time  within 
which  he  must  sue  out  his  writ."  Low- 
enbaeh's  Admr.  v.  Kelley,  111  Va.  439, 
69  S.  E.  352. 

82.  Linthecum  v.  Jones,  4  Craneh  C. 
C.  572,  15  Eed.  Cas.  No.  8,376  (holding 
that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
quash  a  writ  before  the  term  at  which 
the  writ  is  returnable) ;  Norman  v. 
liastburn,  230  Mo.  168,  130  S.  W.  276. 

83.  Me. — Sturgis  v.  Eeed,  2  Greenl. 
109.  N.  Y. — Pinckney  v.  Hegeman,  53 
N.  Y.  31.  See  also  Brown  v.  Ferguson, 
2  How.  Pr.  178,  holding  a  motion  to 
quash  will  not  lie  after  a  withdrawal 
of  the  writ  by  the  plaintiff.  Tex. 
Header  Co.  v.  Aringdale,  58  Tex.  447; 
Cook  V.  Sparks,  47  Tex.  28;  Martin  v. 
Bice,  16  Tex.  157;  Scott  v.  Allen,  1 
Tex.  508.  Wis. — Chouteau  v.  Hooe,  1 
Pin.  66?!,  where  writ  is  functus  oiHcio. 

84.  Page  ■v.  Coleman,  9  Port.  (Ala.) 
275;    Isaacs   v.    Judge,   5   Stew.    &   P. 
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(Ala.)   402;   Eeinhard,  Meyer  &  Co.  v, 
Baker,  13  W.  Va.  805. 

85.  Piernas  v.  Milliet,  10  La.  Anui 
286. 

86.  Barnett  v.  Bohannan,  27  Okia, 
368,  112  Pac.  987. 

'87.     See  supra,  IV,  A,  2,  b. 

88.  Williams  v.  Dunn,  158  N.  0.  399, 
74  S.  E.  99;  Aldridge  v.  Loftin,  104  N. 
C.   122,  10  S.'  E.  210. 

[a]  After  a  return  made,  the  bet- 
ter practice  is  to  make  the  motion  be- 
fore thp  judge  in  terra.  Williams  V. 
Dunn,  158  N.  C.  399,  74  S.  E.  99,  es- 
pecially where  there  are  equitable 
claims  to  be  adjusted. 

89.  U.  S. — Freeman  v.  Dawson,  110 
TJ.  S.  264,  4  Sup.  Ct.  94,  28  L.  ed.  141. 
Ala. — Atkins  v.  Siddons,  66  Ala.  453. 
Ark. — State  Bank  v.  Marsh,  10  Ark. 
129;  Bently  v.  Cummins,  8  Ark.  490. 
111.— Dazey  v.  Orr,  2  111.  535.  Ind. 
Lasselle  v.  Moore,  1  Blackf.  226;  Cline 
V.  Green,  1  Blackf.  53.  Ky. — Payne  v, 
Payne's  Exr.,  8  B.  Mon.  391;  Downing 
V.  Brown,  Hard.  181.  Miss. — Kramer  v. 
Holster,  55  Miss.  243.  Mo. — Rev.  St., 
1909,  §2244.  N.  Y.— Harrison  v.  Wil- 
Idn,  78  N.  Y.  390.  N.  C— Faison  v. 
Mcllwaine,  72  N.  C.  312.  Pa. — Na- 
tional Furniture  Co.  v.  McClintock,  162 
Pa.  141,  29  Atl.  348;  Irons  v.  McQue- 
wan,  27  Pa.  196.  S.  0.— Duncan,  Mal- 
ony  &  Co.  r.  Brown,  15  S.  C.  414,  per- 
sonal service  upon  plaintiff  in  execu- 
tion necessary.  Utah.— State  ex  rel. 
Newell  V.  Third  District  Court,  37  Utah 
418,  108  Pac.  1121.  Va.— Ballard  «. 
Whitlock,  18  Gratt.  (59  Va.)  '  23-5. 
W.  Va. — Rousey  v.  Stilwagon,  70  W. 
Va.  570,  74  S.  E.  732,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A, 
1084;  Eeinhard,  Meyer  &  Co.  v.  Baker, 
13  W.  Va.  805. 

[a]  Without  such  notice  (1)  a  court 
I  is   not   bound   to   set   aside   executioni 
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should  first  be  served  upon  the  adverse  party,  his  attorney  of  record 
or  agent.*" 

(II.)  Eequisites. —  The  notice  should  state  the  grounds  of  irregularity 
upon  which  the  application  to  quash  is  based.°^ 

Signature.  —  Where  motion  to  vacate  or  quash  a  writ  of  execution  is 
a  new  and  original  proceeding,^^  it  may  properly  be  signed,  without 
the  necessity  of  a  substitution,  by  attorneys  other  than  those  who  ap- 
peared in  the  original  action.*' 

g.  Form  and  Sufficiency.  —  The  grounds  for  quashing  the  writ 
must  be  specified  in  the  motion,**  which  must  set  forth  facts  and  not 
mere  conclusions  of  law.*" 

h.  Hearing  and  Determination.  — (I-)  In  General.  —  The  question  to 
be  decided  on  a  motion  to  quash  a  writ  is  merely  whether  or  not  under 
the  judgment  rendered,  and  the  attendant  facts,  the  writ  issued  there- 


Harrison  V.  Wilkin,  78  N.  T.  390.  (2) 
The  action  of  the  judge  in  directing  the 
recall  of  the  executions  in  vacation, 
out  of  court,  without  notice  to  the  judg- 
ment creditor,  is  irregular  and  unau- 
thorized, and  of  no  legal  validity.  Free- 
,man  v.  Dawson,  110  U.  S.  264,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  94,  28  L.  ed.  141. 

[b]  Waiver  of  Notice. — Where  a 
party  appears  generally  and  resists  a 
motion  to  quash  an  execution  without 
objfection  .for  want  of  notice  of  the 
motion,  he  thereby  waives  the  notice 
thereof.  Sterringer  v.  Mackie  &  Co., 
57  W.  Va.  63,  49  S.  E.  942.  See  gen- 
erally 2  Standard  Pboc.  536,  et  seq. 

[c]  The  sheriff  need  not  be  given 
notice  of  the  motion.  Buffandeau  v. 
Edmondson,  17  Cal.  436,  79  Am.  Dee. 
139. 

90.  Mo.  Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2244.  See 
generally  the  title  "Notice." 

[a]  A  service  upon  the  attorney 
who  represented  the  execution  plaintiff 
in  the  trial  is  not  sufficient  in  those 
jurisdictions  holding  the  motion  to 
quash  to  be  a  new  and  original  proceed- 
ing. ■  Duncan,  Malony  &  Co.  v.  Brown, 
15  8.  C.  414.  As  to  whether'  motion  is 
new,  and  original  proceeding,  see  su- 
pra, TV,  A,  2,  a. 

91.  Ala. — Atkins  v.  Siddons,  66  Ala. 
453.  Oal.— Buell  v.  Buell,  92  Cal.  393, 
28  Pac.  443.  Ky. — ^Payne  v.  Payne's 
Exr.,  8  B.  Mon.  391.  N.  Y.— Montrait 
r.  Hutchins,  49  How.  Pr.  105. 

See  generally  the  titles  "Motions;" 
"Notice." 

[a]  No  grounds  can  be  relied  upon 
(1)  but  such  as  are  specified  in  the  no- 
tice. Payne  i;'.  Payne's  Exr.,  8  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.;    391;   Montrait   v.   Hutchins,   49 


(How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  105.  (2)  But  where 
reasons  assigned  for  the  motion  to 
quash  are  changed  to  others  very  sim- 
ilar to  those  withdrawn,  the  subject- 
matter  and  the  spirit  being  the  same. 

'  though  somewhat  varied  in  the  mannei 
of  setting  out,  no  new  points  being 
presented  requiring  a  different  form  of 
reasoning,  other  authorities  or  proof, 
no  new  notice  of  motion  need  be  given. 
Watts  f.  Santa  Fe  County,  1  N.  M, 
286. 

[b]  When  Not  Necessary  To  State 
Grounds. — Thfe  issuing  of  an  execution 
in  violation  of  a  stay  of  proceedings  is 
a  substantial  grievance,  and  not  a  mere 
irregularity,  within  the  rule  that  a  no- 
tice of  motion  founded  on  an  irregular- 
ity must  specify  it.  Jackson  v.  Smith, 
16  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  201,  25  How.  Pr, 
476. 

[c]  Suflicient  Notice. — A  notice  stat- 
ing that  the  party  would  move  the 
eourt,  at  a  time  named,  to  vacate  the 
writ,  "for  the  reason  that  the  said 
execution  was  wrongfully  and  unlaw- 
fully and  improperly  issued"  and  that 
such  motion  would  be  made  on  the  rec- 
ord and  papers  on  file,  is  sufficient. 
Buell  V.  Buell,  92  Cal.  393,  28  Pac. 
443. 

82.     See  supra,  IV,  A,  2,  a. 

93.  Buell  V.  Buell,  92  Cal.  393,  28 
Pac.  443. 

94.  Buzzard  v.  Eobertson,  107  Mo. 
App.  557,  81  S.  W.  914.  See  generally 
the  title  "Motions." 

Stating  grounds  in  notice  of  motion, 
see  supra,  IV,  A,  2,  f,  (II). 

95.  Wilson  v.  Auld,  7  Ala.  302.  Sea 
generally  the  title  "Conclusions  of 
Law." 
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for  and  its  enforcement  was  warranted  by  law.®^  The  court  obviously 
cannot  consider  those  matters  which  would  not  be  grounds  for  quash- 
ing the  writ."^  On  a  motion  to  quash  an  execution  issued  upon  a  tran- 
script of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  the  court  may  inquire  into  the  justice's 
jurisdiction.^'  Generally,  unless  the  writ  was  issued  without  jurisdic- 
tion, its  quashal  upon  the  summary  proceedings  on  motion,  is  a  matter 
of  sound  discretion.^^  The  court  should  look  into  all  the  circumstances, 
and  if  it  be  found  that  the  party  complaining  is  in  any  wise  in  fault, 
the  court  should  refuse  the  "motion.^ 

(II.)  Issues  to  Jury.2  —  Questions  Of  fact  arising  on  a  motion  to  quash 


96.  Lamboglia  v.  The  School  Board, 
15  Porto  Eico  299.  See  Vanhouten  v. 
Eeily,  6  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  440;  Buck- 
ingham &  Co.  V.  Granville  Alexandria 
Soc,  2  Ohio  360. 

[a]  On  a  motion  to  quash  a  ■writ 
under  which  realty  has  been  seized,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  determine  whether 
the  judgment  is  a  lien  upon  the  prop- 
erty. Flagg  V.  Cooper,  11  N.  Y.  Civ. 
Proe.  421. 

97.  As  to  the  grounds  for  quashing 
Tvrit,  see  supra,  IV,  A,  1. 

fa]  Qu&stions  (1)  of  irregularities 
occurring  in  taking  and  forfeiting  a 
bond  given  for  an  appearance  in  court 
cannot  be  tried  on  motion  to  quash  an 
execution  issued  thereon.  Schultze  v. 
State,  43  Md.  295.  (2)  The  remedy 
for  relief  in  such  case  is  for  the  party 
affected  to  make  proper  and  timely  mo- 
tion in  the  recognizance  case.  Schultze 
V.  State,  43  Md.  295. 

[b]  The  regularity  of  a  previously 
quashed  execution  and  bond  will  not  be 
inquired  into.  Jett  v.  Walker,  1  Eand. 
(22  Va.)    211. 

[c]  tJpon  a  motion  made  by  the 
grantee  of  the  judgment  debtor,  the 
court  will  not  determine  whether  or 
not  the  conveyance  was  made  with  the 
intent  to  defraud  the  creditors  of  the 
judgment  debtor.  Duryee  v.  Botsford, 
24  Hun    (N.  Y.)   317. 

[d]  The  validity  of  the  levy  is  not 
in  issue  upon  a  motion  to  quash  the 
writ.  "Catron  v.  Lafayette,  125  Mo.  67, 
28  S.  W.  331;  Buzzard  v.  Eobertson,  107 
Mo.  App.  557,  81  S.  W.  914;  Cope  v. 
Snider,  99  Mo.  App.  496,  74  S.  W.  10. 
As  to  effect  of  quashal  of  writ  on  the 
levy,  see  infra,  IV,  A,  2,  i,  (II). 

98.  Eowe  V.  Peckham,  30  App.  Div. 
173,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  889;  Eousey  v. 
Stilwagon,  70  W.  Va.  570,  74  S.  B, 
732,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  1084. 

99.  U.  S. — MeCargo  v.  Chapman,  20 
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How.  555,  15  L.  ed.  1021;  Boyle  «. 
Zacharie,  6  Pet.  648,  8  L.  ed.  532.  N.  Y, 
Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Spencer,  18  N.  Y. 
150;  Prean  v.  Garret,  24  Hun  161.  Okla. 
Trudgeon  v.  Gallamore,  38  Okla.  536, 
134  Pac.  664;  Barnett  v.  Bohannon,  27 
Okla.  368,  112  Pac.  987. 

[a]  Where  the  judgment  is  valid 
and  has  never  been  satisfied  and  it  ap- 
pears that  the  facts  wlould  require 
leave  to  have  been  given  if  formally 
asked  for,  it  is  discretionary  with  the 
court  to  refuse  to  quash  a  writ  issu- 
ing thereon  more  than  five  years  after 
the  recovery  of  the  judgment  for  the 
first  time  without  obtaining  leave  of 
court.  Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Spencer,  IS 
N.  Y.  150;  Prean  v.  Garrett,  24  Hua 
(N.  Y.)    161. 

[h]  Upon  a  refusal  to  grant  the 
motion,  the  party  is  put  to  his  writ 
of  error  or  writ  of  audita  querela, 
Boyls  V.  Zacharie,  6  Pet.  (U.  S.)  648, 
8  L.  ed.  532;  Brooks  v.  Hunt,  17 
Johns.  (N.  Y.)  484.  As  to  review  of 
ruling,  see  infra,  IV,  A,  2,  j. 

1.  Pepper  v.  Carter,  11  Mo.  540; 
Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Spencer,  18  N.  Y. 
150;  Winebrener  v.  Johnson,  7  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  S.   (N.  Y.)   202. 

[a]  Waiver  of  Irregularity. — A  mo- 
tion to  quash  based  upon  the  ground 
that  the  writ  was  prematurely  issued 
will  be  denied  where  it  appears  that 
the  defendant  waived  the  irregularity 
in  the  issuance.  Bell  v.  Bell,  1  How. 
Pr.    (N.   Y.)    71. 

[b]  Previous  Satisfaction. — Upon  a 
motion  to  quash  a  writ  upon  the  ground 
that  the  judgment  has  been  previously 
satisfied,  the  court  may  investigate 
whether  the  release  or  satisfaction  is 
void  bj'  reason  of  having  been  obtained 
by  fraud  and  misrepresentation.  Bogle 
V.  Bloom,  36  Kan.  512,  13  Pac.  793. 

2.  See  generally  the  title  "Issues 
in  Pleading  and  Fiactice." 
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an  execution,  should  be  tried  by  the  court,  and  not  by  a  jury.' 

(III.)  Presumptions — Presumptions  in  aid  of  the  regularity  of  the 
issuance  of  a  writ  will  be  indulged  in  on  a  motion  to  quash  a  writ,  in 
the  absence  of  an  averment  to  the  contrary.* 

i.  Effect  of  Adjudication.^  —  (I.)  As  Ees  Adjudlcata.  ■ —  "Where  a  de- 
nial of  the  motion  is  a  final  and  appealable  order,^  it  operates  as  a 
res  judicata  of  the  questions  determined  or  which  might  have  been 
,  determined  and  prevents  a  second  motion.'  But  where  such  an  order 
is  not  final  and  appealable,®  it  does  not  prevent  a  subsequent  motion 
upon  the  same  or  different  grounds.' 

.(H.J  As  a  Ear  to  Purther  Proceedings  on  the  Writ.  —  On  the  final  de- 
termination of  the  question  of  irregularity,  an  absolute  order  quash- 
ing  the  writ  operates  as  a  permanent  bar  to  any  further  proceedings 
under  such  writ,^"  but  it  does  not  bar  the  judgment  creditor  from 
issuing  another  writ  upon  the  judgment.*^ 


3.  Woolum  V.  Kelton,  52  Ark.  445, 
13  S.  W.  78;  Loomis  v.  Lane,  29  Pa, 
242. 

[a]  "The  court  on  a  motion  to  set 
aside  an  execution  may  direct  an  issue 
to  ascertain  facts,  but  this  is  for  its 
own  satisfaction.  The  parties  have 
no  right  to  demand  it."  Loomis  v. 
Lane,  29  Pa.  242. 

[b]  Where  the  evidence  is  contra- 
dictory, or  where  it  may  authorize  con- 
flicting inferences  and  either  of  the 
parties  are  desirous  of  referring  it  to 
that  forum,  submitting  the  issues  to  a 
jury  is  particularly  proper.  Smock  v. 
Dade,  5  Band.  (26  Va.)  639,  16  Am, 
Dee.  780. 

fc]  A  feigned  issue  will  not  be 
awarded  to  try  the  fact  of  payment  of 
a  judgment,  where  the  amount  in  con- 
troversy does  not  justify  the  expense. 
Brower  v.  Feeter,  1  Wend.  (N.  T.)   18, 

4.  McDaniel  v.  Johnston,  110  Ala. 
526,  19  So.  35. 

As  to  the  presumption  of  regularity 
attending  judicial  proceedings,  see  9 
Ency.  or  Ev.  927,  et  seq.;  and  also  15 
Standard  Proc.  468. 

fa]  On  a  motion  to  quash  an  execu- 
tion, issued  within  ten  years  after  the 
rendition  of  its  judgment,  when  the 
motion  contains  no  reference  to  the 
issuance  of  the  previous  execution 
within  a  year  from  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment,  and  no  denial  thereof,  it  will 
be  presumed  that  the  execution  was  is- 
sued within  a  year  after  the  rendition 
of  judgment.  McDaniel  v.  Johnston/ 
110  Ala.  526,  19  So.  35. 

5.  As  to  affect  of  adjudications  gen- 


erally see  the  titles  "Judgments;" 
"Ees  Judicata." 

6.    See  infra,  TV,  A,  2,  j. 

7i  Parker  v.  Obenehain,  140  Ind.  211, 
39  N.  E.  869;  Johnson  v.  Latta,  84 
Mo.  139.  See  generally  15  Standard 
PBGC.  485,  et  seq. 

8.  See  infra,  IV,  A,  2,  j. 

9.  Eoekwell  v.  District  Court,  17 
Colo.  118,  29  Pac.  454. 

10.  Buflandeau  v.  Edmondson,  17 
Cal.  436,  79  Am.  Dee.  139;  Foard  v. 
Alexander,  64  N.  C.  69. 

[a]  A  writ  which  has  been  quashed 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
must  be  consid'ered  as  if  it  never  had 
existence.  Pinckney  «.  Hegeman,  53 
N.  T.  31;  Claiborne  v.  Gross,  7  Leigh 
(34  Va.)  331. 

[b]  Effect  on  Levy.— When  a  writ 
is  quashed,  a  levy  made  tbereundei 
falls.  Wellington  v.  Sedgwick,  12  Cal. 
469.  See  15  Standard  Pkoc,  901,  et 
seq. 

11.  U.  S. — MeCargo  v.  Chapman,  20 
How.  555,  15  L.  ed.  1021.  Ky.— Davie 
r.  Long's  Admx.,  4  Bush  574.  Miss 
Kramer  v.  Holster,  55  Miss.  243. 

See  supra,  IV,  A,  1,  a,  (II),  (A). 

fal  But  where  an  execution  isi 
quashed  on  the  ground  of  the  defend- 
ant's discharge  In  bankruptcy,  although 
the  court  refuses  to  order  satisfaction 
or  discharge  of  the  original  judgment 
to  be  entered,  or  a-  perpetual  stay  of 
execution,  the  order  of  quashal  relates 
back  to  the  original  judgment,  and  its 
effect,  so  far  as  respects  the  rights  of 
the  parties  to  that  judgment,  is  t» 
vacate  all  process  issued  for  its  satis- 
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(ni.)  On  Original  Judgment.  —  The  original  judgment  is  not  de- 
stroyed or  disturbed  by  an  adjudication  quashing  a  writ  issued  to 
enforce  it/^ 

(IV.)  On  Sale. —  The  quashing  of  a  writ,  will  not  defeat  a  sale  pre- 
viously made  in  pursuance. of  it,  to  the  prejudice  of  an  innocent  pur- 
chaser, in  the  absence  of  a  statute  making  such  sales  void.^^  But  the 
execution  creditor,  not  being  ignorant,  nor  innocent  of  the  irregulari- 
ties, a  quashal  of  the  execution  results  in  a  vacation  of  a  sale  to  him.^* 

j.  Review.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  the  order  made  granting  or 
denying  the  motion  to  quash  the  execution  is  not  regarded  as  a  final 
order  or  judgment  from  which  an  appeal  may  be  taken.^'  But  under 
the  statutes  in  other  jurisdictions,  the  granting  or  refusal  of  an  order 
to  quash  an  execution  is  considered  an  order  which  finally  disposes 
of  a  cause  and  is  appealable.^^  Thus,  the  right  to  appeal  from  such 
an  order  has  been  held  to  be  expressly  granted  under  statutes  de- 
fining a  final  order  to  be  one  made  "upon  a  summary  application  in 


ifaetion.     Ewing  v.  Peek,  26  Ala.  413. 
But  see  supra,  TV,  A,  1,  a,   (II),  (A). 

12.  Smith,  Stewart  &  Co.  v.  Dean, 
166  Ala.  116,  52  So.  335;  Lamboglia  v. 
School  Board  of  (Juayama,  15  Porto 
Rieo  299.  But  see  Ewing  v.  Peek,  26 
Ala.  413,  and  statement  of  facts  in  pre- 
ceding note. 

13.  Ala. — Chambers  v.  Stone,  9  Ala 
260;  Bumpasa  v.  "Webb,  3  Ala.  109,  112 
Ark. — AdamsoQ  v.  Cummins,  \0  Ark 
541.  Cal.— Bryan  v.  Berry,  8  Cal.  130. 
Ky. — Cox  V.  Nelson,  1  Mon.  94,  15  Am, 
Dee.  89;  Schobee  v.  Dedman,  2  Litt. 
116.  Miss. — "Van  Campen  v.  Snyder,  3 
How.  66,  32  Am.  Dec.  311. 

As  to  right  to  auash  as  against  in- 
nocent purchaser,  see  supra,  IV,  A,  2, 
b,  (I). 

[a]  It  will  not  be  presumed  that 
the  purchaser  who  appears  upon  the 
record  as  a  stranger  to  the  judgmenti 
was  privy  to  the  irregularity.  Cham- 
bers V.  Stone,  9  Ala.  260;  Adamson  v. 
Cummins,  10  Ark.  541. 

14.  Bryan  v.  Berry,  8  Cal.  130;  San- 
der's  Heirs  v.  Ruddle,  2  Mon.  (Ky.) 
139,  15  Am.  Dec.  148. 

15.  IT.  S. — United  States  v.  Abatoir 
Place,  106  U.  S.  160,  1  Sup.  Ct.  169, 
27  L.  ed.  128;  Barton  v.  Forsyth,  5 
Wall.  190,  18  L.  «d.  545;  McCargo  « 
Chapman,  20  How.  555,  15  L.  ed.  10^1 
(Mississippi) ;  Boyle  v.  Zaoharie,  6  Pet. 
648,  8  L.  ed.  532.  Oolo. — Rockwell  v. 
District  Court,  17  Colo.  118,  29  Pac. 
454;  Good  v.  Martin,  2  Colo.  292.  Conn. 
Russell  Tiumber  Co.  v.  Smith  &  Co.,  82 
Conn.  517,  74  Atl.  949.    N.  Y.— Bank  of 
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Genesee    v.,   Spencer,    18    N.    Y.    1^0; 
Brooks  V.  Hunt,  17  Johns.  484. 

[a]  Discretionary  Orders  Not  Re- 
viewable.— "If  the  ■execution  is  void- 
able merely,  whether  it  ought  to  be 
set  aside  or  not  is  a  question  necessar- 
ily to  be  addressed  to  the  discretion  of 
the  coiirt  below.  Neglect  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  to  make  his  motion  with 
due  diligence  would  constitute  a  suffi- 
cient reason  for  denying  the  motion  in 
such  case.  And  whether  due  diligence 
had  been  used,  or  whether  any  appar- 
ent laches  had  been  sufBciently  excused, 
must,  from  the  nature  of  things,  be 
deemed  merely  matters  of  practice  in  . 
tliat  court.  This  court  cannot  review 
the  discretion  vested  in  that  court  in 
such  matters."  Bank  of  Genesee  v. 
Spencer,  18  N.  Y.  150. 

[bl  The  appellate  court  can,  upon 
an  appeal  from  the  final  judgment,  con- 
sider rulings  made  in  the  lower  court 
upon  incidental  matters  subsequent  to 
final  judgment,  such  as  a  motion  to 
quash  the  writ.  Rockwell  v.  District 
Court,  17  Colo.  118,  29  Pac.  454. 

16.  Ala. — Phillips  &  Hudson  v.  Bra- 
zeal,  14  Ala.  746;  Page  v.  Coleman,  9 
Port.  275.  lU.— Sloo  v.  State  Bank,  2 
ni.  428.  Ind.— McAllister  v.  State,  81 
Ind.  256;  "Wright  v.  Rogers,  26  Ind. 
218.  Mo. — Ex  parte  James,  59  Mo.  280; 
Johnson  v.  Greve,  60  Mo.  App.  170, 
holding  also  that  a  motion  for  new 
trial  after  an  order  on  the  motion  to 
quash  is  not  essential  as  a  prerequisite 
to  the  right  of  appeal  therefrom.  S.  D. 
Cable  «.  Magpie  Gold  Min.  Co.,  22  S, 
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an  action  after  judgment."^'  The  appeal  may  be  taken  by  a  person 
with  sufficient  interest,  pursuant  to  the  general  rules  elsewhere 
treated.^* 

A  ground  for  a  motion  to  quash  cannot  be  set  up  for  the  first  time 
in  the  appellate  court.^°  Where  a  motion  to  quash  is  properly  denied, 
the  fact  that  the  court  placed  its  denial  on  the  wrong  ground  will 
not  require  a  reversal.^"  On  affirmance  of  the  order  of  a  justice  of 
the  peace  refusing  to  quash  an  execution  the  judgment  should  be 
mersly  for  costs  and  not  for  the  amount  of  the  judgment  upon  which 
execution  issued.^^ 

B.  By  Affidavit  of  Illegality.  —  1.  In  General.  —  An  affidavit 
of  illegality  is  the  proper  remedy  in  some  jurisdictions,  where  an 
execution  against  the  property  issues  illegally,^^  or  is  proceeding 
illegally  f-  this  remedy  is  substituted  for  the  writ  of  audita  querela.^* 


D.  566,  119  N.  W.  174.  Tex.— Scott  v. 
Allen,  1  Tex.  508.  W.  Va. — Lowth-sr 
V.  Davis,  33  W.  Va.  132,  10  S.  E.  20. 

[a]  Such  motion  must  1)6  preserved 
ill  a  l)iU  of  exceptions  to  be  considered. 
Force  v.  Van  Patton,  149  Mo.  446,  50 
S.  W.  906;  Corby  v.  Tracy,  62  Mo. 
511.  See  generally  4  Standard  Proc. 
302,  et  seq. 

[b]  Exceptions  reserved  to  a  ruling 
on  a  motion  based  on  several  grounds, 
need  not  be  several  as  to  each  of  the 
grounds.  Harrison  v.  Hamner,  99  Ala. 
603,  12  So.  917. 

17.  CaL — Oilman  v.  Contra  Costa,  S 
Cal.  52,  68  Am.  Dec.  290.  Ind.  Ter. 
Little  V.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co., 
2  Ind.  Ter.  551,  53  S.  W.  331.  Mont, 
Orr  V.  Haskell,  2  Mont.  350.  Okla. 
Barnett  v.  Bohannon,  27  Okla.  368,  112 
Pae.  987.  But  compare  Buekholts  v. 
Farrell.  Sd'  Okla.  713,  136  Pac.  745, 
holding  no  appeal  lies  from  an  order 
of  the  justices  court  disposing  of  such 
motion.  Wis. — Ernst  «.  The  "Brook- 
lyn," 24  Wis.  616. 

fa]  UnlesS'  abuse  of  discretion  is 
shown  an  order  quashing  an  execution 
will  not  be  reversed.  Barnett  v.  Bo- 
hannon, 27  Okla.  368,  112  Pac.  987. 

fb]  No  appeal  lies  from  an  order  of 
the  justices  court  (1)  disposing  of  a 
motion  to  quash  an  execution  issuing 
from  such  court,  such  order  not  being 
a  judgment  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statutory  provisions  providing  for  ap- 
peals from  the  justice's  court.  Buck- 
holts  V.  Farrell,  39  Okla.  713,  136  Pac. 
745.  (2)  See  also  Pierson  v.  Daly 
CMont.),  143  Pae.  957,  holding  that  a 
judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace 
docketed  to  the  district  court  not  be- 


ing a  judgment  of  the  district  court, 
an  order  ouashing  the  writ  issued  upon 
the  transcript  is  not  an  appealable 
order  within  the  meaning  of  the  sec- 
tion authorizing  appeals  to  be  taken 
from  the  district  court  from  any  "spe- 
cial order  made  after  final  judgment." 

18.  See  2  Standard  Proc.  194,  et 
seq. 

[a]  Sheriff. — Having  no  interest  in 
a  motion  to  quash  the  execution,  the 
sheriff  cannot  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  quashal.  Demint  v.  Thompson,  83 
Ky.  255. 

[b]  Purchaser  at  Sale. — Where  an 
j  execution    has    been    quashed    upon    a 

motion  mad^e  by  the  execution  defend- 
I  ant  simply  for  the  purpose  of  defeat- 
ing an  action  brought  by  a  purchaser 
I  to  recover  possession  of  the  property, 
the  purchaser  has  such  an  interest  in 
the  judgment  as  gives  him  the  right  to 
appeal  from  the  order  setting  such  exe- 
cution aside.  Murphrey  v.  Wood,  47 
N.  C.  63. 

19.  Sappington  v.  Lenz,  5i  Mo.  App. 
44. 

20.  State  ex  rel.  Jernigan  v.  Ham, 
13  Ala.  App.  648,  69  So.  253.  See  gen- 
erally 2  Standard  Proc.  413. 

gl.  Woolum  V.  Kelton,  52  Ark.  445, 
13  S.  W.  78,  costs  of  both  courts. 

22.  McGeo  v.  Ancrum,  33  Fla.  499, 
15  So.  231;  Harris  v.  Woodard,  133  Ga. 
104,  65  S.  E.  250. 

23.  Harris  v.  Woodard,  133  Ga.  104, 
65  S.  E.  250;  Robison  v.  Banks,  17  Ga. 
211. 

24.  Manning  v.  Phillips,  65  Ga.  548; 
Hill  V.  De  Launay,  34  6a.  427;  Bobison 
V.  Banks,  17  Ga.  211;  Higgs  v.  Huson, 
8  Ga,  ,317. 
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The  remedy  afforded  by  the  filing  of  an  affidavit  of  illegality  is 
purely  statutory ."= 

2.  Who  May  Make  and  Pile.  —  Only  those  persons  who  are  enum- 
erated in  the  statute  are  entitled  to  the  relief  afforded  by  an  affidavit 
of  illegality.^"  The  remedy  is  generally  open  only  to  one  who  is  a 
defendant  in  the  execution  levied,^"  and  not  then  unless  the  property 
levied  on  is  seized  as  his  property.^*  But  such  an  affidavit  may  be 
made  and  filed  by  an  attorney  in  faet,^'  or  an  executor,  administrator, 
or  other  trustee.^" 

3.  Time  for  Piling.  —  The  execution  m!ust  have  been  levied  upon 
his  property  before  the  defendant  may  file  his  affidavit.'^ 

4.  Grounds  of  Affidavit.  —  a.  In  General.  —  An  execution  issued 
without  a  judgment  to  support  it  is  issued  illegally,  and  is  subject  to 


As  to  writ  of  audita  querela,  see  3 
Standard  Pkoc.  875. 

25.  Hayes  v.  Prohock,  56  ¥la..  794, 
47  So.  343;  ainton  V.  Colclough,  54 
Pla.  520,  44  So.  878;  City  of  Atlanta 
V.  Seaboard  Air-Line  By.,  137  Ga.  805, 
74  S.  E.  268;  Harris  v.  Woodard,  133 
Ga.  104,  65  S.  E.  250;  State  v.  Sal- 
lade,  111  Ga.  700,  36  S.  E.  922;  Man- 
ning V.  Phillips,  65  Ga.  548;  Emory  v. 
Smith,  51  Ga.  323. 

26.  City  of  Atlanta  v.  Seaboard  Air- 
Line  Ry.,  137  Ga.  805,  74  S.  E.  268. 

27.  Pla.  Comp.  Laws,  1914,  §1624; 
Georgia  Ey.  &  Elec.  Co.  v.  Atlanta,  144 
Ga.  722,  87  S.  B.  1058;  City  of  Atlanta 
V.  Seaboard  Air-Line  Ey.,  137  Ga.  805, 
74  S.  E.  268;  Walker  v.  Equitable  Mort- 
gage Co.,  112  Ga.  645,  37  S.  E.  862; 
State  V.  Sallade,  111  Ga.  700,  36  S.  E. 
922;  "Wactor  v.  Marshall,  102  Ga.  746, 
29  S.  E.  703;  Artope  v.  Barker,  72  Ga, 
186;  Clinch  v.  Perril,  48  Ga.  365;  Pad- 
gett V.  Waters,  4  Ga.  App.  306,  61  S. 
E.  293. 

[a]  An^  affidavit  is  properly  filed  by 
a  person  owning  the  property  levied 
upon,  although  the  execution  is  issued 
against  him  as  "A.  W.  S.,  Exee.,"  foi 
the  term  "Exee."  following  his  name 
is  merely  descriptio  personae  and  the 
execution  must  be  regarded  as  one 
against  him  personally.  Stephens  ». 
Atlanta,  119  Ga.  666,  46  S.  E.  872. 

As  to  description  of  person  in  writ 
in  representative  capacity,  see  15 
Standard  Pboc.  795. 

[b]  Partners. — If  the  execution  is 
levied  upon  the  individual  property  of 
a  partner,  he  alone  may  contest  the  il- 
legality of  the  proceeding.  Smith  v. 
Bryan,  60  Ga.  628,  630. 
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[c]  Where  a  stockholder  of  a  cor- 
poration is  made  individually  liable 
upon  an  execution  issuing  against  the 
corporation,  he  is  entitled  to  the  remedy 
of  illegality.  :  Porcef  Bros.  &  Co.  v. 
Dahlonega  Tan.  &  Leather  Co.,  22  Ga. 
86. 

I'd]  Statutory  claim,  and  not  illeg- 
ality, is  the  remedy  where  property  be- 
longing to  some  person  other  than  the 
defendant  in  fieri  facias  has  been  levied 
on,  or  where  property  belonging  to  a 
person  individually  has  been  levied 
upon  under  a  fieri  facias  against  that 
person  in  his  representative  capacity. 
Padgett  V.  Waters,  4  Ga.  App.  306,  61 
S-  B.  293.  But  see  Horn  v.  Bird,  43 
Ga.  610.  As  to  who  may  interpose  aflS- 
davit  or  claim,  see  supra,  II,  B,  6,  d, 

28.  City  of  Atlanta  v.  Seaboard  Air- 
Line  Ey.,  137  Ga.  805,  74  S.  E.  268; 
Walker  v.  Equitable  Mortgage  Co..  112 
Ga.  645,  37  S.  E.  862;  State  v.  Sallade, 
111  Ga.  700,  36  S.  B.  922;  Wactor  v. 
Marshall,  102  Ga.  746,  29  S.  E.  703; 
Van  Dykfi  v.  Besser,  34  Ga.  268. 

29.  Pla.  Comp.  Laws,  1914,  §1624; 
Lewis  V.  Beck  &  Gregg  Hdw.  Co.,  137 
Ga.  515,  73  S.  E.  739;  Cook  v.  Buch- 
anan, 86  Ga.  760,  13  S.  E.  83;  Van 
Dyke  v.  Besser,  34  Ga.  268. 

As  to  form  and  sufficiency  of  an  affi- 
davit made  by  an  attorney  In  fact, 
see  infra,  IV,  B,  5,  a. 

SO.     Ga.  Code,  1910,  §5310. 

31.  Ben  Hill  County  v.  Massaehu-  ■ 
setts  Bond.  &  Ins.  Co.,  144  Ga.  325,  87 
S.  E.  15;  State  v.  Sallade,  111  Ga.  700, 
36  S.  E.  922;  Wactor  v.  Marshall,  102 
Ga.  746,  29  S.  E.  703.  See  also  the  cases 
eit«d  supra,  note  22.  ' 
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attack  by  affidavit  of  illegality,'^  as  is  one'  signed  by  a  person  without 
authority.^'  This  is  also  a  proper  method  of  attacking  a  levy  made 
upon  property  other  than  that  specified  in  an  execution  against 
specific  property^'*  or  in  conflict  with  an  agreement  between  the 
parties.'^  But  the  dismissal  of  a  levy  on  the  lands  of  the  principal 
is  no  ground  for  an  affidavit  on  the  part  of  a  surety.'*  Nor  is  such 
an  affidavit  a  proper  method  of  preventing  an  erroneous  advertise- 
ment of  a  sale  on  which  execution  has  been  levied.'^ 

b.  Going  Behind  Judgment.  —  Where  a  defendant  has  had  his  day 
in  court,  he  cannot,  by  affidavit  of  illegality,  go  behind  the  judg- 
ment;'^ an  affidavit  setting  up  such  grounds  is  without  merit.'^  Thus 
affidavits  have  been  held  insufficient  as  upon  grounds  going  behind 
the  judgment,  where  the  judgment  was  attacked  as  not  in  con- 
formity to  the  verdict,*"  or  as  rendered  without  sufficient  evidence,*^ 
or  as  irregular,*^  or  where  the  ground  of  the  affidavit  was  that  the 
verdict  was  not  authorized  by  the  pleadings,*'  or  that  service  of  process 
was  not  properly  or  timely  made,**  or  errors  of  law  taking  place 


32.  Lenoard  v.  Collier,  53  Ga.  387. 

33.  Williams  v.  McArthur,  111  Ga. 
28,  36  S.  E.  301. 

34.  James  ■;;.  Cooledge  &  Bre.,  129 
Ga.  860,  60  S.  E.  182. 

[a]  If  the  fieri  facias  is  found  to  be 
general  as  well  as  special,  the  illegality 
will  be  dismissed.  James  v.  Cooledge  & 
Bro.,  129  Ga.  860,  60  S.  E.  182. 

35.  Monroe  v.  Security  Mutual  L. 
Ins.  Co.,  127  Ga.  549,  56  S.  E.  764. 

36.  Steele  v.  Atlanta  Land  Imp.  Co., 
91  Ga.  64,  16  S.  E.  257. 

37.  Treadwell  v.  Beauchamp,  82  Ga. 
736,  9  S.  E.  1040;  Jeffries  v.  Bartlett, 
75  Ga.  230;  Fitzgerald,  etc.  Co.  v.  Al- 
pha, etc.  Cement  Co.,  15  Ga.  App.  174, 
82  S.  E.  774. 

38.  Miller  v.  Watson  &  Co.,  135  Ga. 
408,  69  S.  E.  555;  Monroe  v.  Security 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.,  127  Ga.  549,  56 
S.  E.  764;  Brown  v.  Webb,  121  Ga. 
281,  48  S.  E.  917;  Levadas  v.  Beach, 
119  Ga.  613,  46  S.  E.  864;  Bard  v.  Burg- 
steiner,  108  Ga.  654,  34  S.  E.  183;  Ray 
V.  Hixnn,  107  Ga.  768,  33  S.  E.  692; 
Cunnard  v.  Childs,  10  Ga.  App.  175,  73 
8.  E.  20;  Arnold-Forrest  Horse  &  Mule 
Co.  V.  Fleeman,  9  Ga.  App.  483,  71  S. 
E.  766;  Taylor  v.  Futch,  9  Ga.  App. 
292,  70  S.  B.  1119;  Continental  Fertil- 
izer Co.  V.  Pass,  7  Ga.  App.  721,  67  S. 
E,   1052. 

fa]  Fraud,  Accident  or  Mistake. — If 
a  judgment  is  rendered,  after  due  serv- 
ice of  process,  against  a  defendant  by 
fraud,  accident  or  mistake,  or  the  act 
of   the    adverse   party,   unmixed   with 


negligence  on  his  own  part,  his  remedy 
is  by  motion  to  vacate  the  judgment, 
or  bill  in  equity  for  relief,  and  not  by 
afifidavit  of  illegality.  Tumlin  v.  O 'Bry- 
an &  Bros.,  68  Ga.  65;  Fitzgerald  G.  Co. 
V.  Alpha,  etc.  Cement  Co.,  15  Ga.  App. 
174,  82  S.  E.  774;  Duvall  v.  Barron,  14 
Ga.  App.  304,  80  S.  E.  701.  See  15 
Standard  Proc.  151,  et  seq. 

[b]  Affidavit  cannot  be  used  as  sub- 
stitute for  certiorari  or  other  appellate 
procedure.  Arnold-Forrest  H.  &  M.  Co. 
V.  Fleeman,  9  Ga.  App.  483,  71  S.  E. 
766. 

Collateral  attack  on  judgment,  see 
generally  the  title  "Judgments." 

39.  Bird  v.  Burgsteiner,  108  Ga.  654, 
34  S.  B.  183;  Ray  v.  Hixon,  107  Ga. 
768,  33  S.  E.  692;  Continental  Fertil- 
izer Co.  v.  Pass,  7  Ga.  App.  721,  67  S. 
B.  1052. 

40.  Brewer  v.  Settle,  144  Ga.  180, 
86  S.  E.  545;  Weaver  v.  Tuten,  144  Ga. 
8,  85  S.  E.  1048;  Bird  v.  Burgsteiner, 
108  Ga.  654,  34  S.  E.  183;  Saulsbury, 
Respess  &  Co.  v.  Blandys,  65  Ga.  45; 
Elliott  V.  Wilks,  16  Ga.  App.  466,  85 
S.  E.  679. 

41.  Brown  v.  Webb,  121  Ga.  281.  48 
S.  E.  917. 

42.  Hill  V.  Mott,  54  Ga.  494. 

43.  Bird  v.  Burgsteiner,  108  Ga.  654, 
34  S.  E.  183;  Elliott  v.  Wilks,  16  Ga. 
App.  466,  85  S.  E.  679. 

44.  Reynolds  v.  Atlanta  Nat.  B.  & 
L.  Assn.,  104  Ga.  703,  30  S.  E.  942. 

Wbere  defendant  was  not  served  and 
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upon  the  trial,*^  or  the  disability  of  the  judge  to  try  the  eause.*^  So 
also  the  defendant  cannot  set  up  as  a  ground  of  illegality,  any  mat- 
ter of  defense  which  should  have  been  availed  of  on  the  trial  of  the 
case,*'  nor  may  he  properly  set  up  as  a  ground  of  illegality  any  mat- 
ter whixjh  has  become  res  adjudicata  between  the  parties.*' 

"Where  a  mortgage  fieri  facias  is  levied  on  the  mortgaged  property, 
the  defendant  may  file  an  affidavit  of  illegality,  in  which  he  may  avail 
himself  of  any  defense  that  he  could  have  set  up  in  an  ordinary  suit 
upon  the  demand  secured  by  the  mortgage,  and  show  that  he  is  not 
justly  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  claimed  in  his  af&davit  of 
foreclosure.*^ 

c.  Lack  of  Jurisdiction.  —  The  fact  that  the  judgment  upon  which 
the  execution  was  issued  and  levied  was  rendered  by  the  court  at  a 
time  and  place  not  authorized  by  law  renders  it  subject  to  attack 
upon  affidavit  of  illegality.^"  So  also  where  the  judgment  is  void  be- 
cause the  court  was  without  jurisdiction  over  the  person^^  of  the  de- 


did  not  appear,  see  infra,  following  sec- 
tion. 

45.  Arnold-Forrest  H.  &  M.  Co.  v. 
Fleeman,  9  Ga.  App.  483,  71  S.  E.  766. 

46.  McMillan  v.  Nichols,  62  Ga.  36. 

47.  Bay  v.  Hixon,  107  Ga.  768,  33 
S.  E.  692;  Cray  ton  v.  Fox,  106  Ga.  853, 
33  S.  E.  42;  Harbig  v.  Freund  &  Co.,  69 
Ga.  180;  Chancy  v.  Carrigan,  53  Ga. 
84;  Murphrey  «.  Smith,  16  Ga.  App. 
472,  85  S.  E.  791. 

[a]  Such  as  (1)  an  attack  on  the 
genuineness  of  the  note  upon  which 
judgment  was  rendered  (Continental 
Fel-tilizer  Co.  v.  Pass,  7  Ga.  App.  721, 
67  S.  E.  1052),  (2)  or  the  discharge  of 
&  surety,  who  is  affiant,  from  liability 
on  his  bond  before  the  judgment  (Mil- 
ler V.  Watson  &  Co.,  135  Ga.  408,  69 
S.  E.  555;  Cunnard  v.  Childs,  10  Ga. 
App.  175,  73  S.  E.  20),  (3)  or  that  the 
suit  was  prematurely  brought  (Cooper 
V.  Ricketson,  14  Ga.  App.  63,  80  S.  B. 
217),  (4)  or  that  no  attachment  would 
lie  as  against  the  iDroperty  attached. 
Craig  ».  Herring,  80*  Ga.  709,  6  S.  E. 
283. 

48.  Dix  V.  Dix,  132  Ga.  630,  64  S.  E. 
790;  "Wells  v.  Hawkins,  130  Ga.  524,  61 
S.  E.  121;  Brock  v.  Brock,  104  Ga.  10, 
30  S.  E.  424;  Crusselle  v.  Eeinhardt,  68 
Ga.  619;  Saulsbury,  Eespass  &  Co.  v. 
Blandys,  65  Ga.  45;  Scogin  v.  Beall,  54 
Ga.  499. 

[a]  Adjudication  of  Claim.— That  a 
claim  h.<is  been  filed  to  personalty  lev- 
ied on  under  a  mortgage  fieri  facias, 
and  the  property  found  subject,  does 
not  prevent  the  claimant 's  filing  an  affi- 
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davit  of  illegality  to  the  execution, 
presenting  issues  other  than  those 
passed  upon  in  the  claim  case,  claim- 
ant being  also  defendant  in  fieri  facias. 
Harper  v.  Grambling,  Spalding  &  Co., 
66   Ga.   236. 

49.  Mathews  v.  Gelders,  129  Ga.  103, 
58  S.  B.  649;  Arnold  v.  Carter,  125  Ga. 
319,  54  S.  E.  177;  Berry  v.  Eobinson, 
122  Ga.  575,  50  S.  B.  378;  Stevens  v. 
Stembridge,  104  Ga.  619,  31  S.  E.  413; 
Garner  i:  Cohan,  99  Ga.  78,  24  S.  E. 
851;  Mell  v.  Mooney,  30  Ga.  413;  Me- 
Cook  V.  Laughlin,  9  Ga.  App.  550,  71  S. 
E.  917. 

[a]  Recoupment  (1)  may  1)©  availed 
of  by  the  mortgagor.  Arnold  v.  Car- 
ter, 125  Ga.  319,  54  S.  B.  177;  Mell  v. 
Mooney,  30  Ga.  413.  (2)  Matters  of 
set-off,  however,  cannot  be  so  pleaded. 
Arnold  v.  Carter,  125  Ga.  319,  54  S.  E. 
177;  Mell  v.  Mooney,  30  Ga.  ,413.  See 
generally  the  title,  "Set-off,  Counter- 
claim and  Becoupment." 

50.  Williams  v.  Hinson,  143  6a.  740, 
85  S.  E.  868;  McDonald  v.  Farmers  Sup- 
ply Co.,  143  Ga.  552,  85  S.  E.  861;  Har- 
reil  V.  Davis  Wagon  Co.,  140  Ga.  127,  78 
S.  E.  713;  Lott  v.  Wood  &  Bro.,  135 
Ga.  821,  70  S.  E.  661;  Hilson  v.  Kelley, 
111  Ga:  866,  36  S.  E.  966. 

51.  Orr  V.  Chattooga  County  Bank, 
145  Ga.  248,  88  S.  E.  978;  Lott  v.  Wood 
&  Bro.,  135  Ga.  821,  70  S.  B.  661; 
Kuhnon  v.  Burt,  108  Ga.  471,  34  S.  E. 
125:  Smith  v.  Brown,  96  Ga.  274,  23 
S.  B.  849;  Eounsaville  v.  McGinnis,  93 
Ga.  579,  21  S.  E.  123;  Planters'  Bank 
V.  Berry,   91   Ga.   264,   18   S.   B.   137; 
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fendant,  or  of  the  subject-matter,"^  the  affidavit  is  the  proper  remedy 
to  reach  an, execution  issuing  upon  such  judgment. 

-d.  Satisfaction  or  Discharge.  —  So  an  affidavit  of  illegality  is  the 
proper  method  of  attack  where  the  execution  is  issued  after  a  full  pay- 
ment or  satisfaction,^^  or  other  discharge  of  the  judgment.^* 

Partial  Payment.  —  An  affidavit  of  illegality  may  be  made  to  an 
execution  issuing  upon  a  jilidgment  which  has  been  partially  paid,^^ 
but  in  such  case,  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  making  such  affidavit, 
must  pay  the  amount  he  admits  to  be  due,  or  the  sheriff  shall  pro- 
ceed to  raise  that  amount  and  accept  the  affidavit  for  the  balance."" 

e.  Dormancy  and  Prematureness.  —  An  execution  issued  after  the 
judgment  has  become  dormant,"^  or  one  issued  prematurely,"*  is  subject 
to  attack  by  affidavit  of  illegality. 

5.    Form  and  Siifficiency.  —  a.    In  General.  —  The  affidavit  must 


Meeks  v.  Johnson,  75  Ga.  629;  Cobb  v. 
Pitman,  49  Ga.  578;  Parker  v.  Jen- 
nings, 26  Ga.  140;  Fitzgerald  Granitoid 
Co.  V.  Alpha,  etc.  Cement  Co.,  15  Ga. 
App.  174,  82  S.  E.  774;  Continental 
Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Pass,  7  Ga.  App.  721, 
67  S.  E.  1052. 

fa]  Judgment  Against  Partnership. 
Where  a  petition  prays  process  against 
an  individual  and  also  against  a  part- 
nership, but  the  individual  alone  ia 
served,  and  there  is  no  appearance  or 
waiver  by  the  partnership,  an  execu- 
tion issuing  upon  a  judgment  by  de- 
fault against  both  the  individual  and 
the  partnership  and  levied  upon  the 
property  of  the  partnership  is  subject 
to  an  affidavit  of  illegality.  Holland 
Gold  Pen  Co.  v.  Williams  &  Co.,  7  Ga. 
App.  173,  66  S.  E.  540. 

52.  Bates  v.  Bigby,  123  Ga.  727,  51 
S.  B.  717;  Echols  v.  Almon,  77  Ga.  330, 
1  S.  E.  269;  Morris  v.  Morris,  76  Ga. 
733;  Williams  v.  Suiter,  76  Ga.  355; 
Continental  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Pass,  7 
Ga.  App.  721,  67  8.  E.  1052. 

53.  Mathews  i).  Hillyer,  17  Fla.  498; 
Equitablfl  Mortg.  Co.  ■».  Montfort,  121 
Ga.  696,  49  S.  E.  715;  Conley  v.  Maher, 
93  Ga.  781,  20  S.  E.  647;  Thompson  v. 
Mitchell,  74  Ga.  797;  Greene  v.  Oli- 
phant,  64  Ga.  565;  Lowry  v.  Richards, 
62  Ga.  370;  Flournoy  v.  Silman,  59  Ga. 
195;  Shorter  v.  Moore,  Trimble  &  Co., 
41  Ga.  691;  Bryan  v.  Headers  Bros., 
9  Ga.  App,  326,  71  S.  E.  491. 

[a]  Allegations  of  affidavit  Insuffi- 
cient to  show  delivery  of  personalty  in 
satisfaction  of  judgment.  Leavel  v. 
Frey,  133  Ga.  723,  66  S.  E.  916. 

.54.  Mathews  v.  Hillyer,  17  Fla.  498; 
Smith  V.  Murphey,  140   Ga.  80,  78  S. 


E.  423  (discharge  of  judgment  debtor 
in  bankruptcy} ;  Wimberly  v.  Adams,  51 
Ga.  423;  Murphey  v.  Smith,  16  Ga. 
App.  472,  85  S.  E.  791,  discharge  of 
judgment  debtor  in  bankruptcy. 

[a]  Agreement  Not  To  £nfoice 
Against  Surety. — Where  a  surety  dis- 
missed his  appeal  from  a  judgment 
against  his  principal  and  himself  upon 
the  plaintiff's  agreement  that  the  judg- 
ment would  be  enforced  only  as  against 
the  principal,  he  could,  upon  a  levy  of 
an  execution  against  his  property  upon 
the  original  judgment  set  up  these  facts 
aa  a  ground  that  the  execution  was 
proceeding  illegally.  Wimberly  v. 
Adams,  51  Ga.  423. 

55.  Ga.  Code,  1910,  §6287;  Hardwick 
V.  Dalton,  140  Ga.  633,  79  S.  E.  ,553; 
Equitable  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Montfert,  121 
Ga.  696,  49  S.  E.  715;  Levadas  v. 
Beach,  119  Ga.  613,  46  S.  E.  864;  Eobi- 
son  V.  Banks,  17  Ga.  211. 

."56.  See  eases  cited  in  preceding 
note. 

[a]  An  affidavit  alleging  that  "the 
amount  of  the  execution  is  excessive"- 
implies  that  some  amount  is  due,  and 
the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the 
amount  he  admits  to  be  due  subjects  the 
affidavit  to  a  general  demurrer.  Hard-, 
wick  V.  Dalton,  140  Ga.  633,  79  S.  E. 
553. 

57.  Smith,  Barry  &  Co.  v.  Bearden, 
117  Ga.  822,  45  8.  E.  59;  Greene  v. 
Oliphant,  64  Ga.  565;  Vanderberg,  Bon- 
ne.tt  *  Co.  V.  Threldkeld,  61  Ga.  16; 
Benton  &  Bros.  v.  Fish,  1  Ga.  App. 
656,  57  S.  E.  1079. 

58.  Sheppard  v.  Eoberson,  106  Ga. 
757,  32  8.  E.  665. 
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shew  that  the  execution  was  levied  on  or  was  proceeding  against  the 
defendant's  property.^®  It  must  clearly  state  the  ground  of  the 
illegality,^"  as  well  as  all  the  existing  reasons  relied  upon  to  show 
that  it  issued  or  is  proceeding  illegally.*^ 

Attorney  in  Pact. —  Where  the  affidavit  is  made  by  an  attorney  in 
fact  of  the  person  entitled  to  make  the  same,  no  writing  showing  his 
authority  to  so  act  need  be  exhibited  or  attached  to  the  aiSdavit/^ 

b.  Verification.  —  The  affidavit  must  be  positively  verified  on  the 
oath  of  the  person  making  it.** 


59.  Waetor  v.  Marshall,  102  Ga. 
746,  29  S.  E.  703. 

[a]  Keference  to  Levy. — Such  fact 
may  be  shown  by  the  endorsement  of 
levy  made  on  the  writ  of  execution. 
Waetor  v.  Marshall,  102  Ga.  746,  29 
S.  E.  703. 

60.  Mitchell  l>.  Duncan,  7  Fla.  13; 
Eucker  v.  Tabor,  126  Ga.  132,  54  S. 
E.  959;  Brinson  v.  Birge,  102  Ga.  802, 
30  S.  E.  261;  Lewis  v.  Wall,  70  Ga. 
646;  Green  v.  Rogers,  62  Ga.  166;  Sharp 
V.  Kennedy,  50  Ga.  208. 

[a]  General  statements  will  be  dis- 
regarded. LfSwis  V.  Wall,  70  Ga.  646; 
McGhee  v.  Way,  46  Ga.  282. 

[b]  Mere  conclusions  of  the  pleader 
are  insufB.cient.  Armistead  v.  Weaver, 
140  Ga.  740,  79  S.  E.  783;  Baker  v. 
Akerman,  77  Ga.  89. 

[c]  Merely  alleging  tiat  the  court 
bad  no  jurisdiction  because  the  defend- 
ant does  not  reside  in  the  county  is 
insufficient.  All  grounds  of  jurisdic- 
tions and  all  methods  of  service  or 
notice  must  be  distinctly  negatived. 
Warwick  Gin  &  Cotton  Co.  v.  Conti- 
nental Gin  Co.,  143  Ga.  508,  85  S.  E. 
700;  Jordan  v.  Carter,  66  Ga.  254;  Cobb 
V.  Pitman,  49  Ga.  578;  Georgia  North- 
ern Ev.  Co.  V.  Home  Mercantile  Co.,  17 
Ga.  App.  755,  88  S.  E.  413. 

fd]  By  alleging  that  he  has  never 
had  any  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the 
suit  upon  which  the  judgment  was 
founded,  until  execution,  issued  against 
him,  the  defendant  negatives  the  fact 
of  service,  the  acknowledgment  of  serv- 
ice, or  of  his  appearance  in  court  to 
defend  the  suit.  Duke  v.  Eandolph,  52 
Ga.  523. 

fe]  Where  it  is  alleged  that  the 
judgment  was  rendered  at  a  place  where 
the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  sit, 
the  affidavit  is  good  without  alleging 
at  what  particular  place  th6  court 
should  have  held  its  sessions.  Hilsou 
V.  Kelley,  111  Ga.  866,  36  S.  E.  966. 
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[f]  Payment  is  not  sufficiently  al- 
leged unless  the  affidavit  distinctly  and 
unequivocally  avers  that  the  execution 
has  been  fully  paid  off  and  satisfied 
Merely  setting  forth  that  various  speci- 
fied sums  have  been  paid  on  the  exe- 
cution is  not  sufficient  unless  it  be  fur- 
ther specifically  alleged  that  they  in 
amount  are  sufficient  to  fully  satisfy 
the  same.  Brinson  v.  Birge,  102  Ga. 
802,  30  S.  E.  261. 

[g]  An  allegation  that  an  execution 
has  been  fully  paid  off  and  satisfied 
since  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  is 
good  in  substance  and  should  not  be 
stricken  on  general  demurrer.  But  the 
failure  to  state  to  whom  the  payment 
was  made,  subjects  the  affidavit  to  a 
special  demurrer.  Griffin  v.  Erick,  97 
Ga.  219,  23  S.  E.  833. 

fh]  A  copy  or  abstract  of  the  rec- 
ord in  a  court  of  bankruptcy  need  not 
be  attached  or  made  a  part  of  an  affi- 
davit of  illegality  based  upon  the 
ground  that  the  judgment  debt  has 
been  discharged  by  an  adjudication  of 
bankruptcy.  Murphey  v.  Smith,  16 
Ga.  App.  472,  85  S.  E.  791. 

[i]  A  statement  that  affiant  is  ad- 
vised and  believes  that  the  execution 
is  proceeding  illegally  does  not  mak^a 
defective  an  affidavit  which  otherwise 
shows  sufficient  grounds.  Inman  v.  Mil- 
ler,  71   Ga.   293. 

61.  Lamb  v.  Dart,  108  Ga.  602,  34 
S.  E.  160;  Sigman  v.  Treadwell,  102 
Ga.  766,  29  S.  E.  761;  Craig  v.  Eraser, 
73  Ga.  246;  Hambrick  v.  Crawford,  55 
Ga.  335;  Hurt  v.  Mason,  2  Ga.  367. 

62.  Lewis  v.  Beck  &  Gregg  Hdw. 
Co.,  137  Ga.  515,  73  S.  E.  739;  Cook  v. 
Buchanan,  86  Ga.  760,  13  S.  E.  83. 

63.  Ga.  Code,  1910,  §5305;  Howland 
V.  Donehoo,  141  Ga.  687,  82  S.  E.  32; 
Cook  V.  Buchanan,  86  Ga.  760,  13  S.  E. 
83;  Sprinz  v.  Vannucki,  80  Ga.  774,  6 
8.  B.  816;  Craig  v.  Eraser,  73  Ga.  246; 
Staneel  v.  Puryear,  58  Ga.  445. 
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6.  Objections  to  Sufficiency.  ^  The  affidavit  of  illegality  may  be 
demurred  to  if  it  is  vague,  indefinite  or  uncertain.**  A  motion  to  dis- 
miss an  affidavit  of  illegality  will  lie  where  no  ground  set  forth  there- 
in presents  a  legal  defense  against  the  further  progress  of  the  writ.°° 

7.  Construction  of  Affidavit.  —  Affidavits  of  illegality  are  strictly 
construed  against  the  affiant.®* 

8.  Amendment  and  Second  Affidavit.  —  Affidavits  of  illegality  are, 
upon  motion  and  leave  of  court,  amendable  instanter  by  the  insertion 
of  new  and  independent  grounds  f  but  the  defendant  must  swear 
that  he  did  not  know  of  such  grounds  when  the  original  affidavit  was 
ffied,°°  unless  the  amendment  merely  amplifies  or  alters  a  pre-existing 
ground  already  stated.**  An  amendment  cannot  contradict  or  qualify 
the  original  affidavit  of  illegality,'"  nor  may  it  change  the  party 
davit.'" 

A  second  affidavit  cannot  be  maintained  for  causes  which  existed  and 
were  known,  or  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  might ,  have 
been  known  at  the  time  of  filing  the  first.'^  Where  a  second  affidavit 
is  made,  the  defendant  should  state  fully  and  specifically  the  reasons 


-  [a]  An  oatli  qualified  by  the  words 
"to  the  best  of  deponent's  knowledge 
and  belief;  and  that  this  afSdavit  is 
based  upon  the  testimony  of  reliable 
witnesses"  is  insufficient.  Sprinz  v. 
Vannucki,  80  Ga.  774,  6  S.  B.  816; 
Craig  V.  Fraser,  73  Ga.  246. 
Who  may  make  affidavit,  see  supra, 

IV,  B,  2. 

64.  Eucker  v.  Tabor,  126  Ga  132. 
54  S.  E.  959;  McLaren  v.  Beall,  50  Ga 
632. 

[a]  Defect  in  Jurat. — The  jurat  be- 
ing no  part  of  the  affidavit,  a  general 
demurrer  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  affi- 
davit will  not  reach  a  defect  in  the 
jurat,  such  as  failure  to  add  to  the 
name  of  the  person  who  administered 
the  oath  his  official  designation.  Smith 

V.  Walker,  93  Ga.  252,  18  S.  E.  830. 

65.  American  Mortgage  Co.  v.  Ten- 
iiille,  87  Ga.  28,  33,  13  S.  E.  158,  12 
I-.  E.  A.  529. 

66.  Wactor  v.  Marshall,  102  Ga.  746," 
29  S.  E.  703;  Mt.  Airy  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Mitchell  Furn.  Co.,  73  Ga.  94. 

67.  Inman  v.  Miller,  71  Ga.  293; 
Lee  V.  Waldeu,  68  Ga.  664;  Ansley  v. 
Wilson,  47  Ga.  280;  Adams  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 14  Ga.  36;  Higgs  v.  Huson,  8 
Ga.  317. 

68.  Mosley  v.  Fryer  &  Son,  102  Ga. 
564,  27  S.  E.  667  (amendment  right- 
fully refused  where  defendant  fails  to 
so  swear);  Miller  v.  Blitch,  74  Ga.  360; 
Lee  V.  Walden,  68  Ga.  664;  Higgs  v. 


Huson,  8  Ga.  317;  Georgia  Northern 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Cone,  17  Ga.  App.  786,  88 
S.  E.  701;  Georgia  Northern  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Home  Mercantile  Co.,  17  Ga.  App. 
755,  88  S.  E.  413. 

69.  Inman  v.  Miller,  71  Ga.  293; 
Cooper  Co.  v.  Lanier,  17  Ga.  App.  688, 
87  S.  E.  1092;  McCook  v.  liaughlin,  9 
Ga.  App.  550,  71  S.  E.  917. 

70.  Higgs  V.  Huson,  8  Ga.  317. 

71.  Van  Dyke  v.  Besser,  34  Ga. 
268.  , 

72.  Cone  Export  &  Com.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Calla,  113  Ga.  17,  38  S.  E.  336;  Binder 
V.  Eagsdale,  100  Ga.  400,  28  S.  E. 
165;  Baker  v.  Smith,  91  Ga.  142,  16 
S.  E.  967;  Burnett  v.  Pouche,  77  Ga. 
550;  Lenoard  v.  Collier,  53  Ga.  387; 
Field  V.  Price,  50  Ga.  135;  Bell  v.  At- 
lanta Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  15  Ga.  App.  680, 
84  S.  E.  175. 

[a]  NegUgence  or  ignorance  of 
counsel  in  not  informing  affiant  of  his 
legal  rights  is  not  sufficient  to  allow 
him  to  file  a  second  affidavit  upon 
grounds  known  to  exist  at  the  time  of 
filing  the  first.  Baker  v.  Smith,  91  Ga. 
142,  16  S.  E.  967;  Hambrick  v.  Craw- 
ford, 55  Ga.  335. 

[b]  The  fact  that  the  first  affidavit 
was  dismissed,  without  a  trial  of  the 
issues  raised  by  it,  does  not  make  an 
exception  to  the  rule.  Bell  v.  Atlanta 
Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.,  15  Ga.  App.  680,  84 
S.  E.  175. 

Vol.  XVI 


442    JVDGMMTB  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF 

why  the  grounds  contained  in  his  second  affidavit  could  not  have  been 
known  to  him  at  the  time  of  filing  the  first/' 

9.  Bond  Accompanying  Affidavit.  —  A  forthcoming  bond,  with 
sufficient  sureties,  must  be  given  where  the  affiant  wishes  to  take , 
possession  of  the  property.''*  The  bond  should  be  made  payable  to 
the  execution  plaintiff,'"  and  be  conditioned  for  the  delivery  of  the 
property  levied  upon  at  the  time  and  place  of  sale,  in  the  event  that 
such  illegality  is  dismissed  or  withdrawn. ''° 

10.  Piling  and  Subsequent  Proceedings.  —  a.  Generally.  —  The 
affidavit  and  bond,  if  any,  are  delivered  to  the  sheriff  or  other  executing 
officer,  who  must  accept  them,  if  the  allegations  contained  in  the  affi- 
davit on  their  face  show  that  the  execution  either  issued  or  is  proceed- 
ing illegally.'^'  He  must  then  return' them  with  the  writ  of  execution 
to  the  next  term  of  the  court  irpm  which  the  execution  issued,'^  which 
court  is  the  proper  tribunal  to  determine  the  issues  raised  by  the  affi- 
davit '» 

Mandanms  will  lie  to  compel  a  .sheriff  to  accept  and  return  into  court 
an  affidavit,  the  allegations  of  which  show  on  their  fac.e  that  the 
execution  either  issued  or  i^  proceeding  illegally,^" 


73.  Binder  v.  Eagadale,  100  Ga.  400, 
28  S.  E.  165;  Burnett  v.  Fouche,  77 
Ga.  550  (properly  dismissed  on  demur- 
rer where  affidavit  fails  to  state  rea- 
sons) ;  Hunter  v.  Davidson,  59  Ga.  260. 

74.  Mullis  -v.  Kennedy,  143  Ga.  618, 
85  S.  E.  845;  Crayton  v.  Fox,  100  Ga. 
781,  28  S.  E.  510;  Tarver  v.  Tarver,  53 
Ga.  43.  See  Fla.  Comp.  Laws,  1914, 
§1624;  Griffin  v.  Lacourse,  31  Fla.  125, 
12  So.   665. 

[a]  Where  levy  made  upon  realty, 
no  forthcoming  bond  is  required.  Mur- 
phy V.  Smith,  16  Ga.  App.  472,  85  S.  E. 
791. 

75.  Fla.  Comp.  Laws,  1914,  §1624; 
Kinney  v.  Avery  &  Co.,  14  Ga.  App. 
180,  80  S.  E.  663. 

[a]  A  1)0111  payable  to  sheriff  is 
insuffic,ient  as  a  sta1;utory  bond.  Kin- 
ney V.  Avery  &  Co.,  14  Ga.  App.  180, 
80  S.  E.  663. 

76.  Brantley  v.  Baker,  75  Ga.  676; 
Kinney  v.  Avery  &  Co.,  14  Ga.  App. 
180,  80  S.  E.  663. 

[a]  Bond  Must  Be  Conditioned  Sub- 
stantially as  Eequlred  by  Statute. 
Brantley  v.  Baker,  75  Ga.  676. 

77.  Williams  v.  McArthur,  111  Ga. 
28,  36  S.  E.  301;  McCandless  v.  Mc- 
Kibben,  99  Ga.  129,  24  S.  E.  872;  Mose- 
ly  V.  Sanders,  76  Ga.  293;  Spring  v. 
Morgan,  73  Ga.  805.  Compare,  Tread- 
well  V.  Beauchamp,  82  Ga.  736,  9  S.  E. 
1040;  Tucker  v.  Eespass,  28  Ga.  613; 
Sullivan  v.  Hearnden,  11  Ga.  294. 
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[a]  The  sheriff  is  not  to  Inquire 
into  th'S  truth  of  the  allegations.  Wil- 
liams V.  McArthur,  111  Ga.  28,  36  S. 
E.  301. 

[b]  Acceptanc©  of  unsworn  affi- 
davit, no  protection  to  officer  for  fail- 
ure to  collect  the  writ.  Beeves  v. 
Parish,  80  Ga.  222,  4  S.  E.  768. 

78.  Houstoun  v.  Bradford,  35.  Fla. 
490,  17  So.  664;  McGee  v.  Ancrum, 
33  Fla.  499,  15  So.  231;  Miller  v.  Per- 
kerson,  128  Ga.  465,  57  S.  B.  787; 
Berry  v.  Jordan,  121  Ga.  537,  49  S.  E. 
607;  Williams  v.  McArthur,  111  Ga. 
28,  36  S.  E.  301;  Beall  v.  Bailey,  45 
Ga.  300;  Padgett  v.  Waters,  4  Ga.  App. 
306,  61  S.  E.  293. 

[a]  It  wiU  b©  presumed  that  the 
officer  acted  in  good  faith  in  receiving 
and  returning  the  affidavit  into  court. 
Turner  v.  Winn,  83  Ga.  761,  10  S.  E. 
368. 

79.  Berry  «.  Jordan,  121  Ga.  537,  49 
S.  E.  607;  Moore  v.  O'Barr,  87  Ga. 
205,  13  S.  E.  464;  Manning  v.  Phillips, 
65  Ga.  548;  Padgett  v.  Waters,  4  Ga. 
App.  306,  61  S.  E.  293. 

80.  Williams  v.  McArthur,  111  Ga. 
28,  36  S.  E.  301. 

[a]  The  plaintiff  In  execution  is 
not  a  party  to  the  proceedings  by  man- 
damus. Williams  v.  McArthur,  111  Ga. 
28,  36  S.  E.  301. 

[b]  No  Investigation  Into  the  truth 
of  the  recitals  of  fact  contained  in 
the  affidavit  can  be  made  in  the  man- 
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Effect  of  Piling.  —  Upon  the  delivery  of  the  aiSdavit  of  illegality  and 
bond  to  the  executing  officer,  all  further  proceedings  on  the  execution 
must  be  suspended.^^  Other  executions  against  the  defendant  are  not. 
stayed,  however.*'' 

b.  Notice.  —  The  plaintiff  in  execution  should  be  given  notice  that 
an  affidavit  has  been  filed.*^  But  no  notice  of  the  time  or  place  of 
the  hearing  upon  the  affidavit  need  be  given  the  parties  where  such 
time  or  place  is  fixed  by  law.** 

c.  Hearing  and  Determination. — (I.)  Precedence  of  Motions — Amo- 
tion by  the  plaintiff  in  execution  to  dismiss  the  illegality  takes 
precedence  of  a  motion  by  the  defendant  to  quash  the  writ.*° 

(IIj)  Pleadings,  Issues  and  Trial. —  The  execution  with  the  entry  of 
levy  and  the  affidavit  perform  the  functions  of  pleadings.**  The  plain- 
tiff in  execution  or  his  attorney  may  controvert  the  facts  contained 
in  the  affidavit,*'  in  which  event  his    written    traverse    becomes    a 


damus   proceedings.     Williams  v.   Me- 
Arthur,  111   6a.  28,  36  S.  E.  301. 

81.  Williams  v.  McArthur,  111  Ga. 
28,  36  S.  E.  301;  Greene  v.  Oliphant, 
64  Ga.  565;  Green  v.  Eogers,  62  Ga. 
166. 

[a]  Partial  Payment. — Where  the 
affidavit  is  upon  the  ground  that  the 
execution  has  been  partially  paid,  the 
execution  is  not  stayed  until  the 
amount  admitted  to  be  due  has  been 
paid.  Equitable  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Mont- 
fort,  121  Ga.  696,  49  S.  B.  715. 

[b]  The  giving  of  a  bond  is  an  es- 
sential prerequisite  to  the  right  to  sus- 
pend the  execution.  Griffin  v.  Lacourse, 
31  Fla.  125,  12  So.  665. 

82.  Carr  v.  Morris,  17  Ga.  App.  45, 
86  S.  E.  94. 

[a]  If  the  property  be  sold  on  other 
executions  enough  of  the  proceeds 
should  be  set  aside  to  satisfy  the  first 
execution,  and  the  forthcoming  bond 
given  with  the  affidavit  must  be  re- 
leased.    Ga.  Code,  1910,  §5309. 

83.  Berry  v.  Jordan,  121  Ga.  537, 
49  S.  E.  607.  But  see  Higgs  v.  Huson, 
8  Ga.  317,  "no  service  or  notice  of 
illegality,  is  required." 

84.  Berry  v.  Jordan,  121  6a.  537, 
49  S.  E.  607;  Beall  v.  Bailey,  45  Ga. 
300. 

[a]  Irregular  Terms. — Where  the 
court  is  one  which  does  not  hold  its 
sessions  at  stated  times  or  terms,  the 
time  and  place  of  hearing  should  be 
fixed  by  the  judge  and  ten  days'  notice 
given  thereof  to  both  parties.  Berry 
V.  Jordan,  121  Ga.  537,  49  S.  E.  607. 

85.  Sims  V.  Hatcher,  77  Ga.  389,  3 
S.  E.  92. 


86.  Thompson  v.  Fain,  139  Ga.  310, 
77  S.  E.  166;  James  v.  Cooledge  &  Bro., 
129  Ga.  860,  60  S.  E.  182;  Miller  v. 
Perkerson,  128  Ga.  465,  57  S.  E.  787. 

[a]  Character  of  Writi — If,  on  the 
trial  of  the  issue  raised  by  these 
pleadings,  the  fieri  facias  be  intro- 
duced as  evidence,  it  does  not  lose  its 
character  as  pleading.  Miller  «.  Perk- 
erson, 128  Ga.  465,  57  S.  E.  787. 

87.  Thompson  v.  Fain,  139  Ga.  310, 
77  S.  E.  166;  Miller  v.  Perkerson,  128 
Ga.  465,  57  S.  E.  787. 

[a]  Written  Traverse  of  Defend- 
ant's Affidavit. — (1)  The  traverse  of 
the  facts  contained  in  defendant's  af- 
fidavit must  be  in  writing,  and  an 
oral  statement,  merely,  of  the  execu- 
tion plaintifE's  counsel  that  he  joins 
issue  thereto  is  insufficient.  And 
where  counsel  for  the  defendant  raises 
the  point  that  there  has  been  uo 
traverse  of  the  grounds  and  no  issues 
joined,  and  that  the  only  question  be- 
fore the  court  for  determination  is  as 
to  the  sufficiency  of  such  grounds,  it 
is  error  to  compel  him  to  proceed  to 
a  jury  trial  without  any  joinder  of 
issue.  Thompson  v.  Fain,  139  Ga.  310, 
77  S.  E.  166;  McLeod  v.  Bird,  14  Ga. 
App.  77,  80  S.  E.  207.  (2)  If,  how- 
ever, the  affiant  goes  to  trial  before 
a  jury  without  distinctly  objecting  on 
the  ground  that  no  such  traverse  or 
joinder  of  issue  has  been  filed,  he  will 
be  estopped  from  thereafter  raising  the 
objection.  McLeod  v.  Bird,  14  Ga.  App. 
77,  80  S.  E.  207. 

[b]  The  ctuestion  of  title  to  the 
property  levied  upon  is  not  an  issue 
involved  in  an  illegality  case  and  can- 
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pleading.^^  Where  the  illegality  alleged  consists  in  the  want  of  service, 
and  there  is  a  return  of  service  made  by  the  officer,  the  verity  of  such 
return  must  be  traversed  at  the  first  term  after  notice  of  the  re- 
turn,^^  and  the  sheriff  be  made  a  party  thereto.'"  The  issues  raised 
by  a  traverse  of  the  affidavit  are  tried  by  a  jury.'^  When  there  is  no 
evidence  other  than  the  record  itself,®''  or  the  affidavit  is  not  con- 
troverted,'^ the  court  passes  upon  and  determines  the  questions  raised, 
from  an  inspection  of  the  execution  and  affidavit  of  illegality.  The 
fact  of  a  levy  cannot  be  denied  by  the  defendant  at  the  trial  of  his 
affidavit.'* 

(III.)  Affidavit  Interposed  for  Delay.  —  Where  the  affidavit  of  illegality 
is  dismissed  for  insufficiency  or  informality,'^  or  is  withdrawn,'^  the 
plaintifE  in  execution  may  proceed  with  the  case  to  have  determined 
the  question  of  whether  the  affidavit  was  interposed  for  delay,  and 
the  damages  therefor. 

(IV.)  Verdict  and  Judgment.  —  Where  the  affiant  fails  to  appear  at 
the  hearing,  the  affidavit  is  dismissed  without  adjudicating  the  merits.'^ 


not  be  made  so.  Harris  v.  Woodard, 
133  Ga.  104,  65  S.  E.  250.  See  Moore 
V.  O'Barr,  87  Ga.  205,  13  S.  E.  464. 

88.  Thompson  v.  Fain,  139  Ga.  310, 
77   S.   E.   166. 

89.  Orr  v.  Chattooga  County  Bank, 
145  Ga.  248,  88  S.  E.  978;  O 'Bryan  & 
Bros.  V.  Calhoun,  68  Ga.  215;  Dozier  v. 
Lamb,  59  Ga.  461;  Eawlings  v.  Brown, 
15  Ga.  App.  162,  82  S.  E.  803. 

[a]  "If  it  appears  from  the  il- 
legality that  there  is  an  entry  of 
service  by  the  proper  offieer,  it  must 
be  duly  attacked,  or  the  affidavit  of 
illegality  will  be  dismissed."  Orr  v. 
Chattooga  County  Bank,  145  Ga.  248, 
88  S.  E.  978;  Field  v.  Queen  City,  etc. 
Co.,  143  Ga.  129,  84  S.  E.  553. 

[b]  The  traverse  of  the  truth  of  the 
return  may  be  included  in  the  affidavit 
of  illegality.  Orr  v.  Chattooga  County 
Bank,  145  Ga.  248,  88  S.  B.  978; 
O 'Bryan  &  Bros.  v.  Calhoun,  68  Ga. 
215. 

[c]  A  mere  denial  of  service  in  the 
affidavit  of  illegality  is  not  a  traverse 
of  the  official  return.  Eawlings  V. 
Brown,  15  Ga.  App.  16^,  82  S.  E. 
803. 

90.  Orr  v.  Chattooga  County  Bank, 
145  Ga.  248,  88  S.  E.  978;  O 'Bryan  & 
Bros.  V.  Calhoun,  68  Ga.  215;  Eawlings 
V.  Brown,  15  Ga.  App.  162,  82  S.  E. 
803. 

[a]  Deputy  Sheriff. — "If  the  return 
of  service  be  made  by  a  deputy  sheriff, 
both  he  and  the  sheriff  are  necessary 
parties  to  the  traverse."    Eawlings  v. 
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Brown,  15  Ga.  App.  162,  82  S.  E.  803. 

91.  Thompson  v.  Fain,  139  Ga.  310, 
77  S.  E.  166;  Miller  v.  Perkerson,  128 
Ga.  465,  57  S.  E.  787. 

[a]  Right  To  Close. — The  burden  of 
proof  resting  with  the  plaintiff  in  exe- 
cution, he  is  entitled  to  the  right  to 
conclude.  Bertody  v.  Ison,  69  Ga.  317; 
James  v.  Edward  Thompson  Co.,  17  Ga, 
App.  578,  87  S.  B.  842. 

92.  Sprinz  v.  Frank,  81  Ga.  162,  7 
S.  B.  177. 

93.  Thompson  v.  Fain,  139  Ga.  310, 
77  S.  E.  166;  Miller  v.  Perkerson,  128 
Ga.  465,  57  S.  B.  787.  See  Fla.  Comp. 
Laws,  1914,  §1624;  Mathews  v.  Hillyer, 
17  Fla.  498. 

94.  Smith  v.  Camp,  84  Ga.  117,  10 
S.  E.  539. 

95.  Burnett  v.  Fouche,  77  Ga.  550; 
Baker  v.  Akerman,  77  Ga.  89;  Jor- 
dan V.  Farmers  &  Merchants  Bank,  5 
Ga.  App.  244,  62  S.  B.  1024. 

[a]  Jury  authorized  to  infer  from 
such  dismissal,  that  the  affidavit  was 
filed  for  delay  only.  Jordan  v.  Farm- 
ers' &  Merchants  Bank,  5  Ga.  App. 
244,  62  S.  E.  1024. 

96.  Thomas  &  Co.  v.  Parker,  69  Ga. 
283. 

97.  Morris  •».  Murphey  &  Co.,  95  Ga. 
307,  22  S.  E.  635,  51  Am.  St.  Eep. 
81;  Wade  v.  Wisenant,  86  Ga.  482,  12 
S.  E.  645. 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  judgment, 
see  infra,  this  section. 

As  to   dismissal   generally,   see  the 
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A  verdict  may  be  directed  by  the  court  in  accordance  with  the  gen- 
eral rules  elsewhere  treated.'^  Where  the  grounds  as  stated  in  an 
affidavit,  have  been  determined  by  the  court  to  be  insufficient,  the 
judgment  should  be  to  set  aside  the  affidavit  and  direct  the  issuance 
of  an  execution  against  the  person  making  it.°^  A  verdict  cannot 
be  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  upon  a  second  affidavit  where 
it  appeared  that  the  grounds  set  up  therein  were  known  to  him  at  the 
time  of  filing  the  first.^  If  the  jury  finds  that  an  execution  has  been 
partially  paid,  its  verdict  shall  be  that  the  execution  proceed  for  the 
balance  shown  to  be  really  due  thereon.^  Where  it  is  found  by  the 
jury  that  the  affidavit  was  interposed  for  delay  only,  it  may  assess 
damages  therefor.^ 

Conclusiveness  and  Eifect.  —  A  judgment  of  dismissal  of  an  affidavit 
of  illegality  terminates  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  over  it,*  and 
operates  as  a  res  adjudicata  and  bar,  if  based  upon  an  inquiry  into 
the  merits,^  but  not  if  based  on  a  failure  to  prosecute,"  or  upon  the 
insufficiency  of  the  allegations  of  the  affidavit.' 

11.  Review.  —  The  proceedings  upon  affidavit  of  illegality  may  be 
reviewed  by  writ  of  error.* 

C.  Reliep  From  Informal  or  Invalid  Levies.  —  1.  Remedies 
Generally.*  —  In  a  proper  case,  relief  from  a  defective,  or  informal 


title    "Dismissal.    Discontinuance    and 
Nonsuit." 

98.  See  the  title   "Verdict." 

[a]  Where  the  sole  ground  set  up 
is  that  the  defendants  were  not  served, 
(1)  the  court  may,  upon  the  uncon- 
tradicted evidence  that  one  defendant 
was  served  and  the  other  was  not, 
direct  a  verdict  that  the  writ  proceed 
as  against  the  defendant  served  and 
dismissed  as  to  the  other.  Crayton  v. 
Fox,  106  Ga.  853,  33  S.  E.  42.  (2J 
Where  the  defendant's  evidence  shows 
that  no  service  was  made  upon  him 
but  fails  to  negative  that  he  appeared 
and  pleaded  a  verdict  is  properly  di- 
rected against  him.  Lemaster  v.  Orr, 
101  Ga.  762,  29  S.  E.  32. 

99.  Houstoun  v.  Bradford,  35  Fla. 
490,  17  So.  664. 

1.  Cone  Export  &  Com.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Calla,  113  Ga.  17,  38  S.  E.  336. 

2.  Equitable  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Montfort, 
121  Ga.  696,  49  S.  E.  715. 

3.  Ga.  Code,  1910,  §5308. 

4.  Howell  V.  Allen,  106  Ga.  16,  31 
S.  E.  759. 

As  to  effect  of  judgment  of  dis- 
missal generally,  see  7  Standard  Peoc. 
683. 

5.  Stevens  v.  Stembridge,  104  Ga. 
619,  31  S.  E.  413;  Morris  v.  Murphey 
&  Co.,   95   Ga.   307,  22   S.  E.  635,  51 


Am.  St.  Eep.  81;  Bowden  v.  Taylor,  81 
Ga.  204,  6  S.  E.  280,  it  is  a  judgment 
that  the  execution  did  not  issue  or  pro- 
ceed illegally. 

[a]  Is  a  bar  to  a  further  litigation 
upon  the  same  grounds.  Craig  v.  Cos- 
by, 81  Ga.  650,  8  S.  B.  185;  Field  v. 
Sisson,  40  Ga.  67. 

Judgment  as  merger  or  bar,  see  the 
title  "Judgments." 

Judgment  as  res  judicata,  see  the 
title  "Res  Judicata." 

6.  Kinney  v.  Avery  &  Co.,  14  Ga. 
App.  180,  80  S.  E.  663. 

[a]  But  a  final  judgment  rendered 
in  such  case  is  not  void,  but  merely 
irregular,  and  becomes  binding,  if  not 
excepted  to.  Morris  v.  Murphey  &  Co., 
95  Ga.  307,  22  S.  E.  635,  51  Am.  St. 
Eep.  81. 

7.  Peters  v.  Baker,  54  Ga.  339. 

8.  Hayes  v.  Prohock,  56  Pla.  794, 
47  So.  343;  Clinton  V.  Colclough,  54 
Pla.  520,  44  So.  878. 

9.  As  to  dismissal  of  a  levy  In  a 
third  party  claim  case,   see  infra,  II, 

;B,  6. 

I  As  to  remedy  by  affidavit  of  illegal- 
ity, see  supra,  IV,  B. 

I  Injunction  against  execution,  see 
infra,  IV,  D. 

I     Actions  to  set  aside  sales,  see  supra, 

III,  B,  7. 
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levy  may  be  had  by  audita  querela/"  by  petition,"  by  statutory 
remedies/^  or  by  motion  to  set  aside,  vacate  or  dismiss,*^  but  not  by 
bill  in  equity.^* 

2.  Remedy  by  Motion. —  a.  Generally.  —  The  remedy  most  gen- 
erally adopted  is  that  by  motion  to  vacate,  dismiss  or  set  aside  the 
levy,'°  accompanied  by  the  proper  affidavits  and  notice."  The  remedy, 
by  motion  is  proper  when  it  is  not  necessary  to  miake  third  persons 
parties  or  to  bring  in  extrinsic  facts.^' 

b.  Grounds.  — {1.)  TJpauthorized  or  Defective  Writ. —  If  the  judg- 
ment is  such  that  an  execution  cannot  be  lawfully  issued  thereon,  a 
levy  made  by  virtue  of  the  unauthorized  execution  will  be  quashed.^* 
So  also  it  is  ground  for  quashing  a  levy  that  the  writ  on  its  face  is 
not  sufficient  to  warrant  the  levy,^'  or  that  it  is  issued  oppressively.^" 


10.  East  Greenwich  Inst.  v.  Allen, 
22  B.  I.  337,  47  Atl.  885;  Hopkins  v. 
Hay  ward,  34  Vt.  474;  Hurlbut  v.  Mayo, 
1  D.  Chipm.   (Vt.)   387. 

As  to  audita  (querela  generally,   see 
3  Standard  Peoc.  875. 
.    11.     Tudor  V.    Taylor,   26   Vt.   444. 

12.  Parker  v.  Parker,  54  Vt.  341; 
Phelps  V.  Laird,  51  Vt.  285;  Hopkins 
V.  Hay  ward,  34  Vt.  474;  Hyde  v.  Tay- 
lor, 19  Vt.  599;  Bell  v.  Eoberts,  13  Vt. 
582;  Eoyce's  Admr.  v.  Strong,  11  "Vt. 
248. 

[a]  In  Vermont,  (1)  the  statute  in- 
cludes all  matters  of  form  (Hopkins  v. 
Hay  ward,  34  Vt.  474;  Bell  v.  Roberts, 
13  Vt.  582),  (2)  but  it  does  not  apply 
to  levies  which  are  void.  Parker  v. 
Parker,  54  Vt.  341;  Hopkins  v.  Hay- 
ward,  34  Vt.  474;  Bell  v.  Roberts,  13 
Vt.  582.  (3)  It  is  immaterial  whether 
the  defects  rendering  the  title  under 
the  levy  doubttul  appear  on  the  face 
of  the  levy  or  not.  Parkei'  v.  Parker, 
54  Vt.  341;.Briggs  v.  Green,  33  Vt. 
565;  Hyde  v.  Taylor,  19  Vt.  599. 

13.  See  infra,  IV,  C,  2. 

14.  Campau  v.  Godfrey,  18  Mich. 
27,  100  Am.  Dee.  133.  But  see  Nelson 
V.  Brown,  23  Mo.  13,  where  relief  is 
sought  after  the  term.  i 

15.  Ind.— Stoekwell  v.  Walker,  3 
Ind.  384.  Mich. — Campau  v.  Godfrey, 
18  Mich.  27,  100  Am.  Dec.  133.  Mo. 
Blandon  v.  Martin,  50  Mo.  App.  114. 
K.  I. — East  Greenwich  Inst.  v.  Allen, 
22  E.  I.  337,  47  Atl.  885.  Tex.— Cook 
V.  Sparks,  47  Tex.  28.  Vt.— Hopkins 
V.  Havward,  34  Vt.  474;  Tudor  v.  Tay- 
lor, 26  Vt.  444;  Hurlbut  v.  Mayo,  1 
D.   Chip.   387. 

[a]  Distinction  Between  Quashing 
Execution    and    Levy. — A    motion    to 
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quash  an  execution  and  a  motion  to 
quash  a  levy  are  distinct  motions  hav- 
ing different  purposes.  Fink  v.  Alder- 
son,  20  Mo.  App.  364;  Scott  v.  Allen, 
1  Tex.  508.  As  to  motion  to  quash 
execution,  see  supra,  TV,  A. 

16.  De  Witt  V.  Monroe,  20  Tex. 
289;   Tudor  v.  Taylor,  26  Vt.  444. 

[a]  An  objection  that  no  notice  of 
motion  was  given  comes  too  late  when 
made  on  the  hearing.    Schiffer  v.  Fort, 

1  Posey  ITnrep.   Cas.    (Tex.)    198. 

17.  Eitter  v.  Henshaw,   7   Iowa   97. 

18.  Osborne  V.  Eice,  107  Ga.  281, 
33  S.  E.  54;  Scott  v.  Allen,  1  Tex. 
508. 

As  to  the  issuance  of  the  writ,  see  15 
Standard  Peoc.  721. 

As  to  quashing  writ  for  unauthor- 
ized issuance,  see  supra,  IV,  A,  1,  a 
and  c. 

19.  Scott  V.  Allen,  1  Tex.  508,  513. 
See  Young  v.  Germania  Sav.  Bank,  132 
Ga.  490,  64  S.  E.  552. 

As  to  quashing  the  writ  for  defects 

in  it,  see  supra,  IV,  A,  1,  d. 

[a]  That  the  writ  is  not  subscribed 
by  the  party  issuing  it  or  by  his  at- 
torney authorizes  setting  aside  the 
levy.  Bonesteel  v.  Orvis,  23  Wis.  506, 
99  Am.  Dec.  201. 

[b]  Where  the  writ  is  improperly 
made  returnable  on  a  particular  day, 
it  is  competent  for  the  defendant  to 
move,  before  sale,  to.  set  aside  the 
levy.     Philadelphia  Loan  Co.  v.  Amies, 

2  Miles   (Pa.)  292. 

20.  Hower  v.  XJlrich,  156  Pa.  410, 
27  Atl.  37,  where  the  fieri  facias  was 
issued  while  there  was  an  outstanding 
attachment  and  the  debtor  was  in  no 
default. 
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(II.)  Defective  or  Unauthorized  Levy.  —  (A.)  Generally.  • —  Defects  and 
irregularities  in  the  levy  itself  may  be  sufficient  to  justify  quashing 
or  vacating  it,^^  as  where  it  is  improperly  made  on  property  which  is 
in  custody  of  the  law,^^  or  which  is  exempt,^^  or  where  the  levy  is 
excessive,^*  or  is  made  in  bad  faith,^°  or  where  it  is  accomplished  by 
fraudulent  tricks  and  devices.^^  So  also  a  levy  may  be  set  aside  or 
dismissed  on  the  ground  of  the  disability  of  the  officer  to  levy  the 
execution,^^  or  insufficiency  of  the  description  in  the  entry  of  levy,^* 
or  on  the  ground  that  the  levy  is  made  after  return  day,^^  or  after 
the  death  of  the  defendant,  in  some  states,^"  or  on  the  ground  that 


21.  Ala. — MeLemore  v.  Benbow,  19 
Ala.  76.  Ga.— State  v,  Jster,  60  Ga- 
489;  Hill  v.  De  Launay,  34  Ga.  427. 
lU.— Hughes  V.  Streeter,  24  111.  647,  76 
Am.  Dec.  777;  Warner  v.  Helm,  6  111. 
220.  la. — Bitter  v.  Henshaw,  7  Iowa 
97.  Ky. — Sanders  v.  Hamilton,  3  Dana 
550.  Mich. — Campau  v.  Godfrey,  18 
Mich.  27,  100  Am.  Dec.  133.  Minn. 
Osborne  &  Co.  v.  "Wilson,  37  Minn.  8, 
32  N.  W.  786.  Mo. — Shacklett  v. 
Scott,  23  Mo.  App.  322;  Fink  v.  Alder- 
son,  22  Mo.  App.  364.  N.  Y. — Adams 
V.  Smith,  5  Cow.  280;  Gouverneur  v. 
Warner,  2  Sandf.  624;  Jones  v.  MeCarl, 
7  Abb.  Pr.  418.  Ohio. — Bliss  v.  Enslow, 
3  Ohio  269.  Pa. — Robinson  v.  Atlantic 
&  G.  W.  R.  Co.,  66  Pa.  160.  S.  D. 
Cable  V.  Magpie  Gold  Min.  Co.,  22  S. 
D.  566,  119  N.  W.  174.  Tex.— Scott 
V.  Allen,  1  Tex.  508,  518;  Yett  i;.  Iron 
City  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  45 
S.  W.  1033;  Schiffier  v.  Fort,  1  Posey 
XTnrep.  Cas.  198,  invalidity  of  levy. 
Vt.— Tudor  V.  Taylor,  26  Vt.  444. 
'  [a]  Where  Defendant  Deprived  of 
Right  of  Designation. — An  objection 
to  a  levy  on  the  ground  the  defend- 
ant was  not  given  an  opportunity  to 
point  out  property,  can  prevail  only 
when  it  is  shown  that  he  had  other 
property  subject  to  levy  which  he  de- 
sired first  sold.  Yett  v.  Iron  City  Nat. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  45  S.  W.  1033. 

[b]  A  levy  upon  property  pointed 
out  by  the  creditor  when  he .  had  no 
right  to  do  so,  will  be  quashed.  Scott 
V.  Allen,  1  Tex.  508,  519;  Yett  v.  Iron 
City  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  45 
S.  W.  1033.  When  a  plaintiff  may 
point  out  property,  see  15  Standard 
Peoc.  925. 

[c]  Irregularity  in  levying  upon 
special  property  of  the  defendant  pre- 
maturely is  ground  for  motion  to  quash 


the   levy.     Fink   i>.    Alderson,   20    Mo. 
App.  364. 

[d]  A  levy  in  disregard  of  the  right 
to  select  a  homestead  will  be  quashed. 
Shacklett  v.  Scott,  23  Mo.  App.  322. 
As  to  selection  of  homestead,  see  11 
Standard  Peoc.  326.  , 

22.  MeLemore  v.  Beubow,  19  Ala. 
76;  Robinson  v.  Atlantic  &  G.  W.  B. 
Co.,  66  Pa.  160.  See  also  Gouverneur 
V.  Warner,  2  Sandf.  (N.  Y.)  624. 

23.  Bliss  V.  Enslow,  3  Ohio  269. 

24.  Campau  v.  Godfrey,  18  Mich.  27, 
300  Am.  Dee.  133;  Schiffier  v.  Fort,  1 
Posey  Unrep.   Cas.    (Tex.)    198. 

25.  Jones  v.  M«Carl,  7  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)   418. 

[a]  Where  Made  Notwithstanding 
Stay  Bond.^Where  after  an  appeal 
has  been  perfected,  and  after  a  copy 
of  the  undertaking  has  been  served 
upon  the  creditor,  but  before  service 
thereof  on  the  oflScer,  the  creditor  di- 
rects a  levy  to  be  made,  the  levy  is 
made  in  bad  faith  and  will  be  set 
aside.  Jones  v.  McCarl,  7  Abb.  Pr 
(N.  Y.)  418. 

26.  Williams  v.  Steenrod,  11  Pa. 
Dist.   22. 

27.  State  v.  Jeter,  60  Ga.  489,  where 
the  sheriff  was  a  co-defendant. 

28.  Hughes  v.  Streeter,  24  HI.  647, 
76  Am.  Dec.  777. 

[a]  Where  the  defendant  has  given 
a  forthcoming  bond,  the  court  may  re- 
fuse to  dismiss  a  levy  on.  the  ground 
the  description  iu  the  entry  of  levy 
is  insufficient.  Booker  v.  Bass,  127  Ga 
133,  56  S.  B.  283. 

29.  Hill  V.  De  Launay,  34  Ga.  427. 
As  to  levy  after  return  day,  see  15 

Standard  Pboo.  918. 

30.  Davis  v.  Oswalt,  18  Ark.  414,  6S 
Am.  Dee.  182. 

As  to  levies  after  death  of  parties, 
see  15  Standard  Peoc.  920. 
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the  levy  is  not  made  in  accordance  with  the  statutes.^^ 

(B.)  Levy  Upon  Peopeety  op  Steangee.  — A  stranger  to  the  proceed- 
ings cannot  move  to  set  aside  a  levy  on  the  ground  that  the  property 
levied  on  belongs  to  him.^^  Nor  can  the  defendant  move  to  set  aside 
the  levy  on  this  ground,^'  but  a  creditor  who  has  been  required  to 
surrender  the  property  on  the  ground  it  was  owned  by  a  stranger, 
m.ay  move  to  vacate  the  levy  and  sale  and  the  record  of  satisfaction 
of  the  judgment.^* 

c.  Prerequisites.  —  As  a  levy  is  a  foundation  for  the  proceeding 
for  relief  therefrom,  it  is  an  essential  prerequisite  that  a  levy  shall 
have  been  made.^" 

d.  Effect  of  Existence  of  Other  Remedies.  —  The  existence  of 
cumulative  statutory  remedies  does  not  preclude  obtaining  the  dis- 
missal of  a  levy  by  motion.^'' 

e.  Yenue  and  Jurisdiction.  —  A  motion  to  quash  a  levy  of  an  execu- 
tion must  be  made  in  the  court  issuing  the  writ.'^ 

f .  Parties.  —  The  motion  should  be  made  by  the  judgment  debtor,^^ 
and  the  sheriff  is  not  a  necessary  party  to  the  proceeding.^® 

g.  The  Motion.  —  A  motion  must  be  made  in  the  ordinary  way,*" 


31.  Osborne  &  Co.  v.  Hughey,  14 
Gkla.  32,  76  Pao.  146. 

[a]  A  failure  to  levy  in, the  ordei 
directed  by  statute  may  be  sufSelent 
to  authorize  setting  it  aside.  Pearson 
V.  Flanagan,  52  Tex.  266,  280. 

32.  /Ja. — Cawthorne  v.  Knight,  11 
Ala.  268.  lU.— Canty  v.  Kelley,  154. 
111.  App.  283.  N.  y.— Hewson  v.  Dey- 
gert,  8  Johns.  333.  Pa. — Harrison  v. 
Wain,  9  Serg.  &  E.  318,  leaving  the 
party  to  his  action  of  ejectment. 

As  to  remedy  of  stranger  whose 
property  has  been  levied  on,  see  supra, 
11,  B,  6. 

33.  Mitchell  v.  Skinner,  17  Kan. 
563;  Seitzinger  v.  Fisher,  1  Watts  & 
S.  (Pa.)  293;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Ketland, 
1  Binn.   (Pa.)   499. 

'  [a]  But  a  levy  by  an  execution 
plaintiff  who  filed  a  creditor's  bill  and 
obtained  a  receiver  for  tho  defend 
ant's  property  will  be  set  aside,  on 
the  application  of  the  defendant,  un- 
less the  plaintiff  waives  his  receiver- 
ship and  dismisses  his  creditor's  suit. 
Gouverneur  v.  Warner,  2  Sandf.  (N. 
Y.)    624. 

34.  ni.— Warner  v.  Helm,  6  HI.  220 
la. — Bitter  v.  Henshaw,  7  Iowa  97 
Ky. — Sanders  v.  Hamilton,  3  Dana  550. 
Minn. — Osborne  &  Co.  v.  Wilson,  37 
Minn.  8,  32  N.  W.  786.  N.  Y.— Adama 
V.  Smith,  5  Cow.  280.  But  see  Lan- 
sing v.  Quackenbush,  5  Cow.  38,  hold- 
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ing  remedy  to  be  in  equity.  Vt. 
Tudor  V.  Taylor,  26  Vt.  444. 

[a]  The  remedy  by  motion  to  set 
aside  a  levy  and  sale  applies  where 
the  defendant  never  had  title  to  the 
land,  and  also  where  his  title  has  been 
wholly  taken  away,  as  under  a  prior 
mortgage.  Bitter  v.  Henshaw,  7  Iowa 
97. 

Obtaining  new  writ  by  scire  facias 
when  levy  is  made  on  property  of 
stranger,  see  supra,  II,  B,  9. 

35.  Blandon  v.  Martin,  50  Mo.  App. 
114. 

38.    Hill  V.  De  Launay,  34  6a.  427. 

37.  Campau  v.  Godfrey,  18  Mich.  27, 
100  Am.  Dec.  133;  Mellier  v.  Bartlett, 
89  Mo.  134,  1  S.  W.  220. 

[a]  The  fact  that  the  land  levied 
on  is  not  situate  in  the  county  in 
which  the  writ  of  execution  issued  does 
not  change  the  rule  of  the  text.  Mel- 
lier V.  Bartlett,  89  Mo.  134,  1  S.  W. 
220. 

38.  Cable  v.  Magpie  Gold  Min.  Co., 
22  S.  D.  566,  119  N.  W.  174.  See 
supra,  II,  B,  4,  a. 

39.  Demint  v.  Thompson,  80  Ky. 
255. 

40.  Ralston  v.  Field,  32  Ga.  453. 
See  generally  the  title  "Motions." 

[a]  Improper  Entitling  of  Motion. 
Although  the  motion  is  designated  a 
motion  to  quash  the  execution,  it  will 
be  treated  as  a  motion  to  quash  the 
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setting  forth  the  grounds  upon  which  it  is  made.*^ 

h.  When  Made.  —  A  motion  to  set  aside  a  levy  should  be  made  in 
apt  time,*^  before  the  rights  of  third  persoiis  intervene.*^ 

i.  Hearing.  —  A  motion  to  set  aside  a  levy  is  addressed  to  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  trial  court,**  which  may  inquire  into  the 
execution  and  the  circumstances  under  which  it  was  issued,*"  the 
judgment  on  which  it  is  based,*^  and  the  extraneous  facts  affecting 
their  validity,*'  as  well  as  the  levy  itself.*^  A  payment  of  fees  may 
be  required  as  a  condition  to  the  granting  of  the  motion.*^ 

j.  Appeal.  —  Appeals  from  judgments  on  motions  to  set  aside 
levies'  are  generally  allowed,^"  but  the  appellate  court  will  not  con- 
trol the  discretion  of  the  trial  court  in  a,cting  upon  a  motion  to  set 
aside  a  levy.^^ 

k.  Effect  of  Quashing  Levy.  —  When  a  levy  is  quashed,  all  further 
proceedings  thereunder  are  prevented,^^  and  the  parties  stand  in  the 
same  situation  as  if  no  levy  had  been  made,'*  and  ordinarily  another 
levy  may  be  made.'*     The  special  property  acquired  by  the  officer 


levy  and  vacate  the  return,  and  relief 
thereon  will  be  granted  where  the 
facts  recited  indicate  this  to  be  the 
true  office  of  the  motion.  Pink  v.  Al- 
derson,  20  Mo.  App.  364. 

41.  Young  V.  Germania  Sav.  Bank, 
132  Ga.  490,  64  S.  E.  552. 

42.  Gardner  v.  Eberhart,  82  HI. 
316. 

[a]  Before  Sale. — A  motion  to  set 
aside  an  excessive  levy  should  be  made 
before  sale.  Campau  v.  Godfrey,  18 
Mich.  27,  100  Am.  Dec.  133. 

[b]  The  motion  should  be  made 
during  the  return  term,  as  after  the 
term  the  power  of  the  court  is  at 
an  end.  The  proper  course  then  is  by 
a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  suit  in  equity 
wherein  all  parties  interested  are 
brought'  before  the  court.  Nelson  v. 
Brown,  23  Mo.  13. 

[e]  Although  a  return  has  been 
made  a  levy  may  be  quashed.  Seott 
V.  Allen,  1  Tex!  508. 

43.  Gardner  v.  Eberhart,  82  HI.  316. 

44.  Bliss  V.  Enslow,  3  Ohio  269. 

45.  Cook  V.  Sparks,  47  Tex.  28; 
Scott  V.  Allen,  1  Tex.  508. 

46.  Cook  V.  Sparks,  47  Tex.  '  28; 
Spott  V.  Alien,  1  Tex.  508. 

47.  Cook  V.  Sparks,  47  Tex.  28; 
Scott  V.  Allen,  1  Tex.  508. 

48.  See  supra,  IV,  C,  2,  b,   (II). 

49.  Wall  St.  Bxeli.  Bldg.  Assn.  v. 
New  York  &  W.  Consol.  Oil  Co.,  107 
N.  Y.  Supp.   884. 

[.d]    Wbei^  abtice  of  appeal  and  un- 


dertaking were  not  filed  until  the  time 
had  expired  within  which  an  execution 
might  issue  without  leave,  payment  of 
the  sheriff's  and  keeper's  fees  will  be 
required  before  granting  motion.  Wall 
St.  Exch.  Bldg.  Assn.  v.  New  York 
&  W.  Consol.  Oil  Co.,  107  N.  Y.  Supp. 
884. 

50.  Cook  V.  Sparks,  47  Tex.  28. 

[a]  As  a  sheriff  has  no  direct  in- 
terest in  the  result  of  a  motion  to 
quash  his  levy,  he  cannot  appeal  from 
a  judgment  sustaining  the  motion. 
Demint  v.  Thompson^  80  Ky.  255. 

[b]  A  senior  judgment  creditor, 
who  made  no  application  to  intervene 
in  proceedings  by  motion  of  the  judg- 
ment debtor  to  quash  a  levy  under 
an  execution  issued  under  a  junior 
judgment,  and  who  was  not  authorized 
by  order  of  the  court  to  intervene, 
and  who  merely  attempted  to  unite 
with  the  judgment  debtor  in  a  renewal 
of  the  application  to  quash,  designating 
himself  as  intervener,  was  not  a  party 
to  the  proceedings,  but  was  a  stranger 
to  the  record,  and  could  not  appeal 
from  the  order  refusing  to  quash. 
Cable  V.  Magpie  Gold  Min.  Co.,  22  8.  D. 
566,  119  N.  W.  174. 

51.  Bliss  V.  Enslow,  3  Ohio  269. 

52.  Demint  v.  Thompson,  80  Ky. 
255. 

53.  Patton  v.  Sheriff,  2  Ohio  395. 

54.  Collins  v.  Hudson,  69  Ga.  684; 
Sehifler  v,  Fdrt,  1  Ptosey  Unrepi  Gais. 
(Ti8x.j  198. 
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ceases,'-''  and  property  taken  from  the  defendant  must  be  restored  to 
him.'« 

D.  Setting  Aside  Sale.  — ,  This  subject  is  fully  treated  elsewhere 
in  this  article.* 

E.  By  Injunction  Against  Execution.^"  —  1.  Nature  of  Suit. 
A  suit  in  equity  to  enjoin  an  execution  is  an  original  action,  and  it 
is  not  entitled  as  in  the  action  at  law  from  which  the  execution  sought 
to  be  enjoined  was  issued.^^  Sometimes  the  suit  is  brought  as  an- 
cillary to  a  proceeding  at  law  to  suspend  proceedings  until  the  ques- 
tions can  be  determined  at  law.^^  And  though  frequently  brought  to 
enjoin  sales  that  would  create  a  cloud  on  title  if  made,  it  is  quite 
different  from  the  statutory  action  to  quiet  title  and  must  not  be 
confounded  with  it>^ 

2.  Effect  of  Existence  of  Remedy  at  Law.  —  As  a  general  rule 
where  the  complainant  has  a  full,  complete  and  adequate  remedy  at 
law,  equity  will  not  enjoin  the  execution  of  a  judgment."    If  a  party 


55.  Walpole  v.  Smith,  4  BlaCiif. 
(Ind.)    304. 

As  to  title  acciuired  by  levy,  see 
]5  Standard  Peoc.  995. 

56.  Patton  v.  Sheriff,  2  Ohio  395. 

9.  See  supra,  II,  B,  7,  k. 

10.  As  to  relief  from  writs  of  as- 
sistance, see  3  Standard  Peoc.  157. 

As  to  enjoining  the  enforcement  of 
judgments,  see  the  title  "Judgments." 

As  to  right  to  enjoin  sale  of  exempt 
property,  see  11  Standaed  Proc.  540. 

As  to  right  of  assignee  for  benefit 
of  creditors  to  enjoin  the  prosecution 
of  a  levy,  see  3  Standard  Peoc.  73. 

As  to  injunctions  to  protect  land- 
lord's liens,  see  the  title  "Landlord 
and  Tenant." 

As  to  Injunction  to  protect  mechan- 
ic's liens,  see  the  title  "Mechanics' 
Liens." 

As  to  injunction  against  sale  of  at- 
tached property  under  execution,  see  3 
Standard  Proc.  746. 

11.  Foard  v.  Alexander,  64  N.  C. 
69. 

[a]  Treating  Bill  as  a  Motion. — ^Be- 
cause the  suit  is  a  new  action,  the 
bill,  when  improperly  filed  in  the  orig- 
inal cause  in  a  case  where  a  motion 
is  a  proper  remedy,  cannot  be  treated 
as  a  motion  in  the  cause.  Foard  v. 
Alexander,  64  N.  C.  69. 

12.  Schiffer  v.  Fort,  1  Posey  Unrep. 
Cas.  (Tex.)  198. 

13.  Bell  V.  Murray,  13  Colo.  App. 
217,  57  Pac.  488. 

14.  TJ.  S.— La  Mothe  v.  Fink,  8 
Biss.   493,   14   Fed.    Cas.    N9>    B,m) 
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Featherman  v.  Louisiana  State  Sem- 
inary, 2  Woods  71,  8  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,713.  Ala. — Henderson  v.  Holman,  193 
Ala.  262,  69  So.  424;  Troy  Fertilizer 
Co.  V.  Prestwood,  116  Ala.  >  119,  22  So, 
262;  Triest  &  Co.  v.  Bnslen,  106  Ala. 
180,  17  So.  356;  Marriott  v.  Givens, 
8  Ala.  694;  Fryer  v.  Austill,  2  Stew. 
119.  Ark. — Haycock  v.  Tarver,  107 
Ark.  458,  155  S.  W.  918;  Arkadelphia 
Iiumb.  Co.  V.  Asman,  79  Ark.  284,  95 
S.  W.  134;  Johnson  v.  Gillenwater,  75 
Ark.  114,  87  S.  W.  439;  Driggs  &  Co.'s 
Bank  v.  Norwood,  49  Ark.  136,  4  S.  W. 
448,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  30;  Jacks  &  Co. 
V.  Bigham,  36  Ark.  481;  King  v.  Clay, 
34  Ark.  291;  Anthony  &  Brodie  v. 
Shannon,  8  Ark.  52.  Cal. — Moulton  v, 
Knapp,  85  Cal.  385,  24  Pae.  803;  Eo- 
man  Catholic  Archbishop  v.  Shipman, 
69  Cal.  586,  11  Pac.  343;  Bichards  v. 
Kirkpatrick,  53  Cal.  433;  Mayo  v. 
Bryte,  47  Cal.  626;  Ketchum  v.  Crip- 
pen,  37  Cal.  223;  Tevis  v.  Ellis,  25 
Cal.  515.  Colo. — ^Irwin  v.  Beggs,  24 
Colo.  App.  158,  132  Pae.  385.  Conn. 
Johnson  v.  Connecticut  Bank,  21  Conn. 
148.  Fla. — ^McCall  v.  Matheson,  66  Fla 
157,  63  So.  701;  Garcia  v.  Pardo,  63 
Fla.  429,  57  So.  974;  Florida  Faeking 
&  Ice  Co.  V.  Carney,  49  Fla.  293,  38 
So.  602;  Davidson  v.  Seegar,  15  Fla. 
671;  Eobinson  v.  Yon,  8  Fla.  350.  Ga. 
Smith  V.  Murphey,  140  Ga.  80,  78  S.  B. 
423;  Williams  v.  Kennedy,  134  Ga.  339, 
67  S.  B.  821;  Parker-Hensel  Engineer- 
ing Co.  V.  Schuler,  133  Ga.  696,  66 
S.  E.  800:  Hitbhoofflc  ».,, Quiver,  107 
tii.  tiki  ii  B.  S!i  i§i  ^&ats/ik^  ^i 
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neglects  to  avail  himself  of  his  legal  remedies,  equity  will  refuse  him 


,  McGinnis,  93  Ga.  579,  21  S.  E.  123; 
Jones  V.  Crawley,  68  Ga.  175.  HI. 
Hernandez  v.  Drake,  81  111.  85;  Hay 
V.  Baugh,  77  111.  500;  McDaniel  v. 
Fox,  77  111.  343;  Chittenden  v.  Eogers, 
42  111.  95;  Parrell  v.  McKee,  36  111-. 
225;  Coughron  v.  Swift,  18  111.  414; 
Grossman  v.  Davis,  117  111.  App.  354. 
Ind. — ^Boone  v.  Van  Gorder,  164  Ind. 
499,  74  N.  E.  4,  108  Am.  St.  Eep. 
314;  Allen  v.  Winatandly,  135  Ind.  105, 

34  N.  E.  699;  Warnick  v.  Connelly,  8 
Blackf.  75;  Henderson  v.  Bates,  3 
Blackf.  460.  la. — Henderson  v.  Rain- 
bow, 76  Iowa  320,  41  N.  W.  29.  Kan. 
Cameron  v.  Griesa,  74  Kan.  560,  87 
Pac.  679  (by  objection  to  confirmation 
of  sale);  Supreme  Lodge  v.  Carey,  57 
Kan.  655,  47  Pac.  621  (by  mandamus) ; 
Mitchell  V.  Skinner,  17  Kan.  563; 
Treat  v.  Wilson,  4  Kan.  App.  586,  46 
Pac.  322.  Ky.— Simrall  v.  Grant,  79 
Ky.  435,  3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  208;  Young's 
Exr.  V.  Young,  9  B.  Mon.  66;  Poston 
V.  Southern,  7  B.  Mon.  289;  Boyce  «. 
Waller,  9  Dana  478;  Hall  v.  Davis,  5 
J.  J.  Marsh.  290;  Kendrick  v.  Arnold, 
4  Bibb  235.  La.— City  of  New  Or- 
leans V.  Bilgery,  108  La.  191,  32  So. 
429.  Md. — McCormick  v.  McOormick, 
104  Md.  325,  65  Atl.  54;  Welde  v.  Scot- 
ten,  59  Md.  72;  Prazier  v.  White,  49 
Md.  1;  Wilson  v.  Miller,  30  Md.  82, 
96  Am.  Dec.  568.  Mass. — ^Boston  & 
M.  R.  R.  V.  D 'Almeida,  221  Mass.  380, 
108  N.  E.  1065.  Mich.— City  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Hurd,  179  Mieh.  454,  146 
N.  W.  299.  Miss. — Ricks  v.  Richard- 
son, 70  Miss.  424,  11  So.  935;  Am- 
mons  V.  Whitehead,  31  Miss.  99;  Thom- 
as V.  Tappan,  Freem.  Ch.  472.  Mo. 
Cantwell  v.  Johnson,  236  Mo.  575,  139 
8.  W.  365;  Donham  v.  Hoover,  135  Mo. 
210,  36  S.  W.  627;  Stockton  v.  Ran- 
som, 60  Mo.  535;  Ostmann  v.  Frey, 
148  Mo.  App.  284,  128  S.  W.  257; 
Stroeh  v.  Doggett  Dry  Goods  Co.,  65 
Mo.  App.  103;  Good  v.  Merkowitz  Bros., 

35  Mo.  App.  658.  Mont. — Bisenhauer 
V.  Quinn,  36  Mont.  368,  93  Pac.  38, 
322  Am.  St.  Rep.  370,  14  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  435;  Donovan  v.  McDevitt,  36 
Mont.  61,  92  Pac.  49;  Beck  v.  Fran- 
sham,  21  Mont.  117,  53  Pac.  96.  Neb. 
Eickards  v.  Coon,  13  Neb.  420,  14  N. 
W.  163.  N.  J. — Murphy  v.  Borden,  49 
N.  J.  L.  527|  13  Atl,  42j  Margate  & 
Co.  «.  Haaa  ^N.  J.  Eq.),  98  Att.  313, 


Palladino  v.  Hilpert,  72  N.  J.  Eq.  270, 
65  Atl.  721;  White  v.  Smith  (N.  J. 
Eq.),  58  Atl.  817;  Swayze  v.  Hacketts- 
town  Nat.  Bank,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  9,  13 
Atl.  670,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  368,  19  Atl. 
621;  Freeman  v.  Elmendorf,  7  N.  J. 
Eq.  475.  N.  Y.— Lansing  v.  Eddy,  1 
Johns.  Ch.  49;  Chittenden  v.  Davidson, 
20  Jones  &  8.  421;  Newcombe  v.  Irv- 
ing Nat.  Bank,  51  Hun  220,  4  N.  Y. 
Supp.  37,  affirmed,  51  Hun  639,  4  N.  Y. 
Supp.  39.  But  see  Buffum  v.  Forster, 
77  Hun  27,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  285,  59 
N.  Y.  St.  833,  holding  although  the 
party  has  a  remedy  by  motion  to  set 
aside  the  levy  and  enjoin  the  creditor 
from  proceeding  against  exempt  prop- 
erty he  may  resort  to  an  action  in 
equity.  N.  C. — ^Bostie  v.  Young,  116 
N.  C.  766,  21  S.  B.  552;  Browning  v. 
Lavender,  104  N.  C.  69,  10  S.  E.  77; 
Bristol  V.  Hallyburton,  93  N.  C.  384; 
Pox  V.  Kline,  85  N.  C.  173;  Walker 
V.  Gurley,  83  N.  C.  429;  Perkins  v. 
Bullinger,  2  N.  C.  367.  Okla. — Harris 
V.  Smiley,  36  Okla.  89,  128  Pac.  276; 
Crist  V.  Cosby,  11  Okla.  635,  69  Pac. 
885.  Ore. — Marks  v.  Stephens,  38  Ore. 
65,  63  Pac.  824,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  750; 
Parsons  v.  Hartman,  25  Ore.  547,  37 
Pac.  61,  42  Am.  St.  Rep.  803,  30  L.  R. 
A.  98.  Pa.— Buckley  v.  Kilker,  218  Pa. 
176,  67  Atl.  55;  Nelson  v.  GufCey,  131 
Pa.  273,  18  Atl.  1073;  Mantz  v.  Kist- 
ler,  34  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  367;  Brie  Canal 
Co.  V.  Lowrie,  5  Clark  464;  Eckfelt  v. 
Starr,  5  Phila.  497.  E.  I. — McCudden 
V.  Wheeler  &  Wilson  Mfg.  Co.,  23  R.  I. 
528,  51  Atl.  48.  S.  C— McTeer  v. 
Moorer,  Bailey  Eq.  62.  Tenn. — Ham- 
mond V.  St.  John,  4  Yerg.  107;  Loftin 
•K.  Espy,  4  Yerg.  84.  Tex. — Mann  v. 
Wallis,"  75  Tex.  611,  12  S.  W.  1123; 
Purinton  v.  Davis,  66  Tex.  455,  1  S.  W. 
343;  Latham  Co.  v.  Shelton,  57  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  122,  122  S.  W.  941;  Hahn 
V.  Willis  &  Bro.,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
643,  73  8.  W.  1084;  Wingfield  v.  Hock- 
ney,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  39,  69  S.  W. 
446;  Modisett  v.  National  Bank,  23 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  589,  56  8.  W.  1007; 
Demmitt  V.  Gamier,  2  Posey  Unrep. 
Cas.  333.  Va.— Beckley  «.  Palmer,  11 
Gratt.  (Sa  Va.y  625;  Shackelford  «. 
Apperson,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.)  451;  Ran- 
dolph V.  Randolph,  6  Rand.  (27  Va.) 
194';  Bowyer  «.  Creigh,  3  Rand.  (24 
Vai)  aS,    W.  Va.— HcJWbH  i)i  Thomafrfdd, 
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relief."  The  rule  seems  to  have  been  relaxed  somewhat  in  those 
jurisdictions  where  law  and  equity  is  administered  by  the  same  court/* 
and  by  virtue  of  special  statutes.^^ 

Equity  will  generally  deny  the  plaintiff  relief  where  he_  has  a 
remfedy  by  motion,**  as  by  motion  to  stay,*^  to  quash,^"  vacate  or  set 


34  W.  Va.  794,  12  S.  E.  1088;  EoUina 
V.  Hess,  27  W.  Va.  570;  Hall  &  Pat- 
ton  V.  Taylor,  18  W.  Va.  544;  Kuhn 
V.  Maak,  i  W.  Va.  186.  Wyo.— Ward 
V.  Eees,  11  Wyo.  459,  72  Pac.  581. 
Eng. — Garstin  v.  Asplin,  1  ,liIad(J.  150, 
56  Eng.  Reprint  57. 

See  generally  the  title  "Legal 
Eemedy." 

[a]  '  'Plain  and  adequate  remedy  at 
law  does  not  mean  an  ability  to  resort 
to  every  remedy  which  the  forms  xxf 
legal  procedure  give."  If  any  form 
of  action  at  law  will  give  a  complete 
and  adequate  remedy,  the  plaintiff  is 
within  the  rulp  and  cannot  obtain  re- 
lief in  equity.  La  Mothe  v.  Pink,  8 
Biss.  (U.  S.)  493,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,032. 

15.  Gal. — ^Moulton  v.  Knapp,  85  Cal. 
385,  24  Pac.  803;  Ketchum  v.  Crippen, 
37  Cal.  ,223.  III.— Commercial  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Stoddard,  70  111.  App.  79. 
Tenn. — ^Lafferty  v.  Conp,  3  Sneed  221. 

"    Wyo.— Ward  v.  Eges,  11  Wyo.  459,  72 
Pac.  581. 

[a]  But  where  an  execution  Is 
levied  on  a  school  house,  the  sale  will 
be  enjoined  although  the  party  may 
have  a  remedy  at  Islw,  for  the  property 
is  not  vendible  under  the  execution 
and  equity  will  interfere  to  prevent  a 
cloud  being  cast  on  the  title  by  a 
void  sale  and  to  prevent  a  multiplicity 
of  suits.  State  v.  Tiedemann,  .69  Mo. 
306,  33  Am.  Eep.  498. 

[b]  The  defendant  may  waive  the 
rule  by  failing  to  avail  himself  of  it 
in  apt  time.  U.  S. — Amis  t).  Myers,  16 
How.  492,  14  L.  ed.  i029.  Ohio.— Mil- 
ler V.  Longaere,' 26  Ohio  St.  291.  Tex. 
Eogers  «.  DriscoU  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
125  S.  W.  599. 

16.  Colo.— Bell  V.  Murray,  13  Colo. 
App.  217,  57  Pac.  488.  Ind.— Krst  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Savin,  47  Ind.  ^pp.  266,  94 
N.  E.  347.  Compare,  Allen  v.  Winstanfl- 
ly,  135  Ind.  105,  34  N.  B.  699.  Tex. 
Sumner  ».  Crawford,  91  Tex.  129,  41 
S.  W.  994. 

17.  See  ggnerally  the  .statutes. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
an  injiu||,cl>l()u  mi»y  Is^uie  wlD&i^  it  gp- 
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pears  that  the  applipant  is  entitled  to 
the  relief  demanded  and  such  relief 
requires  the  restraint  of  some  act 
prejudicial  to  the  defendant,  an  in- 
junction may  issue  although  the  peti- 
tioner has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law. 
Sumner  v.  Crawford,  91  Tex.  129,  41 
S.  W.  994;  Chamberlain  v.  Baker,  2S 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  ^99,  67  S.  W.  532. 

18.  Ark. — Anthony  v.  Shannon,  8 
Ark.  52,  motion  to  have  execution 
superseded.  Cal. — ||iayo  v.  Bryte,  47 
Cal.  626.  N.  C— Walkpr  v.  Gurley,  83 
N.  C.  429;  Faisou  v.  MoHwaine,  72 
N.  C.  312.  Wis.— Pleshek  v.  McDon- 
nell, 130   Wis.  445,  110  N.  W.  269. 

But  see  Buffum  v.  Forster,  77  Hun 
27,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  285,  59  N.  T.  St. 
833. 

[a]  Motion  'by  Owner  Inadequate. 
But  the  privilege  of  one  whose  real 
property  is  levied  upon  under  an  exe- 
cution against  another,  to  make  a  mo- 
tion in  the  case  in  which  the  execu- 
tion was  issued  to  release  the  property 
from  such  levy,  does  not  afford  him 
such  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  as 
to  cut  off  any  right  he  would  otherwise 
have  to  maintain  injunction  against 
the  sale  of  the  property.  Gale  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Sleeper,  70  Kan.  806,  79  Pac. 
648. 

19.  Ark.' — Driggs'  Bank  v.  Norwood, 
49  Ark.  136,  4  S.  W.  448,  4  Am.  St. 
Eep.  30.  Colo. — Irwin  v.  Beggs,  24 
Colo.  4pp-  158,  132  Pac.  385.  Fla. 
Barnett  v.  Hickson,  52  Pla.  457,  41 
So.  600.  HI.- Fahs  v.  Eoberts,  54  111. 
19'2;  Farrell  v.  McKee,  36  111.  225. 
Kan. — Treat  v.  Wilson,  4  Kan.  App. 
586,  46  Pac.  322. 

20.  Ala. — Henderson  V-  Holman,  193 
Ala.  262,  69  So.  424.  Ark.— Jacks  & 
Co.  V.  Bighau,  36  Ark.  481 ; '  King  v. 
Clay,  34  Ark.  291.  Oal. — ^Moulton  v. 
Knapp,  58  Cal.  446,  26  Pac.  210,  85 
Cal.  3BB,  24  Pac.  803.  Oolo.— Irwin  v. 
Beggs,  S4  Ooloj  App.  158,  132  Pac. 
3S5.  Fla.— Barnett  u.  Hickson,  52  S'la. 
457,  41  So.  606.  lU.— Palmer  V.  Gar- 
diner, 77  HI.  143.  Ind. — Clin«  v.  Lowe, 
3  Ind;  527;  Lasselle  v.  Moore,  1  Blackf. 
2Wfi    'SsgOj.—^Med  ^  Mcltt«r  {Eaa, 
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aside  the  execution,  6v  motion  for  an  order  of  distribution,^^  or  to 
set  aside  the  sale,^^  or  where  he  has  a  remedy  by  affidavit  of  illegality,^^ 
'by  interpleader,^*  by  audita  querela,^^  by  writ  of  error,^^  appeal,^' 
supersedeas,^^  by  a  trial  of  the  right  of  property,^^  by  an  action'"'  at 


App.),  53  Pac.  89.  Ky. — Poston  v. 
Southern,  7  B.  Mon.  289.  Mass. — Bos- 
ton &  M.  R.  E.  V.  D  'Almeida,  221  Mass. 
380,  108  N.  B.  1065.  Miss. — Amnions 
V.  Whitehead,  31  Miss.  99.  Mo.— Stock- 
ton V.  Bansom,  60  Mo.  535.  Ohio. 
Sample  ■;;.  Ross'  Admr.,  16  Ohio  419; 
Wittstein  v.  Huntsman,  20  Ohio  Cir, 
Ct.  (N.  S.)  404.  Ore.— Marks  v.  Ste- 
phens, 38  Ore.  65,  68  Pac.  824,  84  Am. 
St.  Rep.  750.  Pa.— Nelson  v.  GufEey, 
131  Pa.  273,  18  Atl.  1073. 

Remedy  by  Motion  To  Quasb. — See 
supra,  IV,  A. 

21.  Chittenden  v.  Rogers,  42  111.  95. 

22.  Wilson  v.  Miller,  30  Md.  82,  96 
Am.  Dec.  568. 

Setting  aside  sale,  see  infra,  IV| 
D. 

23.  Wadle3#  «.  Oertel,  140  Ga.  326, 
78  S.  E.  912;  Smith  v.  Murphey,  140 
Ga.  80,  78  S.  E.  423;  Williams  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 134  Ga.  339,  67  S.  E.  821; 
Mathews  v.  Gelders,  129  Ga.  103,  58 
S.  E.  649;  Eoney  v.  McCall,  128  Ga. 
249,  57  8.  E.  503;  Park  v.  Callaway, 
128  Ga.  119,  57  S.  E.  229;  Hitchcock 
f.  Culver,  107  Ga.  184,  33  S.  E.  35; 
Eounaaville  v.  McGinnis,  93  Ga.  579, 
21  S.  E.  123;  Morris  v.  Morris,  76 
Ga.  733;  Mitchell  v.  Cooper,  73  Ga, 
796;  Lockridge  v.  Lyon,  68  Ga.  137; 
Gunn  i).  Woolfolk,  66  Ga.  682;  Flour- 
noy  V.  Silman,  59  Ga.  195;  Hambriek 
V.  Crawford,  55  Ga.  335. 

As  to  affidavit  of  illegality  generally, 
see  supra,  IV,  B. 

24.  '  Eckf  elt  v.  Starr,  5  Phila.  (Pa.) 
497.  See  generally  the  title  "Inter- 
pleader." 

25.  Parker  v.  Jones,  58  N.  C.  276, 
75  Am.  Dec.  441;  McRae  v.  Davis,  58 
N.  C.  140.  See  generally  the  title 
"Audita  Querela." 

26.  Ammons  v.  Whitehead,  31  Miss. 
99  (by  writ  of  error  coram  nobis  with 
supersedeas);  Perkins  v.  BuUinger,  2 
N.  C.  367. 

27.  Beck  V.  Fransham,  21  Mont.  117, 
53  Pac.  96.  See  generally  the  title 
"Appeals." 

28.  Ricks  V.  Richardson,  70  Miss. 
424,  11  So.  935;  Amnions  v.  Whitehead, 
31  Miss.  99;  Forbes,  Brooks  &  Co.  v. 
Hill,  Dall.  Dig.    (Tex.)   486. 


29.  Lst. — Gleises  v.  MoHatton,  14 
La.  Ann.  560;  Wallis  v.  Bourg,  14  La. 
Ann.  104.  N.  C— Baxter  v.  Baxter,  7 
N.  C.  118.  Tex. — Ferguson  v.  Herring, 
49  Tex.  126;  Williams  v.  Farmers  Nat. 
Bank,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  581,  56  S.  W. 
261;    George   v.   Dyer,   1   White  &   W. 

!Civ.   Cas.,   §780. 

As  to  third  party  claims,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  6. 

[a]  The  -withdrawal  of  a  claim  in- 
terposed by  the  plaintiff  to  the  prop- 
erty does  not  affect  his  right  to  file 
a  bill  for  an  injunction.  Cox  v.  Mayor, 
17  Ga.  249. 

30.  Ark. — Jacks  &  Co.  v.  Bi^ham, 
36  Ark.  481.  fla'.— Davidson  c'  Floyd, 
15'  Fla.  667.  N.  Y.— Newoombe  v. 
Irving  Nat.  Bank,  51  Hun  220,  4  N.  Y. 
Supp.  37,  affirmed  in  51  Hun  639,  4 
N.  Y.  Supp.  39. 

[a]  ACtibfl  of  Trespass. — ^U.  S.— La 
Mothe  V.  Pink,  8  Biss.  493,  502,  14 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,032.  Co^. — Johnson 
V.  Connecticut  Bank,  21  Conn.  14S. 
Fla. — Davidson  v.  Floyd,  15  Fla.  667. 
Ky.— Kendrick  v.  Arnold,  4  Bibb   235. 

[b]  Action  of  Trespass  To  Try 
Title. — Hahn  v.  Willis,  31  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  643,  73  S.  W.  1084. 

•  [c]  Action  of  Trover  or  Conversion. 
TT.  S.— La  Mothe  v.  Fink,  8  Biss.  493, 
14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,032.  Ark.— Jacks 
&  Co.  V.  Bigham,  36  Ark.  481.  Conn 
Johnson  v.  Couuecticut  Bank,  21  Conn. 
148.  Fla.— Davidson  v.  Floyd,  15  Fla. 
667.  Ky. — ^Boyce-  v.  Waller,  9  Dana 
478;  Kendriek  v.  Arnold,  4  Bibb  235; 
Nesmith  v.  Bowler,  3  Bibby  487. 

[d]  Action  of  Replevin.  —  Ark. 
Johnson  v.  Gillenwater,  75  Ark.  114,  87 
S.  W.  439;  Jacks  &  Co.  v.  Bigham,  36 
Ark.  481.  Ind. — Allen  v.  Winstandly, 
135  Ind.  105,  34  N.  B.  699.  la.— Key 
City  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Munsell,  19  Iowa 
305.  Ky. — Young's  Exr.  v.  Young,  9 
B.  Mon.  66.  Mo. — Ostmann  v.  Frey, 
148  Mo.  App.  284,  128  S.  W.  257. 

[e]  Action  of  Claim  and  Delivery. 
Richards  v.  Kirkpatrick,  53  Cal.  433. 

[f]  Action  of  Detinue. — Bissell  & 
Carville  v.  Lindsay,  9  Ala.  162;  Ken- 
driek V.  Arnold,  4  Bibb  (Ky.)  235; 
Nesmith- 1>.  Bowler,  3  Bibb   (Ky.)  487. 

[g]  Action     for     Damages.  —  Ark. 
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law,  or  by  statutory  proceedings  which  furnish  an  adequate  remedy.'* 
■WTiere  Remedy  at  Law  Is  Inadequate.  —  If  the  plaintiff  has  no  legal 
remedy,  or  if  the  remedy  is  not  as  adequate  and  efficient  as  the 
equitable,'^  or  if  it  is  embarrassed,^^  equity  will  entertain  jurisdic- 
tion. If  the  plaintiff  has  alreddy  exhausted  his  legal  remedy,^*  or  if 
the  sheriff  refuses  to  accept  a  proper  affidavit  of  illegality,^^  .equity  may 
entertain  the  bill. 

3.  Relief  Where  Property  Taken  Is  Personalty.  —  It  is  a  well 
established  general  principle  as  to  personal  property  that'  a  bill  in 
equity  will  not  ordinarily  lie  to  prevent  a  wrongful  sale  thereof  under 
execution,  .since  by  a  suit  at  law,  a  full  compensation  in  damages  may 
be  obtained.^^    Where,  however,  the  character  of  the  chattels  is  such 


Sanders  v.  Sanders,  20  Ark.  610.  Ind. 
Allen  «.  Winstandly,  135  Ind.  105,  34 
N.  E.  699.  N.  J. — ^Freeman  v.  Free- 
man, 17  N.  J.  Eq.  44. 

31.  Smith  V.  Murphey,   140   Ga.   80, 

78  S.  E.  423. 

32.  U.  S. — Watson  v.  Sutherland,  5 
Wall.  74,  18  L.  ed.  580.  Ala.— Hunting- 
ton V.  Bell,  2  Port.  51;,  Fryer  v. 
Austin,  2  Stew.  119.  Ark. — Haycock 
V.  Tarver,  107  Ark.  458,  155  S.  W. 
918.  Fla.— Guerra  v.  Nistal,  66  Fla. 
579,  64  So.  236;  Davidson  v.  Floyd,  15 
Fla.  667.  Ga.— Ben  Hill  County  v. 
Massachusetts  Bond.  &  Ins.  Co.,  144 
Ga.  325,  87  S.  E.  15;  Sanders  v.  Fos- 
ter, 66  Ga.  292;  Hall  v.  Lyon,  37  Ga., 
636.  Idaho. — Kester  v.  Schuldt,  11 
Idaho  663,  85  Pac.  974.  III.— Wende 
V.  Zimmer,  189  111.  App.  490;  Jenney 
V.  Jackson,  6  111.  App.  32.  Ind.— First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Savin,  47  Ind.  App.  266, 
94  K.  E.  347.     Ky. — Simrall  v.  Grant, 

79  Ky.  435,  3  Ky.  L.  Eep.  208.  Md. 
MeCreery  v.  Sutherland,  23  Md.  471, 
481,  87  Am.  Deo.  578.  Miss.— Cooper 
V.  Newell,  36  Miss.  316,  319.  Mo. 
Anderson  v.  Biddls,  10  Mo.  23.  N.  J. 
Margate  Co.  v.  Hand  (N.  J.  Eq.;,  98 
Atl.  313.  N.  Y.— Chittenden  v.  David- 
son, 20  Jones  &  S.  421;  Newcomb  v. 
Irving  Nat.  Bank,  51  Hun  220,  4  N. 
Y.  Supp.  37,  a3rmed  in  51  Hun  639, 
4  N.  Y.  Supp.  39.  Va. — Snavely  v. 
Harkrader,  30  Gratt.  (71  Va.)  487; 
Bowyer  v.  Creigh,  3  Rand.  (24  Va.) 
25;  Wilson  v.  Butler,  3  Munf.  (17  Va.) 
559.  Wash. — Cline  Piano  Co.  v.  Sher- 
wood,'57  Wash.  239,  106  Pac.  742; 
Phelan  v.  Smith,  22  Wash.  397,  61  Pac. 
31.  W.  Va. — Williamson  v.  Russell,  18 
W.  Va.  612;  Walker  v.  Hunt,  2  W. 
Va.  491,  98  Am.  Deo.  779. 

33.  Irwin   v.  Beggs,  24   Colo.  App. 
158,  132  Pac.  385. 
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34.  Eppinger  v.  Scott,  130  Cal.  275, 
62  Pac.  460. 

[a]  Where  no  independent  equity  ia 
shown,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  en- 
join a  sale  under  an  execution  that 
has  been  adjudged  to  be  valid  in  a 
proceeding  at  law  taken  for  that  pur- 
pose. Hayes  v.  Frohook,  56  Fla.  794, 
47  So.  343;  Hollinshead  v.  Woodard, 
128  Ga.  7,  57  S.  E.  79. 

[b]  After  Claim. — Equity  will  not 
enjoin  a  sale  of  the  plaintiff 's  property, 
where  he  interposed  a  claim  and  the 
land  was  found  subject.  Welchel  v. 
Gordon,  63  Ga.  610. 

35.  Webb  v.  Newsom,  138  Ga.  342, 
75  S.  E.  106  (where  the  judge  denied 
a  writ  of  mandamus  compelling  the 
sheriff  to  accept  the  aflSdavit);  Wil- 
liams V.  Kennedy;  134  Ga.  339,  67 
S.  E.  821;  McCandless  v.  McKibben, 
99  Ga.  129,  24  8.  E.  872  (where  the 
afidavit  was  insufSiOient) ;  Newton 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  White,  47  Ga.  400.  See 
Miller  v.  Baxter,  108  Ga.  600,  34  S. 
E.  169. 

[a]  Where  Sheriff  Violates  Agree- 
ment To  Postpone  Sale. — Where  the 
affidavit  is  insuflfic-ieut  and  the  sheriff 
refuses  to  accept  it  but  agrees  with 
counsel  to  postpone  the  sale  until  a 
legal  afldayit  can  be  tendered  and 
then  violates  such  agreement,  an  in- 
junction against  delivering  a  deed  is 
proper.  Manning  v.  Laoey,  97  Ga.  384, 
23  S.  E.  845. 

[b]  Equity  will  not  dissolve  the  in- 
junction because  the  sheriff  later  ac- 
cepts the  afldavit.  Newton  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  White,  47  Ga.  400. 

36.  Ark. — Haycock  v.  Tarver,  107 
Ark.  458,  155  S.  W.  918;  Driggs'  Bank 
V.  Norwood,  49  Ark.  136,  4  S.  W.  448, 
4  Am.  St.  Rep.  30;  Jacks  &  Co.  v.  Big- 
ham,   36  Ark.  481;   Stillwell  v.  Oliver, 
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that  in  the  ease  of  a  sale,  removal,  destruction,  or  damage,  an  in- 
jury would  result  to  the  owner  for  which  the  remedy  at  law  would 
not  be  full,  complete  and  adequate,  equity  will  grant  relief  in  a  proper 
case.'^  And  notwithstanding  the  property  may  not  possess  this 
special  value,  equity  will  grant  relief  where  both  the  plaintiff  and 
sheriff  are  insolvent.^^ 

4.  Grounds  of  Relief.  —  a.  Defects  and  Irregularities.^^ — (I.)  In 
the  Writ  of  Execution. —  A  court  of  equity  will  not  enjoin  an  execution 
because  of  mere  defects  or  irregularities  in  the  writ,  as  the  party  has 
an  adecfuate  remedy  at  law.*"^  And  generally  equity  will  not  enjoin 
a  sale  under  a  void  execution,  since  the  party  has  an  adequate  remedy 
at  law,  and  since  the  sale  under  an  execution  void  on  its  face,  will 
not  create  a  cloud  on  the  title,*^  though  there  is  authority  to  the  eon- 


35  Ark.  184.  Pla. — Guerra  v.  Nistal, 
66  Fla.  579,  64  So.  236.  Ky.— Simrall 
V.  Grant,  79  Ky.  435,  3  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
208.  Mich.— City  Bank  v.  Hurd,  179 
Mieh.  454,  146  N.  W.  299,  301.  Okla. 
Payne  v.  Ramsey,  30  Okla.  356,  120 
Pac.  595.  Tenn. — Hammond  v^.  St. 
John,  4  Yerg.  107. 

Where  stranger's  personalty  is  levied 
on,  see  infra,  IV,  E,  4,  a,   {111),  (B), 

37.  Ark. — ^Driggs'  Bank  v.  Norwood, 
49  Ark.  136,  4  S.  W.  448,  ,4  Am.  St. 
Rep.  30;  Stillwell  v.  Oliver,  35  Ark. 
184.  Fla. — Davidson  v.  Tloyd,  15  Fla. 
667.  Tenn. — Hammond  v.  St.  John,  4 
Terg.  107. 

38.  Bristol  v.  Hallyburton,  93  N.  0, 
384. 

39.  Defects  in  the  judgment  or  pro- 
ceedings leading  up  thereto  as  a  ground 
for  injunction  against  enforcement  of 
the  judgment,  see  15  Standabd  Peoc. 
298,  et  seq. 

40.  Ala. — Henderson  v.  Holman,  193 
Ala.  262,  69  So.  424;  Triest  &  Co.  v. 
Enslen,  106  Ala.  180,  17  So.  356.  Del, 
Hastings  v.  Cropper,  3  Del.  Ch.  165. 
Fla.— Wordehoff  v.  Evers,  18  Fla.  339; 
Robinson  v.  Ton,  8  Fla.  350.  Ga. 
Wadley  v.  Oertel,  140  Ga.  326,  78  S. 
E.  912.  ni. — Robinson  v.  Chesseldine, 
5  111.  332;  Beaird  v.  Foreman,  1  111. 
385,  12  Am.  Dec.  197.  Kan. — Kansas 
Farmers'  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Amick, 
45  Kan.  74,  25  Pac.  211.  La. — Eooks 
V.  Williams,  13  La.  Ann.  374,  where 
writ  issued  in  name  of  deceased  cred- 
itor. IMinn. — La  Crosse  &  Minn.  Pack- 
et Co.  V.  Reynolds,  12  Minn.  213.  Miss. 
Ammons  v.  Whitehead,  31  Miss.  99, 
where  the  writ  issued  in  the  name  of 
the   administrator   without   revival  by 


scire  facias.  N.  C. — Foard  v.  Alex- 
ander, 64  N.  C.  69.  Ohio. — Dunn  & 
Co.  V.  Springmeier,  7  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print) 339,  2  W.  L.  Bui.  127.  Okla. 
Harris  v.  Smiley,  36  Okla.  89,  128  Pac. 
276.  Ore. — Marks  v.  Stephens,  38  Ore. 
65,  63  Pac.  824,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  750. 
Tenn.— Williams  v.  Wright,  9  Humph. 
493,  502.  Tex.— Dunson  v.  Spradley 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  40  S.  W.  327. 

[a]  But  see  Elson  v.  O'Dowd,  40 
Ind.  300,  where  the  court  says  by  way 
of  dictum  that  the  fact  that  the  exe- 
cution is  not  directed  against  all  the 
judgment  debtors  constitutes  a  valid 
reason  for  enjoining  a  levy  upon  the 
property  of  the  replevin  bail. 

[b]  The  alwence  of  internal  revenue 
stamps  from  the  assignment  of  a  judg- 
ment does  not  affect  the  validity  of 
execution  issued  on  the  judgment,  and 
affords  no  ground  for  restraining  their 
enforcement.  Campbell  v.  Johnston,  3 
Del.  Ch.  94. 

41.  Ala. — Henderson  v.  Holman,  193 
Ala.  262,  69  So.  424;  Martin  v.  Atkin- 
son, 108  Ala.  314,  18  So.  -888.  Cal. 
Gates  V.  Lane,  49  Cal.  266;  Sanchez 
V.  Carriaga,  31  Cal.  170.  Fla.^Worde- 
hoff  V.  Evers,  18  Fla.  339;  Davidson  v. 
Seegar,  15  Fla.  671.  lU.— Beaird  v. 
Foreman,  1  111.  385,  12  Am.  Dec.  197. 
Minn. — Hanson  v.  Johnson,  20  Minn. 
194;  La  Crosse  &  Minn.  Packet  Co. 
V.  Reynolds,  12  Minn.  213.  Mo.— St. 
Louis,  etc.  R.  Co.  v.  Lowder,  138  Mo. 
533,  39  S.  W.  799;  St.  Louis,  etc.  R. 
Co.  V.  Lowder,  38  S.  W.  550;  Russell 
V.  Inter-State  Lumb.  Co.,  112  Mo.  40, 
20  S.  W.  26;  Hewlett  v.  Turner,  93 
Mo.  App.  20.  Okla. — Harris  v.  Smiley, 
36  Okla.  89,  128  Pac.  276.  Ore.— Far- 
ris  y.  Hayes,  9  Ore.  81.    S.  C— Attor- 
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trary.*^  It  has  been  held  that  an  injunction  will  not  be  granted  on 
the  ground  that  execution  does  not  conform  to  the  judgment,*^  that 
it  misdescribes  the  judgment,^*  or  that  it  issttes  foi*  an  amount  exceed- 
ing the  amount  of  the  judgment  ot  for  more  than  is  due.*® 

(II.)  In  the  Issuance  of  the  Writ.  —  (A.)  Ts  Genekai.  —  Generally 
equity  will  not  enjoin  an  execution  that  has  been  irre^tflarly  or  im- 
providently  issued  as  the  party  has  a  remedy  ait  law.*^    Accordingly 


ney  General  ■».  Baker,  9  Rich.  Eq.  521. 
Tenn. — Williams  v.  Wright,  9  Humph. 
493,  S02. 

[a]  An  execution  apparently  reg- 
ular on  its  face  will  not  be  adjudged 
void,  at  least  until  an  effort  for  relief 
has  been  made  in  the  tribunal  from 
which  it  issued.  Beaird  v.  Foreman,  1 
111.  385,  12  Am.  Dec.  197. 

[b]  Adequate  Legal  Remedy. — An 
irregular  or  void  execution,  or  an  exe- 
cution issued  on  a  void  judgment,  is 
always  open  to  direct  attack  by  the 
judgment  debtor  upon  affi.davit  of  il- 
legality or  motion  to  discharge  the 
property  seized  thereunder,  or  to  quash 
or  set  aside,  and  hence  injunction  will 
not  lie.  Harris'  v.  Smiley,  36  Okla. 
89,  128  Pac.  276. 

42.  Ind. — Vincennes  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hargrove,  80  Ihd.  364;  Vincennes  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Cockrum,  80  Ind.  355,  holding 
an  execution  upon  an  invalid  recog- 
nizance is  void  and  will  be  enjoined. 
la. — McConkie  c.  Landt,  126  Iowa  317, 
101  N.  W.  1121  (holding  injunction  is 
proper  remedy  where  the  court  makes 
an  order  in  vacation  without  notice 
directing  the  clerk  to  issue  execution); 
Meek  v.  Buiiker,  33  Iowa  169,  where 
execution  issued  in  name  of  dead  plain- 
tiff. Kan. — Kansas  Farmers'  Mut.  F. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Amick,  45  Kan.  74,  25  Pac. 
211.  Tex. — Dailey  v.  Wynn,  33  Tex, 
614  (where  creditor  died  before  writ 
issued);  Trammell  v.  WatsOn,  25  Tex. 
Supp.  210. 

43.  lnd.^Martin  v.  Pifer,  96  Ind. 
245.  Ohio. — Dunn  &  Co.  V-  Spring- 
meier,  7  Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint;  339,  2 
W.  li.  Bui.  127.  Tex. — ^Dunson  v. 
Spradiey  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  40  S.  W. 
327. 

44.  Dunson  v.  Spradiey  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  40  S.  W.  327. 

45.  Henderson  v.  Holman,  193  Ala. 
262,  69  So.  424;  Triest  &  Co.  v.  Enslen, 
106  Ala.  180,  17  So.  356  (where  exe- 
cution exceeded  the  penalty  of  a  for- 
feited claim  bond) ;  Sample  v.  Boss ' 
Adrtr.,    16    OhiQ    419,    where    an    oxe- 
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cution  was  issued  against  a  successor 
of  the  attorney 's  rights  at  the  instance 
of  a  divorcee,  for  a  certain  proportion 
of  tie  alimony  which  under  contract 
was  to  be  paid  to  the  attorney  for 
his  fee.  CoMra,  Guillory  xi.  Latour, 
138  La.  142,  70  So.  66;  Harper  v.  Terry, 
16  La,  Ann.  216.  But  the  issuance 
df  a  fieri  facias  for  too  lalrge  a  sum 
due  to  an  error  in  the  calculation  of 
interest  on  a  judgment  is  not  ground 
for  an  injunction.  Walker  v.  Villa- 
vaso,  26  La.  Ann.  4'2. 

[a]  Where  credits  (I)  are  not  en- 
tered on  a  fieri  facias  no  relief  by  in- 
junction will  be  granted  generally. 
6a.— Brown  v.  Wilsoil,  56  Ga.  334.  Ind. 
Cline  V.  Lowe,  3  Ind.  527.  Md. — Gor- 
such  v.  Thomas,  57  Md.  334.  Tex. 
Compare,  Williams  v.  Bradbury,  9  Tex. 
487,  holding  petition  sufapient.  (2). 
But  a  subsequent  execution  creditor 
may  obtain  an  injunction  until  the 
payments  are  ascertained  and  the  cred- 
itor gives  credit  for  them,  Peshine  v. 
Einns,  II  N.  J.  Eq.  101.  (3')  And 
where  a  sheriff  levied  an  execution 
against  the  principal  and  falsely  re- 
turned "no  money  made,"  tie  surety 
may  enjoin  an  alias  to  the  extent  of 
the  amount  made  on  the  first  writ. 
Fryer  v.  Austill,  2  Stew.  (Ala.)  119. 
Payment  of  judgment  as  a  ground  of 
relief,  see  the  title  "Judgments." 

46.  Ark. — Anthony  &  Brodie  v. 
Shannon,  8  Ark.  52.  Colo. — ^Irwin  v. 
Beggs,  24  Colo,  App.  158,  132  Pac. 
385.  Del. — Hastings  v.  Cropper,  3  Del. 
Ch.  165.  lU.— Greenup  v.  Brown,  1  III. 
252.  Ind.— Berry  v.  Nichols,  96  Ind. 
287  (absence  of  praecipe);  Cline  ,ii, 
Lowe,  3  Indi,  527j  where  after  re- 
covering judgment  on  a  delivery  bond 
and  collecting  but  not  crediting  a  part 
thereof,  another  execution  issued  on 
the  original  judgment.  Miss. — Thomas 
V.  Tappan,  Freem.  472.  Mo. — Ostmann 
v.  Frey,  148  Mo.  App,  284,  128  S.  W. 
257.  Ore. — Marks  v.  Stephens,  38  Ore. 
65,  63  Pac.  824,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  750. 
Pa.— Nelson  v.  Guffey,  131  Pa.  273,  291, 
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an  injunction  will  not  lie  on  the  ground  of  a  premature  issuance  of 
the  writ,*^  an  improper  issuance  of  a  second  execution,^^  or  the  issuance 
and  levy  in  violation  of  an  agreement  to  stay  execution.*®  But  where 
the  legal  remedy  is  inadequate,*^"  tvhere  complicated  questions  of  law 
or  fact  are  involved  which  can  be  properly  presented  6nly  upon  ap- 
propriate pleadings,^^  or  where,  it  has  been  held,  an  execution  issued 
in  violation  of  a  statute  prohibiting  it°^  equitable  relief  by  injunction 
may  be  had. 

(B.)    Where  Writ  Issued  Without  a  Judgment.  —  Some  courts  of  equity 
will  not  enjoin  an  execution  issued  without  a  judgment  or  bond,^^ 


18  Atl.  1073.    Eng.— Garstin  v.  Asplin, 
1  Madd.  150,  56  Eng.  Eeprint  57. 

[a]  But  see  Jacobs  v.  Jacobs,  23 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  186,  62  8.  W.  263,  in 
■which  an  injunction  was  granted  where 
the  judgment  was  too  indefinite  to 
authorize  the  clerk  to  issue  execution. 

[b]  Issuance  at  Instance  of  Stran- 
ger.— Where  the  person  seeking  to  have 
execution  issued  is  not  the  owner  of 
the  judgment,  an  injunction  against 
issuing  execution  will  be  awarded. 
Kruegel  v.  Jones  (Tex.  dv.  App.),  143 
S.  W.  989;  Kruegel  v.  MurpHy  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  126  S.  W.  680;  Kruegel  v. 
Eawlins  (Tex.  Civ.  App.);  121  S.  W. 
216. 

47.  Williams  v.  Douglass,  47  La, 
Ann.  1277,  17  So.  805;  Isler  v.  Willis, 
1  Pat.  &  H.  (Va.;  43.  But  see  Greene 
V.  Johnson,,  21  La.  Ann.  464;  Girard  v. 
Hirsch,  6  La.  Ann.  651,  holding  an  in- 
junction to  be  a  proper  remedy  where 
execution  issued  before  the  expiration 
of  a  stay  thereof. 

[a]  Since  Creditor  Can  Immediately 
Take  Out  Another  Execution. — Dayton 
V.  Commercial  Bank,  6  Bob.   (La.)   17. 

[b]  A  defendant  who  falls  to  ap- 
peal cannot  enjoin  an  execution  on  the 
ground  it  issued  before  the  judgment 
of  the  appellate  court  affirming  the 
judgment  was  filed,  as  the  plaintifE 
could  abandon  his  appeal  at  any  time. 
Savoie  i).  Thibodaux,  29  La.  Ann.  51. 

48.  Gregory  v.  Ford,  14  Cal.  138,  73 
Am.  Dec.  639.  But  see  Lasselle  v. 
Moore,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  226;  Wagner 
V   Pegues,  10  S.  C.  259. 

fa]  But  if  two  executions  issue  sim- 
ultaneously on  the  same  judgment,  and 
one  of  them  be  acted  on,  the  other  may 
be  enjoined  if  attempted  to  be  enforced 
also.  Hudson  v.  Dangerfield,  2  La.  63, 
20  Am.  Dec.  297. 

[b]  Where  the  creditor  maintains 
two  executions  on  a  judgment  at  the 


same  time,  but  in  different  states, 
equity  will  enjoin  one  until  it  is  shown 
that  the  judgment  is  satisfied  or  the 
creditor  has  exhausted  his  remedy  on 
the  other  execution.  Newell  v.  Mor- 
ton, 3  Rob.  (La.)  102. 

49.  Ark. — Fowler  v.  Williams,  20 
Ark.  641.  Cal. — Moulton  v.  Knapp,  85 
Cal.  385,  24  Pac.  803.  la. — Anamosa 
V.  Wurzbacher,  37  Iowa  25,  holding 
plaintiff  had  no  standing  in  court  as 
,he  had  made  no  offer  of  performance. 

But  see  Thomas'  Trustees  v.  Brash- 
ear,  4  Mon.  (Ky.)  65;  Crook  v.  Lips- 
comb, 30  Tex.  Civ.  App.  567,  70  S.  W. 
993,  where  a  levy  was  made  in  viola- 
tion of  an  agreement  not  to  levy.  And 
compare  Thurman  v.  Burt,  53  111.  129, 
specifically  enforcing  an  agreement  as 
to  a  stay  of  execution. 

Violation  of  agreement  as  to  order 
of  levy  as  ground  for  injunction,  see 
infra,  IV,  E,  4,  c. 

50.  Suavely  v.  Harkrader,  30  Gratt. 
(71  Va.)  487  (where  the  remedy  by 
motion  to  quash  is  not  speedy  enough) ; 
Shackelford  v.  Appersou,  6  Gratt.  (47 
Va.)  451  (where  relief  is  sought  in 
vacation) ;  Grant  v.  Cole,  23  Wash.  542, 
63  Pac.  263. 

51.  Irwin  v.  Beggs,  24  Colo.  App. 
158f,  132  Pac.  385. 

52.  New  Orleans  v.  Ruleff,  23  La. 
Ann.  708;  Bramel  v.  Eatliff,  54  Wash. 
581,  103  Pac.  817,  where  an  execution 
issued  from  a  county  other  than  that 
in   which   the   judgment   was   rendered. 

[a]  A  fieri  facias  issued  against  a 
intinicipality  in  violation  of  a  statute 
prohibiting  it  and  providing  other 
methods  of  satisfying  judgments,  wili 
be  enjoined.  New  Orleans  v.  Ruleff, 
23  La.  Ann.  708. 

53.  Ark. — Scanland  v.  Mixer,  34 
Ark.  354,  issuance  after  the  taking  of 
an  appeal.  Fla. — Davidson  v.  Seegar, 
15  Fla.  671;  Davidson  v.  Floyd,  15  Fla. 
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placed  by  law  on  the  footing  of  a  judgment,  but  others  hold  to  the 
contrary.'* 

(C.)  Where  Judgment  Es  Dormant.  —  According  to  some  authorities 
a  suit  in  equity  will  not  lie  to  enjoin  an  execution  upon  a  dormant 
judgment  for  the  reason  that  the  party  has  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law,  or  that  the  sale  under  such  an  execution  would  not  cast  a  cloud 
on  the  plaintiff's  land.='  But  others  hold  that  a  suit  in  equity  will 
lie,°"  notwithstanding  the  remedy  in  the  original  action.'' 

(III.)  In  the  Levy.  —  (A.)  In  General.  —  Irregularities  in  the  levy  are 
not  ground  for  injunctive  relief.'*    But  an  injunction  will  lie  where 


667.  Ky.— Ewell  v.  Jaekson,  33  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  673,  110  S.  W.  860,  where 
judgment  is  unsigned.  But  see 
Schneider  v.  Artsman,  16  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
350,  holding  proceeding  not  barred  by 
an  order  overruling  a  motion  to  quash. 
Mo. — Farris  v.  Smithpeter,  180  Mo. 
App.  466,  166  S.  W.  655;  Ostmann  v. 
Frey,  148  Mo.  App.  284,  128  S.  W.  257, 
where  judgment  was  superseded  by  an 
appeal. 

54.  Ga. — Hall  v.  Lyon,  37  Ga.  636. 
Ind. — Sare  v.  Butcher,  141  Ind.  146,  40 
N.  E.  749.  Compare  Lasselle  v.  Moore, 
1  Blaekf.  226.  Kan.— Olson  v.  Nun- 
nally,  47  Kan.  391,  28  Pac.  149,  27 
Am.  St.  Eep.  296.  Tex. — Alsup  &  Co. 
V.  Allen,  43  Tex.  598;  Trammell  v.  Wat- 
son, 25  Tex.  Supp.  210;  Hubbart  v. 
Willis  State  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
152  S.  W.  458;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 
V.  MeKee  Bros.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135 
S.  W.  658. 

[a]  Where  an  appeal  is  properly 
perfected  so  that  there  will  be  a  trial 
de  novo,  the  judgment  is  vacated.  A 
dismissal  of  the  appeal  does  not  rein- 
state the  judgment  and  an  execution 
issued  thereon  is  unauthorized  and 
will  be  enjoined.  Western  Union  Tel, 
Co.  V.  MeKee  Bros.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
135  S.  W.  658. 

[b]  Where  the  record  of  the  judg- 
ment has  been  destroyed  and  had  not 
been,  substituted  when  execution'  is- 
sued, an  injunction  is  properly  issued. 
Cyrus  V.  Hicks,  20  Tex.  483. 

[c]  Where  the  defendant  fails  to 
raise  the  defense  of  the  existence  of  a 
remedy  at  law,  equity  will  relieve  from 
an  execution  issued  on  a  judgment  on 
the  first  trial  which  was  vacated  by  a 
second  trial.  Miller  v.  Longacre,  26 
Ohio  St.  291. 

55.  Cal.— Mayo  v.  Bryte,  47  Cal. 
626.  But  see  Stout  v.  Macy,  22  Cal. 
647.     Minn. — Hanson    v.    Johnson,    20 
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Minn.  194.  N.  0. — Foard  v.  Alexander, 
64  N.  C.  69;  Perkins  v.  Bullinger,  2  N. 
C.  367.  Ohio. — Wittstein  v.  Huntsman, 
20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.)  404,  distingmsh- 
ing  Krinke  v.  Parish,  6  Ohio  Cir.  Dec. 
30,  9  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  141,  on  the  ground 
that  the  relief  there  was  sought  three 
days  before  the  sale  was  to  take  place 
and  the  remedy  by  motion  was  inade- 
quate. 

[a]  In  Texas  if  it  appears  that  the 
judgment  has  not  been  paid,  the  in- 
junction will  be  denied.  Seymour  v. 
Hill,  67  Tex.  385,  3  S.  W.  313  (dis- 
tinguishing North  V.  Swing,  24  Tex. 
193,  and  Watson  v.  Newsham,  17  Tex. 
437,  in  which  injunctions  were  granted 
(restraining  executions  upon  dormant 
judgments,  on  the  ground  that  in 
neither  was  any  inquiry  made  whether 
the  judgments  were  unpaid  and  that 
no  relief  based  on  them  was  asked); 
Spiller  V.  HoUinger  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
148  8.  W.  338.  See  also  Buie  v.  Crouch, 
37  Tex.  53.  Compare  Snow  v.  Nash,  50 
Tex.  216,  granting  an  injunction. 

56.  Ind. — See  Shanklin  v.  Sims,  110 
Ind.  143,  11  N.  E.  32.  Kan.— Sparks 
V.  Martin,  96  Kan.  282,  150  Pae.  532; 
Updegraff  v.  Lucas,  76  Kan.  456,  93 
Pac.  630,  13  Ann.  Cas.  860.  Neb. 
Predohl  v.  O'Sullivan,  59 'Neb.  311,  80 
N.  W.  903.  See  Eickards  v.  Coon,  13 
Neb.  419,   14  N.  W.   162. 

[a]  But  one  who  'enjoins  a  judg- 
ment until  its  lien  is  barred  by  lapse 
of  time  cannot  obtain  a  perpetual  in- 
junction against  the  enforcement  of 
the  judgment  on  this  ground.  Work  v. 
Harper,  31  Miss.._107,  66  Am.  Dec.  549. 
See  also  Sugg  v.  Thrasher,  30  Miss. 
135.  But  see  Kilpatrick  v.  Byrne,  25 
Miss.  571. 

57.  Updegraff  v.  Lucas,  76  Kan. 
456,  93  Pac.  630,  94  Pao.  121,  13  Ann. 
Cas.  860,  note. 

58.  Ga. — Boggess  v.  Lowrey,  78  Ga. 
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the  legal  remedy  is  not  speedy  and  adequate.'^  And  where  a  levy  is 
made  in  violation  of  an  express  statute,®"  or  where  because  of  some 
omission,  subsequent  proceedings  will  be  void;®^  or  where  the  judg- 
ment has  been  wholly  or  partially  satisfied,'^  an  injunction  is  some- 
times allowed. 

Generally  equity  will  not  enjoin  an  execution  on  the  ground  that 
the  sheriff  levied  on  property  not  subject  to  the  execution,®^  that  he 


539,  3  S.  E.  771,  6  Am.  St.  Bep.  279. 
La. — Gusman  v.  T>e  Poret,  33  La.  Ann. 
333;  Deville  v.  Hayes,  23  La.  Ann.  550; 
Dabbs  V.  Hemken,  3  Bob.  123,  omis- 
sion in  notice  of  seizure  to  mention 
onei  of  the  three  executions  in  the 
sheriff's  hands.  Ore. — Marks  v.  Ste- 
phens, 38  Ore.  65,  63  Pac.  824,  84  Am. 
St.  Rep.  750.  Tenn.^ — LafEerty  v.  Conn, 
3  Sneed  221.  Tex. — Forbes,  Brooks  & 
Co.  V.  Hill,  BaU.  Dig.  486.  But  see 
Wills  Point  Bank  v.  Bates,  76  Tex. 
329,  13  S.  W.  309,  holding  an  injunc- 
tion to  be  an  appropriate  remedy 
against  errors  occurring  subsequent  to 
judgment  with  regard  to  the  levy  and 
the  collection   of  the  final  process. 

[a]  A  levy  under  a  dormant  exe- 
cution will  not  be  enjoined  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  showing  of  insolvency  of  the 
defendants.  Green  v.  Bank  of  George- 
town, 10  Eieh.  Eq.   (S.  C.)   27. 

Where  execution  Issues  on  a  dormant 
Judgment,  see  supra,  IV,  E,  4,  a,  (II), 
(C). 

59.  Grant  v.  Cole,  23  Wash,  542,  63 
Pac.  263. 

60.  Titus  V.  Ginheimer,  27  111.  462, 
holding  that  where  a  constable  levies 
on  real  property,  he  acts  in  excess  of 
his  authority  and  may  be  enjoined. 
See  Appeal  of  Boyd,  2  Monag.  (Pa.; 
399,  15  Atl.  736. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  expressly  for- 
bidding a  levy  upon  the  separate  prop- 
erty of  a  wife  for  the  debts  of  the  hus- 
band. But  if  the  creditor  alleges  the 
property  to  belong  to  the  husband  an 
injunction  will  not  be  granted.  Hunt- 
er's Appeal,  40  Pa.  194;  Dyer  v.  Peo- 
ple's Bank,  9  Phila.  (Pa.)  159,  31  Leg. 
Int.  28.  And  see  infra  IV,  E,  4,  a, 
(III),  (B),  and  11  Standard  Pboc.  810. 

[b]  An  execution  against  a  quasi- 
public  corporation,  such  as  a  fire  insur- 
ance patrol,  cannot  be  levied  on  prop- 
erty necessary  to  its  existence  apart 
from  its  franchises,  and  a  levy  thus 
made  will  be  enjoined.  Appeal  of 
Boyd,  2  Monag.  (Pa.)  399,  15  Atl.  736. 

[c]  Levy  by  Seizure  Instea4  of  by 


Notice. — Where  the  sheriff  levying  an 
execution  against  a  partner '  seized  and 
removed  part  of  the  stock  of  goods  of 
the  partnership  in  possession  of  a  trus- 
tee instead  of  levying  by  notice  as  re- 
quired by  statute,  the  trustee  upon  a 
showing  that  by  the  seizure  the  re- 
mainder of  the  stock  was  greatly  de- 
preciated and  the  trust  estate  damaged 
may  by  injunction  compel  the  restora- 
tion of  the  goods.  Sumner  v.  Crawford, 
91  Tex.  129,  41  S.  W.  994. 

61.  Lopene  v.  MeCan,  28  La.  Ann. 
749;  Galbraith  v.  Snyder,  2  La.  Ann. 
492,  where  copies  of  notes  were  seized. 

62.  See   15   Standard  Proc.   341. 

63.  Hitchcock  v.  Culver,  107  Ga. 
184,  33  S.  E.  35.  But  see  Lanier  v. 
Adams,  Thorne  &  Co.,  72  Ga.  145, 
granting  a  temporary  injunction  pend- 
ing the  hearing  and  determination  of 
the  question  whether  goods  were  sub- 
ject to  levy. 

[a]  Property  of  Legislator. — A 
member  of  the  assembly  cannot  obtain 
an  injunction  against  an  execution  at 
law  against  his  property  on  the  ground 
of  his  privilege.  Botts  v.  Tabb,  10 
Leigh    (37  Va.)    616. 

[b]  But  a  mortgagee  or  trustee  ta 
a  deed  of  trust  may  obtain  an  injunc- 
tion against  a  sale  of  laud  under  a 
judgment  and  execution  to  which  it  is 
not  subject.  Whitfield  v.  Clark,  48 
Ala.  555. 

[c]  The  sale  of  property  necessary 
to  the  enjoyment  of  a  franchise  which 
is  of  little  value  apart  from  the  fran- 
chise will  be  enjoined  as  it  would  be 
unjust  to  other  creditors  of  the  cor- 
poration to  take  this  property  and 
thereby  destroy  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty owned  by  the  company.  Gue  v. 
Tide  Water  Canal  Co.,  24  How.  (U.  S.) 
257,  16  L.  ed.  635. 

[d]  Property  of  a  public  corpora- 
tion mortgaged  to  the  state  for  money 
loaned  by  the  state  and  necessary  to 
the  operation  of  the  corporation  is  not 
subject  to  execution  and  a  seizure 
thereof  by  a  general  creditor  will  be 
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did  not  make  the  requisite  seizure,"*  that  he  is  incompetent  to  act,"'" 
or  that  the  levy  is  excessive.*"  Injunction  is  not  a  proper  remedy 
to  restrain  oppressive  or  illegal  acts  of  the  officer  making  a  levy.*-^ 
But  injunction  has  been  held  proper  to  restrain  proceedings  on 
execution  where  the  property  levied  on  is  in  custodia  legis,"*  or  where 
nrs  notice  of '  seizure  was  given,"'  or  where  4he  officer  is  attempting  to 
execiite  the  writ  beyond  his  jurisdiction.'^'' 

(B.)  Levy  on  Property  of  Strangers.ti  —  (1.)  Where  Levy  Is  Threatened. 
It  has  been  held  that  one  who  is  not  a  party  to  the  proceedings  in 
which  a  judgment  is  rendered  may  enjoin  a  threatened  levy  of  an 
execution  upon  his  property.'^ 


enjoined.  Brown  v.  State,  114  U.  S. 
598,  5  Sup.  Ct.  1065,  29  L.  ed.  233; 
Brady  v.  Johnson,  75  Md.  445,  26  Atl. 
49,  27  L.  E.  A.  737.  See  also  Bi-ady  v. 
State,  26  Md.  290;  Boyd  v. .  Chesa- 
peake &  Ohio  Canal  Co.,  17  Md.  195, 
79  Am.  Dec.  546. 

64.  Calderwood  v.  Prevost,  9  Rob. 
(La.)  182,  the  plaintiff  will  not  sus- 
tain injury  and  he  can  cure  the  ir- 
regularity by  delivering  the  personalty 
to  the  officer. 

65.  Turner  v.  Hill,  21  La.  Ann.  543. 
66..    Ga.— See   Miller   v.   Baxter,   108 

Ga.  600,  34  S.  E.  169  (levy  held  not 
excessive);  Saffold  v.  Foster,  75  Ga. 
233,  holding  levy  not  excessive.  111. 
Palmer  v.  GardenSi',  77  111.  143.  La. 
Lambeth  v.  Sentell,  38  La.  Ann.  691; 
Gusman  v.  De  Poret,  33  La.  Ann.  333; 
Hefner  v.  Hesse,  29  La.  Ann.  149; 
Dabbs  V.  Hemken,  3  Bob.  123.  Mo, 
Cantwell  v.  Johnson,  236  Mo.  575,  139 
S.  W.  365,  376. 

la]  All  excessive  levy  On  realty  is 
not  ground  for  an  injunction,  especially 
where  it  is  not  shown  that  the  defend- 
ant offered  a,nd  is  ready  to  place  per- 
sonal property  in  the  hands  of  the  offi- 
cer sufficient  to  satisfy  the  exedution. 
Cook  V.  De  la  Garza,  13  Tex.  431. 

67.  Beaird  v.  Foreman,  1  111.  385, 
12  Am.  Deo.  197.  See  Mille*  v.  Bax- 
ter, 108  Ga.  600,  34  8.  E.  169. 

68.  Ind.— Stout  V.  La  Follette,  64 
Ind.  365.  Kan. — ^Eyan  v.  Parris,  48 
Kan.  765,  30  Pac.  172.  Mont.— Gard- 
iner V.  Caldwell,  41  Cent.  L.  J.  133, 
^here  property  is  in  the  hands  of  a 
receive]'.  Pa. — Thompson  v.  McCleary, 
159  Pa.  189,  28  Atl.  254,  where  suit 
was  brought  by  receiver. 

Contra,  Bndres  v.  Lloyd,  56  Ga.  547; 
Boyce  v.  "Waller,  9  Dana  (Ky.)  478. 

[a]  Where  goods  levied  on  are 
seized  on  another  execution,  a  sale  un- 
der the  latter  will  not  be  enjoined  as 
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the  party  has  a  complete  remedy  at 
law.  Endres  v.  Lloyd,  56  Ga.  547; 
Boyce  v.  Waller,  9  Dana  (Ky.)  478. 

[b]  Goods  retained  by  a  sheriff  on 
giving  bond  in  a  replevin  suit  are  in 
custodia  legis  and  a  sale  thereof  by 
the  sheriff  on  a  subsequent  execution 
will  be  enjoined.  Ryan  v.  Parris,  48 
Kan.  765,  30  Pac,  172. 

[c]  Levy  on  Property  in  Hands  of 
Federal    Officer. — Where    property    lev- 

;ied  on  under  a  federal  execution  is 
subsequently  levied  on  by  the  sheriff 
under  n  st.ite  execution,  the  levy  of 
the  sheriff  will  be  enjoined.  Hall  v. 
Boyd,  52  Ga.  456. 

[d]  Where  Land  Is  in  Sister  State. 
But  a  court  of  equity  which  has  ap- 
pointed a  receiver  of  lands  in  a  for- 
eign state  cannot  enjoin  a  citizen  of 
that  state  who  is  not  a  party  to  the 
suit  in  which  the  receiver  was  ap- 
pointed from  causing  a  levy  to  be  made 
on  the  property.  Schindelholz  v.  Cul- 
lum,  55  Fed.  885,  5  C.  C.  A.  293,  12 
V.  S.  ^.pp.  242. 

69.  Lapene  v.  McCan,  28  La.  Ann. 
749';  O'Hara  v.  Folwell,  26  La.  Ann. 
370. 

70.  Needles  v.  Frost,  2  Okla.  19,  35 
Fac.  574. 

[a]  Execution  Beyond  Jurisdiction. 
Wherever  an  attempt  is  made  to  exo' 
cute  a  writ  without  reference  to  the 
place  where  the  judgment  was  rend- 
ered or  where  the  plaintiff  resides,  an 
injunction  may  be  sued  out.  Todd  v. 
Eichmo'nd,  Man.  Unrep.  Cas.  (La.)  268. 

71.  Injunction  against  levy  upon 
partnersliiil  property  for  individual 
debt,  and  vice  versa,  see  the  title 
"Partnership." 

Where  property  of  vrife  or  of  the 
husband  and  wife  is  levied  on  under 
an  execution  against  the  husband,  see 
11  Standard  Proc.  812. 

72.  Tieiney  v.  Evans,  92  Neb.  330, 
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(2.)  Where  Property  Is  Personal. —  Although  it  has  apparently  been 
held  to  the  contrary,^'  as  a  general  rule  an  owner  of  personal  property, 
not  shown  to  be  of  such  character  that  its  loss  cannot  be  fully  com- 
pensated in  damages,  cannot  enjoin  a  levy  and  sale  of  it  under  an 
execution  against  another  person^*  as  he  is  deemed  to  have  an  ade- 


138  N.  W.  140.    See  Bison  v.  O'Dowd, 
40  Ind.  300. 

73.  Colo. — "Weber  v.  Bulloek,  19 
Colo.  214,  85  Pac.  183,  granting  relief 
to  the  owner  of  shares  of  stock  which 
were  not  transferred  on  the  books  of 
the  company  because  of  the  fault  of 
the  officers  and  which  are  levied  on  as 
the  property  of  the  assignor,  although 
he  has  a  remedy  by  action  against  the 
company  to  recover  the  statutory  pen- 
alty and  damages.  La. — toincy  ■». 
Burke,  28  La.  Ann.  673;  Gay  &  Co.  v. 
Mcol,  28  La.  Ann.  227;  Barron  v.  Sol- 
libellos,  26  La.  Ann.  289;  Deville  v. 
Hayes,  23  La.  Ann.  550;  Lewis  v.  Dan- 
iels, 23  La.  Ann.  170;  Gogreve  v.  Wind- 
horst, 21  La.  Ann.  296;  Twitty  v. 
Clarke,  14  La.  Ann.  503.  Tenn. — Grant 
V.  Chester,  58  S.  W.  485.  But  see 
Loftin  V.  Espy,  4  Yerg.  84. 

See  Van  Norden  v.  Morton,  99  XI.  S. 
378,  25  L.  ed.  453,  holding  the  code 
of  Louisiana  authorizing  an  injunction 
when  the  sheriff  has  seized  property  not 
belonging  to  the  defendant  obviously 
refers  to  the  control  of  the  court  over 
its  own  officer.  The  remedy  needs  no 
formal  e-haneery  proceedings  but  a  peti- 
tion 01  motion  with  notice  to  the  sher- 
iff only. 

74.  U.  S. — ^Van  Norden  v.  Morton, 
99  U.  S.  378,  25  L.  ed.  453;  Chaffee  «. 
Coggshall,  6  Leg.  Gaz.  342,  5  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,571a.  Ala. — Baldridge  v.  Eason, 
99  Ala.  516,  13  So.  74;  Bissell  v.  Lind- 
say, 9  Ala.  162;  Marriott  v.  Givens,  8 
Ala.  694;  Gupn  v.  Harrison,  7  Ala.  585. 
Ark. — Sanders  v.  Sanders,  20  Ark.  610. 
Conn. — Johnson  v.  Connecticut  Bank, 
21  Conn.  148-  Compare  Worthingtan  v. 
Broom,  1  Boot  279.  111. — Greenberg  v. 
Holmes,  100  111.  App.  186.  Ind.— Boone 
V.  Van  Gorder,  164  Ind.  499,  74  N.  E. 
4,  108  Am.  St.  Eep.  314  (corporate 
stock) ;  Allen  v.  Winstandly,  135  Ind. 
105,  34  N.  E.  699;  Henderson  v.  Bates, 
3  Blaekf,  460.  Ky. — Toung's  Exr.  V. 
Young,  9  B.  Hon.  66;  Boyce  v.  Waller, 
9  Dana  478;  Hall  t>.  Davis,  5  J.  J, 
MarFh.  290;  Payne  v.  Owings,  4  Mon. 
80  ("iBve  property);  Watkins  v.  Logan, 
3  Mon,  30}  Kendrick  i>>  Arnold,  4  Bibb 


235;  Nesmieth  v.  Bowler,  3  Bibb  487. 
Compare  Brummel  v:  Hurt,  3  J.  J. 
Marsh.  709.  Md. — ^Frazier  v.  White,  49 
Md.  1;  Chappell  v.  Cox,  18  Md.  513; 
Freeland  v.  Reynolds,  16  Md.  416; 
Lewis  V.  Levy,  16  Md.  85.  See  Wen- 
zel  V.  Milbury,  93  Md.  427,  49  Atl. 
618,  denying  an  injunction  as  plain- 
tiff's bill  does  not  allege  that  his  title 
is  prior  to  the  judgment.  Mich. 
Hinkle  v.  Baldwin,  93  Mich.  422,  53 
N.  W.  534,  denying  relief  on  the  ground 
that  the  claimant  did  not  notify  the 
officer  of  his  claim  to  the  property. 
Miss. — Beatty  v.  Smith,  2  Smed.  &  M. 
567;  Sevier  v.  Boss  &  Co.,  Freem.  Ch. 
519.  Nev. — Marshon  v.  Toohey,  38 
Nev.  248,  148  Pac.  357.  N.  J.— Free- 
man V.  Freeman,  17  N.  J.  Bq.  44.  N.  Y. 
Chittenden  v.  Davidson,  20  Jones  &  S. 
421.  N.  C. — Baxter  v.  Baxter,  7  N.  0. 
118.  Okla. — Payne  v.  Eamsey,  30  Okla. 
356,  120  Pac.  595.  Ore. — Marks  v.  Ste- 
phens, 38  Ore.  65,  63  Pac.  824,  84  Am. 
St.  Eep.  750.  Tex. — ^Perrin  v.  Stevens 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29  S.  W.  927;  George 
V.  Dyer,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  §780. 
Under  statute,  see  infra  this  section. 
Va. — Allen  v.  Freeland,  3  Band.  (24 
Va.)  170;  Bowyer  v.  Creigh,  3  Band. 
(24  Va.)  25.  W.  Va.— Zanhizer  v.  Hef- 
ner, 47  W.  Va.  418,  35  S.  E.  4;  Dunn 
V.  Baxter,  30  W.  Va.  672,  5  S.  E.  214; 
Rollins  V.  Hess,  27  W.  Va.  570;  Baker 
V.  Einehard,  Mayer  &  Co.,  11  W.  Va. 
238;  Walker  v.  Hunt,  2  W.  Va.  491,  98 
Am. 'Dec.  779. 

Relief  where  property  seized  is  per- 
sonalty generally,  see  supra,  IV,  E,  3. 

[a]  That  the  claimant  is  a  trustee 
does  not  alter  the  ease,  for  in  contests 
with  strangers,  trustees  have  the  right 
to  the  same  legal  remedies  as  other 
plaintiffs.  Watkins  v.  Logan,  3  Mon. 
(Ky.)   20. 

[b]  A  trustee  of  a  mortgage  can- 
not enjoin  a  Isvy  on  the  property  on 
the  ground  the  property  belongs  to 
him,  as  he  has  a  remedy  by  interpleader. 
Eekfelt  v.  Starr,  5  Phila.  (Pa.;  497, 
21  Leg.  Int.  389. 

[e]  Crops. — ^But  where  the  mort- 
gagbr  riemainet  in  possession  and  plants 
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qnate  remedy  at  law,"  by  an  action  of  trespass/®  trover,"  replevin,''^ 
detinue,''  claim  and  delivery,*"  or  for  damages,*^  or  by  statutory  pro- 
ceedings for  the  trial  of  the  right  to  property.*^     This  is  so  even 
where  the  plaintiff  claims  title  from  the  judgment  debtor.*^ 
If  the  plaintiff  has  no  adequate  legal  remedy,**  as  where  the  prop- 


crops  after  a  decree  directing  the  mar- 
shal to  sell  the  premises  if  the  debt  is 
not  paid  in  six  months,  the  vendee  at 
the  sale  is  entitled  to  the  crops  and 
may  enjoin  creditors  of  the  mortgagor 
from  taking  and  selling  them.  Crews 
V.  Mountcastle,  1  Leigh  (28  Va.)  297. 
[d]  Where  statute  provides  that 
personal  property  loaned  for  a  certain 
period  shall  be  liable  to  satisfy  the 
creditors  of  the  borrower,  the  owner 
cannot  enjoin  a  sale  by  the  creditors 
of  the  borrower  of  property  so  loaned 
though  he  resumes  possession  after  the 
expiration  of  the  statutory  period. 
Beale  v.  Digges,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.)  582. 

75.  Ind. — Henderson  v.  Bates,  3 
Blackf.  460.  Ky.— Hall  v.  Davis,  5  J. 
J.  Marsh.  290;  Bouldin  1).  Alexander,  7 
Mon.  424;  Nesmieth  v.  Bowler,  3  Bibb 
487,  by  trying  right  of  property  by 
jury  before  sale.  Md. — ^Freeland  v. 
Eeynolds,  16  Md.  416.  Miss.— Beatty 
V.  Smith,  2  Smed.  &  M.  567;  Sevier  v. 
Boss  &  Co.,  Freem.  Ch.  519.  Okla. 
Payne  v.  Ramsey,  30  Okla.  356,  120 
Pae.  595.  W.  Va. — Zanhizer  v.  Hefner, 
47  W.  Va.  418,  35  S.  B.  4.  . 

As  to  effect  of  remedy  at  law,  see 
supra,  IV,   E,   2. 

76.  Ala. — ^Marriott  v.  Givens,  8  Ala. 
674;  Gunn  v.  Harrison,  7  Ala.  585. 
Conn. — Johnson  -v.  Connecticut  Bank, 
21  Conn.  148.  111.— Greenberg  «, 
Holmes,  100  111.  App.  186.  Ky. — Ken- 
drick  V.  Arnold,  4  Bibb  235.  W.  Va. 
Zanhizer  v.  Hefner,  47  W.  Va.  418,  35 
S,  E.  4. 

77.  Johnson  v.  Connecticut  Bank,  21 
Conn.  148;  Boyce  v.  Waller,  9  Dana 
(Ky.)  478;  Kendrick  v.  Arnold,  4  Bibb 
(Kv.)  235;  Nesmieth  v.  Bowler,  3  Bibb 
(Ky.)  487. 

78.  111. — Greenberg  v.  Hplmes,  100 
111.  App.  186.  Ind.— Allen  v.  Win- 
standly,  135  Ind.  105,  34  N.  B.  699. 
la. — Key  City  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Munsell, 
19  Iowa  305.  Ky.— Young's  Exr.  v. 
Young,  9  B.  Mon.  66;  Bouldin  v.  Alex- 
ander, 7  Mon.  424.  Md. — Frazier  v. 
White,  49  Md.  1.  •  Miss.— Beatty  «. 
Smithj  2  Smed.  &  M.  567. 

79.  AIa.^Bi^dU  i):  Liaa^ay^  9  Ala'. 

voi.  svi 


162.  Ky. — Kendrick  v.  Arnold,  4  Bibb 
235;  Nesmieth  v.  Bowler,  3  Bibb  487. 
W.  Va.— Zanhizer  v.  Hefner,  47  W.  Va. 
418,  35  S.  E.  4. 

SO.  Chittenden  v.  Davidson,  20 
Jones  &  S.   (N.  Y.)    421. 

81.  Ark. — Sanders  v.  Sanders,  20 
Ark.  610.  Ind. — Allen  v.  Winstandly, 
135  Ind.  105,  34  N.  E.  699;  Henderson 
V.  Bates,  3  Blackf.  460.  Md. — Frazier 
V.  White,  49  Md.  1;  Lewis  v.  Levy,  16 
Md.  85.  Nev. — Marshon  v.  Toohey,  38 
Nev.  248,  148  Pae.  357.  N.  Y.— Chit- 
tenden );.  Davidson,  20  Jones  &  S.  421. 

82.  Marriott  v.  Givens,  8  Ala.  694; 
Gunn  V.  Harrison,  7  Ala.  585;  George 
v.  Dyer,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.) 
§781.  But  see  Weude  v.  Zimmer,  189 
111.  App.  490,  holding  the  statutory 
proceeding  for  the  trial  of  the  right  of 
property  does  not  oust  equity  of  juris- 
diction. 

[a]  Where  a  number  of  executions 
with  various  indemnitors  has  been  lev- 
ied on  the  property  of  a  debtor,  an  as- 
signee for  benefit  of  creditors  may 
maintain  an  action  to  enjoin  a  judg- 
ment creditor  of  his  assignor  from  en- 
forcing the  execution  against  the  as- 
signed estate  as  his  remedy  at  law  is 
inadequate  he  having  no  means  of  as- 
certaining for  what  property  each  in- 
demnitor is  liable  in  an  action  of  tres- 
pass. Newcombe  v.  Irvin  Nat.  Bank, 
51  Hun  220.  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  37,  afflrmed 
in  51  Hun  639,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  39. 

83.  Moore  v.  Ord,  15  Cal.  204  (where 
plaintiff  did  not  show  irreparable  in- 
jury); Freeland  «.  Reynolds,  16  Md. 
416;  Lewis  v.  Levy,  16  Md.  85. 

84.  Conn. — Worthington  v.  Broom,  1 
Boot  279,  where  a  recovery  by  an  action 
at  law  is  doubtful.  Ga. — Sims  v.  Good- 
■wyn,  31  Ga.  267.  Idaho. — Kester  v. 
Bohuldt,  11  Idaho  663,  85  Pao.  974.  Ind. 
Allen  V.  Winstandly,  135  Ind.  105,  34 
N.  B.  699;  Henderson  v.  Bates,  3 
Blackf.  460.  Ky.— Bouldin  v.  Alex- 
ander, 7  Mon.  424;  Kendrick  v.  Arnold, 
4  Bibb  235.  Md.— Martin  v.  Jewell,  37 
Md.  530,  where  a  landlord  who  is  en- 
titl^'d  tVi  one-half  a  crop  of  whfeat  by 
Wdy  di  rent  and  vkQ  had  a  mtiriigftg'e 
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erty  has  a  peculiar  value  to  the  owner, ^°  or  where  the  creditor  and 
sheriff  are  insolvent,^^  equity  will  grant  relief.  And  the  same  is  true 
where  the  plaintiff's  property  consists  of  stock  in  trade  and  mer- 
chandise, since  a  seizure  and  sale  would  utterly  destroy  the  trade, 
credit  and  business  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  merchant.^'     If  the  owner 


on  the  other  half  enjoined  a  sale  of 
the  wheat  on  fieri  facias.  N.  Y. — ^Funk 
V.  Brooklyn  Glass  &  M.  Co.,  25  Misc. 
91,  53  N.  Y.  Supp.  1086;  Sickels  v. 
Combs,  10  Misc.  551,  32  N.  Y.  Supp. 
181.  S.  D.— Halley  v.  Ingersol,  14  S. 
D.  7,  84  N.  W.  201.  Tex.— Southwest- 
ern Tel.  &  Tel.  Co.  v.  Howard,  3  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  335,  22  S.  W.  524.  W.  Va. 
Walker  v.  Hunt,  2  W.  Va.  491,  98  Am. 
Dec.  779. 

[a]  Where  pending  a  third  party 
claim,  other  executions  are  levied, 
equity  may  restrain  the  latter.  Hunt- 
ington V.  Bell,  2  Port.  (Ala.)  51. 

[b]  Where  Property  Seized  Is  Tele- 
phone Apparatus. — Where  on  an  execu- 
tion against  one  telephone  company, 
some  property  of  the  plaintiff  company 
consisting  of  poles,  wires  and  electrical 
apparatus  is  seized  and  sold,  and  where 
the  purchaser  threatens  to  take  forcible 
possession  of  such  property  and  pre- 
vent plaintiff  from  using  and  operat- 
ing his  line,  an  injunction  will  be 
granted.  Southwestern  Tel.  &  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Howard,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  335,  22  S. 
W.  524. 

[c]  Where  Tools  Seized  Are  in  Use. 
If  a  party  is  actually  engaged  in  bor- 
ing an  oil  well  and  the  tools  in  use  are 
levied  on  as  another's,  and  great  con- 
sequ-ential  damages  would  result  from 
sale,  equity  will  undoubtedly  grant  re- 
lief. Zanhizer  v.  Hefner,  47  W.  Va. 
418,  35  S.  E.  4. 

[d]  Fraud. — ^Where  the  judgment, 
levy  and  sale  are  fraudulent,  equity 
will  entertain  jurisdiction.  Hardy  « 
Broaddus,  35  Tex.  668,  681;  McFar- 
land  V.  Dilly,  5  W.  Va.  135. 

[e]  To  Avoid  Multiplicity  of  Suits. 
(1)  Where  on  an  execution  against  a 
mortgagor  of  chattels,  the  sheriff  seizes 
and  proposes  to  sell  not  only  the  equity 
of  redemption  but  the  interest  of  the 
mortgagee  as  well,  the  latter  may  en- 
join the  sale  as  the  sale  would  involve 
him  in  litigation  with  every  purchaser 
of  the  goods.  Stratton  u.  Packer  (N. 
J.  Bq.),  14  Atl.  587.  (2)  But  the  fact 
that  the  levy  was  made  at  the  instance 
of  four  Individual  creditors  does  not 
justify    taking    jurisfliction    on    the 


ground  of  prevention  of  multiplicity  of 
suits.  Zanhizer  v.  Hefner,  47  W.  Va, 
418,  35  S.  E.  4. 

85.  U.  S. — Amis  v.  Myers,  16  How. 
492,  14  L.  ed.  1029.  Ark.— Bell  v. 
Greenwood,  21  Ark.  249;  Sanders  v. 
Sanders,  20  Ark.  610  (slave  property); 
overriding  Lovette  v.  Longmire,  14  Ark. 
339.  Conn. — Johnson  v.  Connecticut 
Bank,  21  Conn.  148.  Ind. — Boone  v. 
Van  Gorder,  164  Ind.  499,  74  N.  E. 
4,  108  Am.  St.  Bep.  314;  Allen  v.  Win- 
standly,  135  Ind.  105,  34  N.  E.  699. 
Md. — Lewis  v.  Levy,  16  Md.  85.  Miss. 
Cooper  V.  Newell,  36  Miss.  316  (slave 
property);  Beatty  v.  Smith,  2  Smed.  & 
M.  567;  Sevier  v.  Boss  &  Co.,  Ereem., 
Ch.  519,  slave  property.  Tenn. — Will- 
iams V.  Wright,  9  Humph.  493,  502; 
Caperton  '6.  Huddleston,  7  Humph.  452; 
Henderson  ».  Vaulx,  10  Yerg.  30  (slave 
property) ;  Prewet  v.  Loony,  8  Yerg. 
63;  Loftin  v.  Espy,  4  Yerg.  84,  slave. 
Va.— Beale  v.  Digges,  6  Gratt.  (47  Va.) 
582  (slave);  Kelly  v.  Scott,  5  Gratt. 
(46  Va.)  479;  Whitton's  Admr.  v. 
Terry,  6  Leigh  (33  Va.)  189  (slave); 
Sims  ».  Harrison,  4  Leigh  (31  Va.)  346 
(slave);  Eaudolph  u.  Randolph,  6  Rand. 
(27  Va.);  194;  Allen  v.  Freeland,  3 
Rand.  (24  Va.)  170;  Bowyer  v.  Creigh, 
3  Rand.  (24  Va.)  25;  Wilson  v.  But- 
ler, 3  Munf.  (17  Va.)  559;  Randolph 
V.  Randolph,  3  Munf.  (17  Va.);  99. 
W,  Va. — Zanhizer  «.  Hefner,  47  W. 
Va.  418,  35  S.  E.  4;  Dunn  v.  Baxter, 
30  W.  Va.  672,  5  S.  E.  214;  Rollins  v. 
Iless,  27  W.  Va.  570;  Baker  v.  Eine- 
hard,  Mayer  &  Co.,  11  W.  Va.  238; 
Walker  v.  Hunt,  2  W.  Va.  491,  98  Am. 
Dee.  779. 

[a]  Copyrighted  Reference  Books. 
Equity  will  enjoin  a  threatened  levy 
on  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  where 
such  property  consists  of  copyrighted 
reference  books  confidential  in  char- 
acter and  where  the  sheriff  was  threat- 
ening to  disclose  the  contents  to  per- 
sons paving  a  small  sum  therefor.  Sin- 
sabaugh  e.  Dun,  214  111.  70,  73  N.  E. 
390. 

86.  Bristol  ».  Hallyburton,  93  N.  C. 
384,  dictum, 

.    87.    U.' S.— Watson  i>,  Sutherland,  6 
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is  not  entitled  to  immediate  possession,^*  or  if  his  interest  or  title  in 
the  property  is  equitable  only,^^  his  legal  remedies  are  not  adequate, 
and  equity  will  entertain  his  bill.  Statutes  sometimes  allow  the  owner 
to   obtain  injunctive  relief,   even   though  he  has  a  legal   remedy.^" 

But  where  the  plaintiff's  rights  in  the  property  originated  in  fraud, 
equity  will  not  relieve  him.^^ 

(3.)  Where  Property  Is  Seal — There  is  a  conflict  in  the  authorities 
as  to  whether  equity-  will  enjoin  a  judgment  about  to  be  enforced 
against  the  land  of  an  owner  in  possession  not  a  party  to  the  execu- 
tion. In  some  jurisdictions,  equity  will  at  the  suit  of  the  owner  of 
land  enjoin  its  sale  on  an  execution  as  the  property  of  another.^^ 


Wall.  74,  18  L.  ed.  580,  followed  in 
North  V.  Peters,  138  TJ.  S.  271,  11  Sup. 
Ct.  346,  34  L.  ed.  936,  and  quoted  in 
La  Mothe  v.  Fink,  8  Biss.  493,  14  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  8,032;  Daly  v.  Sheriff,  1  Woods 
C.  C.  175,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,553,  hold- 
ing an  action  on  an  indemnity  bond 
not  an  adequate  remedy.  Ala. — See 
Daniel  v.  Owens  &  Co.,  70  Ala.  297, 
,  ouerv.  Ark. — ^Haycock  v.  Tarver,  107 
Ark.'  458,  1S5  S.  W.  918,  goods  of  wife 
about  to  be  seized  on  execution  against 
husband.  111. — Wende  v.  Zimmer,  ISfl 
III.  App.  490.  Md. — McCreery  v.  Suth- 
Rrland,  23  Md.  471,  481,  87  Am.  Dec. 
578,  on  the  auth-ority  of  Hyde  v.  Ellery, 
1»  Md.  496.  Nev. — Marshon  v.  Toohey, 
88  Nev.  248,  148  Pac.  357.  N.  Y. 
Funk  V.  Brooklyn  Glass  &  M.  Co.,  25 
Misc.  91,  53  N.  T.  Supp.  1086;  Siekels 
V.  Combs,  10  Misc.  551,  32  N.  T.  Supp.; 
181.  W.  Va.— Walker  v.  Hunt,  2  W. 
Va.  491,  98  Am.  Dec.  779. 

88.  Ford  v.  Eigby,  10  Cal.  449. 

89.  Ind. — Hollingsworth  v.  True- 
blood,  59  Ind.  542,  48  Ind.  537,  action, 
brought  by  purchaser  of  cestui 's  in-j 
terest  in  leasehold.  Ky. — Orr  v.  Pick- 
?tt,  3  J.  J.  Marali.  269.  Mo. — ^Ander-; 
son  V.  Biddle,  10  Mo.  23.  N.  0. — Smith 
c.  Bank  of  Wadesboiough,  57  N.  C.  303.; 
See  Beam  v.  Blanton,  38  N.  C.  59, 
where  the  defendant  in  execution  pur- 
chased the  property  levied  on  in  his 
own  name  as  agent  of  the  plaintiff. 

[a]  Where  personal  property  of  a 
cestui  que  trust  is  levied  on  as  the 
jiroperty  of  the  trustee,  equity  will  en- 
tertain jurisdiction  of  a  petition  by  the 
cestui  to  enjoin  a,  sale  oi  the  property. 
Simrall  v.  Grant,  79  Ky.  435,  3  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  208;  Anderson  v.  Biddle,  10 
Mo.  23. 

90.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
an  injunction  shall  iSBU^  whgin^  it  ajp- 

Vdl.  SVl 


pears  that  the  applicant  is  entitled  to 
the  relief  demanded  and  such  relief 
requires  the  restraint  of  some  act  pre- 
judicial to  him,  the  owner  of  person- 
alty seized  on  an  execution  against  an- 
other may  enjoin  the  sale  and  the  ob- 
jection that  he  has  a  remedy  by  resort 
to  statutory  proceeding  does  not  pre- 
vent relief.  .  Allen  v.  Carpenter  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  182  S.  W:  432. 

91.  La. — Mora  v.  Avery,  22  La.  Ann. 
417.  Nev. — Marshon  v.  Toohey,  38 
Nev.  248,  148  Pac.  357.  Tenn. — Taylor 
V.  Harwell,  5  Humph.  331;  Bryan  v. 
Earthman,  6  Yerg.  24.  Va. — Snoddy 
V.  Haskins,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  363.  See 
Whitton's  Admr.  v.  Terry,  6  Leigh  (33 
Va.)   189. 

92.  U.  S. — Walker  v.  Colby  Wringer 
Co.,  14  Fed.  517.  See  Hill  v.  Gordon, 
45  Fed.  276,  holding  plaintiff  has  not 
established  title  to  the  property.  Colo. 
Bell  V.  Murray,  13  Colo.  App.  217,  57 
Pac.  488.  Ind..^-Eoyal  v.  Aultman  & 
Taylor  Co.,  116  Ind.  424.  19  N.  B.  202, 
2  L.  R.  A.  526;  Scobej  v.  Walker,  114 
Ind.  254,  15  N.  E.  674;  Shanklin  v. 
Sims,  110  Ind.  143,  11  N.  E.  32;  Petry 
V.  Ambrosher,  100  Ind.  510;  Bishop  v. 
Moorman,  98  Ind.  1,  49  Am.  Eep.  731; 
Davis  V.  Clark,  26  Ind.  424,  89  Am. 
Dec.  471;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Savin,  47 
Ind.  App.  266,  94  N.  E.  347.  la.— Bahn- 
sen  V.  Qualley,  142  Iowa  282,  120  N. 
W.  625;  Hiekey  «.  Davidson,  129  Iowa 
384,  105  N.  W.  678;  Eherke  v.  Hecht, 
96  Iowa  96,  64  N.  W.  652;  Knudson  «. 
Litchfield,  87  Iowa  111,  54  N.  W.  199; 
Weed  V.  Bowman^  82  Iowa  762,  48  N. 
W.  808;  Austin  v.  Bowman,  81  Iowa 
277,  46  N.  W.  1111.  Kan.— Leslie  v. 
Harrison  Nat.  Bank,  97  Kan.  22,  154 
Pae.  209;  Yount  «.  Hoover,  95  Kan. 
752,  149  Pae.  408,  L.  E.  A.  1915F,  1120; 
Gale  Mfg.  Co.  v.  SJeeper.  70  Kan.  806, 
79  Fat!'<  646;  IX^au  v'.  McAdam^j  22  Kan. 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  ENFORCEMENT  OF    465 

TEe  fact  that  the  owner's  title  is  in  dispute  does  not  preclude  him 
from  obtaining  relief  in  equity.'^  In  other  jurisdictions,  equity  will 
deny  the  landowner  an  injunction,  in  the  absence  of  other  circum- 
stances entitling  him  to  equitable  relief,**  for  as  to  him  the  judgment 


544.  Ky. — Robinson  v.  Carlton,  29  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  876,  96  S.  W.  549;  Brummel  v. 
Hurt,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  709.  But  see 
Hall  V.  Davis,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  290.  La. 
Hurst  V.  Thompson  &  Co.,  118  La.  57, 
42  So.  645,  where  realty  of  debtor's 
wife  and  children  was  seized;  Dauchite 
Lumb.  Co.  V.  Lane  &  Bodley  Co.,  52 
La.  Ann.  1937.  28  So.  232;  Hoy  v.  Peter- 
man,  28  La.  Ann.  289;  MeEnery  v. 
Letchford,  23  La.  Ann.  617;  Lyons  v. 
Cenas,  22  La.  Ann.  113;  Estate  of  Mail- 
Ion  V.  Lynch  &  Co.,  15  La.  Ann.  547; 
Eagan  t'.  Bell,  13  La.  Ann.  508.  Neb. 
Predohl  V.  O 'Sullivan,  59  Neb.  311,  80 
N.  W.  903  (where  plaintiff  purchased 
the  property  after  the  Uen  of  the  judg- 
ment had  lapsed  and  satisfaction  en- 
tered, and  where  subsequently  the  en- 
try of  satisfaction  was  set  aside  and 
the  judgment  was  about  to  be  enforced 
against  plaintiff's  land);  DierTss  v.  Mar- 
tin, 16  Neb.  120,  19  N.  W.  598.  Ohio. 
Seheferling  11.  Huffman,  4  Ohio  St.  241, 
62  Am.  Dee.  281,  bill  of  wife.  Ore. 
Lieblin  v.  Breyman  Leather  Co.,  160 
Pae.  1167.  R."  I. — ^Linnell  v.  Battey, 
17  R.  I.  241,  21  Atl.  606;  Kenyon  v. 
Clarke,  2  E.  I.  67.  S.  D. — Riley  v.  Jor- 
genson,  35  8.  D.  91,  150  N.  W.  771, 
where  plaintiff  is  a  married  woman. 

[a]  A  sale  of  plaintiff's  realty  con- 
fusedly with  ahother's  will  be  enjoined. 
MuUins  V.  Hanneman,  123  La.  643,  49 
So.  271. 

[b]  A  purchaser  of  property  on  a 
subsequent  execution  cannot  enjoin  a 
sale  under  a  former  execution..  Henry 
V.  Tricou,  36  La.  Ann.  519. 

Levy  on  Wife's  Property  as  That  of 
Husband. — See  generally  11  Standard 
Peoc.  810. 

93.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Savin,  47 
Ind.  App.  266,  94  N.  E.  347. 

[a]  In  Pennsylvania,  (1)  where  it 
clearly  appears  that  the  execution  de- 
fendant has  no  interest  in  the  property, 
injunction  will  be  granted  (Barrell  v. 
Adams,  26  Pa.  Super.  635),  (2)  but 
where  the'  creditor  alleges  that  the 
debtor  has  an  interest  'in  the  property 
levied  on,  an  injunction  will  not  be 
granted.  Mantz  v.  Kistler,  221  Pa. 
142,  70  Atl.  545;  Kreamer  v.  Fleming, 
200  Pa.  414,  50  Atl.  233j  Natalie  An- 


thracite Coal  Co.  V.  Eyon,  188  Pa.  138, 
41  Atl.  462,  43  "W.  N.  C.  265;  Small's 
Appeal,  9  Atl.  337;  Walker's  Appeal, 
112  Pa.  579,  4  Atl.  13;  Taylor's  Ap- 
peal, 93  Pa.  21;  Eeeser  v.  Johnson,  76 
Pa.  313;  Winch's  Appeal,  61  Pa.  424. 
94.  Ala. — Troy  Fertilizer  Co.  v, 
PrestWood,  116  Ala.  119,  22  So.  262. 
Cal.— Brum  v.  Ivins,  154  Cal.  17,  96  Pac. 
876,  129  Am.  St.  Eep.  137;  Roman  Cath- 
olic Archbishop  v.  Shipman,  69  Cal. 
586,  11  Pac.  343;  Tevis  v.  Ellis,  25  Cal. 
515.  Fla. — ^Barnes  v.  Mayo,  19  Fla. 
542;  Shalley  v.  Spillman,  19  Fla.  500. 
But  see  Budd  v.  Long,  13  Fla.  288.  Ga. 
Racine  Iron  Co.  v.  McCommons,  111  Ga. 
536,  36  S.  E.  866,  51  L.  R.  A.  134; 
Stone  V.  Franklin,  89  Ga.  195,  15  S.  E, 
47.  Minn. — Pelican  River  Milling  Co. 
V.  Maurin,  67  Minn.  418,  69  N.  W.  1149. 
Mo. — ^Wilcox  V.  Walker,  94  Mo.  88,  7 
S.  W.  115;  Kuhn  v.  McNeil,  47  Mo. 
389;  Drake  v.  Jones,  27  Mo.  428;  Tay- 
lor v.  Swearingen,  161  Mo.  App.  467, 
144  S.  W.  160;  Witthaus  v.  Washing- 
ton Sav.  Bank,  18  Mo.  App.  181.  Mont. 
MeCormick  v.  Riddle,  10  Mont.  467,  26 
Pac.  202.  But  see  McQueeney  v.  Too- 
mej,  36  Mont.  282,  92  Pac.  561,  122 
Am.  St.  Rep.  358,  13  Ann.  Cas.  316, 
where  a  transferee  of  the  interest  re- 
maining in  a  judgment  debtor  after  exe- 
cution sale  redeemed  the  property  and 
enjoined  an  execution  against  the  prop- 
erty for  the  deficiency  remaining  after 
the  sale.  N.  J. — Smith  v.  Collins,  81  N. 
J.  Eq.  348,  86  Atl.  957;  Alpern  v.  Beh- 
renburg,  76  N.  J.  Eq.  373,  77  Atl.  803, 
quoting  West  Jersey  &  S.  E.  Co.  v. 
Smith,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  429,  60  Atl.  757; 
White  17.  Smith  (N.  J.  Eq.),  58  Atl. 
817;  Swayze  v.  Hackettstown  Nat, 
Bank,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  9,  13  Atl.  670; 
American  Dock  &  Imp.  Co.  v.  Trustees 
of  Public  Schools,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  181; 
Dawes  v.  Taylor,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  40;  Free- 
man V.  Freeman,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  44.  N.  C. 
Bostic  v.  Young,  116  N.  C.  766,  21  S. 
E.  552,  cKstingv/ishing  British  &  Am. 
Mortgage  Co.  v.  Long,  113  N.  0,  123, 
18  8.  E.  165;  Gatewood  v.  Burns,  99 
N.  C.  357,  6  S.  E.  635;  Bristol  v.  Hally- 
burton,  93  N.  C.  384.  Tex. — Mann  v. 
Wallis,  Landes  &  Co.,  75  Tex.  611,  12 
S,  W,  1123;  Purinton  v.  Davis,  66  Tex. 
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and  all  proceedings  under.it  are  void  and  cannot  change  his  rights 
in  the  land  or  create  a  cloud  upon  his  title,^^  and  in  such  case  he 
has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,^*  and  furthermore  the  granting  of 


4S5,  1  8.  W.  343;  Spencer  i}.  Eosenthall, 
58  Tex.  4;  Whitman  v.  "Willis,  51  Tex. 
429;  Carlin  v.  Hudson,  12  Tex.  202,  62 
Am.  Dec.  521;  Henderson  v.  Morrill, 
12  Tex.  1;  Latham  Co.  v.  Shelton,  57 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  122,  122  S.  W.  941; 
Brown  v.  Ikard,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  661, 
77  S.  W.  967;  Chamberlain  v.  Baker, 
28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  499,  67  S.  W.  532; 
Cook  V.  Texas  &  Pac.  R.  Co.,  3  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  145,  22  S.  W.  58. 

[a]  The  mere  fact  of  ownership  of 

property  to  be  sold  on  execution  against 
another  is  insufficient.  Plaintiff  must 
show  that  his  right  will  be  injuriously 
affected  or  that  some  irreparable  in- 
jury will  follow  if  the  sale  is  made. 
He  must  show  that  he  has  not  a  clear 
and  adequate  remedy  at  law.  Mann  v. 
Wallis,  Tjandes  &  Co.,  75  Tex.  611,  12 
S.  W.   1123. 

[b]  The  apprehension  of  a  multi- 
plicity of  suits  will  not  authorize  re- 
lief. Purinton  v.  Davis,  66  Tex.  455,  J. 
S.  W.  343;  Cook  v.  Texas  &  Pac.  E.  Co., 
3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  145,  22  S.  W.  58. 

fe]  As  Depending  on  Notice  of 
Plaintiff's  Title. — (1)  Where  plaintiff 
is  the  legal  and  equitable  owner  by  a 
conveyance  of  which  the  defendant  has 
full  notice  by  record  or  otherwise,  an 
injunction  will  not  lie  to  restrain  the 
■enforcement  against  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty of  an  execution  issued  against  an- 
other person  in  an  action  to  which  th« 
plaintiff  is  not  a  party.  Latham  Co.  v. 
Shelton,  57  Tex.  Civ.  App.  122,  122  S. 
W.  941 ;  Magoffin  v.  Safl.  Antonio  Brew. 
Assn.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  84  S.  W.  843. 
(2)  But  where  the  title  or  right  of  thu 
petitioner  rested  in  part  in  parol  or 
was  not  of  record  at  the  time  of  the 
levy  of  the  execution  against  a  third 
party,  an  injunction  will  be  upheld. 
Manu  V.  Wallis,  Landes  &  Co.,  75  Tex. 
611,  12  S.  W.  1123;  Latham  Co.  v.  Shel- 
ton, 57  Tex.  Civ.  App.  122,  122  S.  W. 
S41;  Texas  Brew.  Co.  v.  Bisso,  SO  Tex. 
Oiv.  App.  119,  109  S.  W.  270;  Broww 
V.  Ikard,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  661,  77  S. 
W.  967  (an  injunction  will  be  granted 
only  where  the  threatened  sale  will 
cast  a  cloud  on  a  title  but  for  parol 
proof);  Rodriguez  v.  Buckley  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  30  S.  W.  1123.    Where  levy 
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will  create  a  cloud,  see  infra,  IV,  E,, 
4,  b. 

[d]  Although  the  plaintiff  may 
have  the  same  name  as  the  defendant, 
he  cannot  enjoin  a  sale  of  his  land  on 
the  execution.  This  is  a  question  to  bo 
determined  by  a  jury  in  ejectment  by 
the  purchaser.  Mantz  v.  Kistler,  221 
Pa.  142,  70  Atl.  545. 

[e]  The  fact  that  insurance  has 
been  canceled,  because  of  a  levy  and 
other  insurance  will  be  speedily  can- 
celed unless  thfi  relief  is  granted,  is 
not  ground  for  an  injunction  against  a 
sale  on  an  execution  against  a  third 
person  of  premises  owned  by  the  plain- 
tiff, on  which  is  a  mortgage  providinj? 
that  if  the  premises  are  not  kept  in- 
sured the  mortgagee  may  foreclose  at 
once.  Pelican  River  Milling  Co.  v, 
Maurin,  67  Minn.  418,  69  N.  W.  1149. 

ff]  A  lessee  of  real  estate  cannot 
enjoin  a  sale  of  the  property  on  exe- 
cutory process  as  he  can  set  up  his 
claim  when  possession  is  demanded. 
Carroll  v.  Chaffee,  35  La.  Ann.  83. 

95.  Cal. — Brum  v.  Ivins,  154  Cal.  17, 
96  Pac.  876,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  137; 
Roman  Catholic  Archbishop  v.  Shipman, 
69  Cal.  586,  11  Pac.  343.  Fla.— Barnes 
V.  Mayo,  19  Pla.  542;  Shalley  v.  Spill- 
man,  19  Fla.  500.  Mo. — Carrel  v.  Meek, 
155  Mo.  App.  337,  137  S.  W.  19.  N.  J. 
American  Dock  &  Imp.  Co.  v.  Trustees 
of  Public  Schools,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  181. 
N.  C— Bristol  v.  Hallyburton.  93  N.  G. 
384.  Tex. — Purinton  v.  Davis,  66  Tes. 
455,  1  S.  W.  343;  Spencer  v.  Rosenthal), 
58  Tex.  4;  Carlin  v.  Hudson,  12  Tex. 
202,  62  Am.  Dee.  521;  Latham  Co.  v. 
Shelton,  57  Tex.  Civ.  App.  122,  122  S. 
W.  941;  Cook  V.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.,  3 
Tex.  Civ.  App.   145,  22  S.  W.  58. 

96.  Mo. — Wilcox  V.  Walker,  94  Mo. 
88,  7  S.  W.  115.  N.  J. — Dawes  v.  Tay- 
lor, 35  N.  J.  Eq.  40;  Freeman  v.  Free- 
man, 17  N.  J.  Eq.  44.  Tex. — Spencer 
V.  Rosenthall,  58  Tex.  4;  Carlin  v.  Hud- 
son, 12  Tex.  202,  62  'Am.  Dee.  521; 
Latham  Co.  v.  Shelton,  57  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  122,  122  S.  W.  941. 

[a]  "If  as  a  result  of  the  sale 
sought  to  be  enjoined,  any  attempt 
should  be  made  under  the  proceedings 
to  dispossess  the  plaintiff,  the  law  af- 
fords ample  and  complete  remedies  for 
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relief  would  involve  the  determination  of  the  legal  question  of  the 
title  to  real  estate.^' 

If,  however,  the  petitioner  shows  that  he  is  in  danger  of  suffering 
injury  for  which  the  ordinary  legal  remedies  are  not  adequate,"*  as 
where  he  will  be  deprived  of  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  property,**' 
or  where  the  levy  and  sale  would  cloud  his  title,^  equity  will  enjoin 
the  enforcement  of  the  judgment.  And  where  some  equitable  ground 
such  as  fraud,  gross  injustice  or  irremediable  injury  appears,  equity 
will  entertain  jurisdiction.^ 

Where  Plaintiff's  Titie  Is  Bctuitable. —  If  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  be 
equitable  only  and  an  injunction  is  necessary  to  protect  his  title, 


prevention  or  redress  in  the  court  that 
issued  the  process  for  the  enforcement 
of  the  decree,  by  refusing  a  writ  of 
habere  facias  'possessionem,  or  supersed- 
ing it  if  it  should  be  issued  (Teyis  v.  El- 
lis, 25  Cal.  515;  Long  v.  Neville,  36  Cal. 
455),  or  by  an  original  action  in  that 
or  any  other  court  of  equity  to  enjoin 
its  execution  for  matters  subsequent 
to  judgment  (Goodnough  v.  Sheppard, 
2S  111.  191),  or  to  have  determined 
any  adverse  claim  to  the  land  predi- 
cated upon  the  sheriff's  deed  (Code 
Civ.  Proc,  sec.  738)."  Roman  Catholic 
Archbishop  tj.  Shipman,  69  Cal.  586,  11 
I'ac.  343.  Compare  Gale  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Sleeper,  70  Kan.  806,  79  Pac.  648,  hold- 
ing the  remedy  by  motion  to  release  the 
property  from  the  levy  is  not  such  an 
adequate  remedy  as  precludes  resort 
to  equity. 

97.  Bostie  v.  Young,  116  N.  C.  766, 

21  S.  E.  552. 

98.  Paddock  v.  Jackson,  16  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  655,  41  S.  W.  700. 

99.  Cal. — Moulton  v.  McDermott,  93 
Cal.  660,  29  Pac.  259;  Roman  Catholic 
Archbishop  v.  Shipman,  69  Cal.  586,  11 
Pac.  343.  But  see  Tevis  v.  Ellis,  25 
Cal.  515.    HI. — Goodnough  v.  Sheppard, 

22  111.  81;  New  Music  Hall  Co.  v.  Or- 
pheon  Music  Hall  Co.,  100  111.  App. 
278;  Greenberg  i).  Holmes,  100  111.  App. 
186.  N.  C— Banks  v.  Parker,  80  N.  C. 
157.  Tenn. — See  Moore  v.  Hallum,  1 
Lea  511.  Tex. — Wofford  v.  Booker,  10 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  171,  30  S.  W.  67;  Texas 
Land  &  M.  Co.  v.  Worsham,  5  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  24.5,  28  S.  W.  938.  W.  Va. 
Bushong  V.  Rector,  32  W.  Va.  311,  9 
S.  E.  225,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  817;  Will- 
iamson V.  Russell,  18  W.  Va.  612. 

[a]  An  order  of  sale  under  a  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure,  under  statute,  has 
the  force  of  a  writ  of  possession,  and 


where  it  is  attempted  to  enforce  such 
an  order  against  the  property  of  the 
petitioner,  who  was  not  a  party  to 
the  suit,  an  injunction  will  lie.  Wof- 
ford V.  Booker,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  171, 
30  S.  W.  67. 

[b]  The  remedies  by  ejectment  and 
damages  are  not  adequate.  Williamson 
V.  Russell,  18  W.  Va.  612. 

1.  See   infra,   IV,   E,   4,   b. 

2.  Cal. — Roman  Catholic  Archbishop 
V.  Shipman,  69  Cal.  586,  11  Pac.  343. 
N.  J. — American  Dock  &  Imp.  Co.  v. 
Trustees  of  Public  Schools,  35  N.  J. 
Eq.  181;  Dawes  v.  Taylor,  35  N.  J.  Eq. 
40.  Tex.— Hardy  v.  Broaddus,  35  Tex. 
668. 

[a]  "In  the  absence  of  fraud,  gross 
injustice,  irremedial  injury  or  other 
ground  of  equitable  jurisdiction,  a  court 
of  chancery  will  not  restrain  a  threat- 
ened sale  under  execution  against  one 
person  of  property  claimed  by  another 
person."  Smith  v.  Collins,  81  N.  J. 
Eq.  348,  86  Atl.  957;  Alpern  v.  Beh- 
renburg,  77  N.  J.  Eq.  373,  77  Atl.  803, 
quoting  West  Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  «. 
Smith,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  429,  60  Atl.  757. 
This  principle  applies  with  equal  force 
to  those  cases  where  it  is  sought  to 
restrain  an  execution  against  a  former 
owner  as  judgment  debtor  and  those  in 
which  the  complainant  is  the  judgment 
debtor,  and  the  ground  of  the  relief 
sought  is  that  complainant's  sole  es- 
tate in  the  property  sold  is  an  estate 
which  cannot  be  reached  by  process  of 
law.  Smith  v.  Collins,  81  N.  J.  Eq. 
348,  86  Atl.  957.  Compare  infra,  IV, 
E,  4,  b. 

[b]  That  the  creditor  stood  by  and 
saw  money  being  expended  on  the  prop- 
erty without  executing  his  judgment  is 
not  a  fraud  warranting  relief.  West 
Jersey  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  69  N.  J. 
Eq.  429,  60  Atl.  757. 
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equity  will  grant  relief.^     Thus  equity  will  enjoin  a  sale  of  trust 
property  upon  an  execution  against  the  trustee.* 

Injunction  at  Instance  of  Judgment  Defendant. —  A  judgment  defendant 
cannot  champion  the  rights  of  a  stranger  to  the  action  and  enjoin 
an  execution  on  the  ground  that  the  property  seized  does  not  belong 
to  himself.^  Nor  can  a  vendor  who  has  sold  property  under  a  war- 
ranty, enjoin  the  sale  of  the  property  under  an  execution  against  him- 
self or  a  third  person,  on  the  ground  that  he  may  thereby  be  made 
liable  on  his  warranty." 


3.  U.  S. — ^Lane  v.  Ludlow,  2  Paine 
591,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,052.  Ky.— Phil- 
lips V.  Winslow,  18  B.  Mon.  431,  68 
Am.  Dee.  729.  Me. — See  Knight  v. 
Mayberry,  48  Me.  158.  Md. — Hamp- 
son  V.  Edelen,  2  Har.  &  J.  64,  3  Am. 
Dec.  530.  Mo. — Parks  v.  People's  Bank, 
97  Mo.  130,  11  S.  W.  41,  10  Am.  St. 
Eep.  295,  31  Mo.  App-.  12;  Pawley  v. 
Vogel,  42  Mo.  291,  303.  Tex.— Brown 
V.  Ikard,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  661,  77  S. 
W.  967;  Hawkins  v.  Willard  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  38  Su  W.  365;  Rodriguez  ii. 
Buckley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  30  S.  W. 
1123. 

[a]  Purchaser  Who  Has  Not  Paid 
Purchase  ?rice. — A  purchaser  of  realty 
may  enjoin  enforcement  against  the 
property  of  a  judgment  recovered  after 
the'  sale  before  delivery  of  the  deed 
and  payment  of  the  purchase  money. 
McSorlay  v.  Ludlow,  2  Paine  600,  16 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,927;  Lane  v.  Ludlow, 
2  Paine  591,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,052; 
Hampson  v.  Edelen,  2  Har.  &  J.  (Md.) 
64,  3  Am.  Dec.  530. 

[b]  Eut  where  the  decision  of  the 
case  involves  the  determination  of  the 
legal  ciuestion  that  the  plaintiff  has  no 
l«gal  estate,  relief  will  be  denied. 
Smith  V.  Collins,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  348,  86 
Atl.  957. 

[c]  An  assignee  for  benefit  of  credi- 
tors may  enjoin  the  enforcement 
against  the  assigned  property  of  a 
judgment  obtained  by  a  non-resident 
creditor  ag&,inBt  the  assignor'  subse- 
f(uent  to  the  assignment.  Howard  v. 
Cannon,  11  Rich.  Eq.  (S.  C.)  23,  75  Am. 
Dec.  736.  * 

,  4.  Ga. — Simms  v.  Phillips,  51  Ga. 
433;  Clinch  v.  Ferril,  48  Ga.  365.  Ind. 
Anderson  v.  Crist,  113  Ind.  65,  15  N. 
E.  9.  Mo. — South  Presbyterian  Church 
V.  Hintze,  72  M6.  363.  Tex. — Hawkins 
V.  Willard  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  38  S.  W. 
365. 

[a]     But  in  Brown  v.  Ikard,  33  Tex. 

Vol.  XVI 


Civ.  App.  661,  77  S.  W.  967,  the  legal 
and  paper  title  to  the  property  in  ques- 
tion was  in  M.  I.  who  held  it  in  trust 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  property  was 
in  possession  of  W.  I.  their  father, 
who  is  the  execution  defendant.  In- 
junctive relief  was  denied  as  it  was  not 
necessary  to  protect  the  equitable  title, 
they  being  in  no  worse  position  as  to 
the  threatened  execution  sale  than  if 
their  title  were  legal. 

5.  Ga. — Tompkins  v.  Tumlin,  49  Ga. 
460.  La. — Gusman  v.  De  Poret,  33  La. 
Ann.  333;  Howard  v,  Walsh,  28  La. 
Ann.  847;  Mitchell  v.  Lay,  3  La.  Ann. 
593;  Dubreuil  v.  Soulie,  4  Mart.  (N. 
S.)  91,  16  Am.  Dec.  165.  Tex. — Corder 
V.  Steiner  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  54  S.  W. 
277;  Davis  v.  Beall,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
183,  50  S.  W.  1086. 

[a]  An  insolvent  corporation  can- 
not enjoin  a  threatened  levy  upon  prop- 
erty it  has  already  conveyed.  Miller 
f.  Waldoborough  Packing  Co.,  88  Me. 
605,  34  Atl.  527. 

[b]  Where  defendant  holds  the 
property  as  agent,  he  may,  as  agent, 
have  instituted  proceedings  in  the 
name  of  his  principal  for  the  latter 's 
protection.  Mitchell  v.  Lay,  3  La.  Ann. 
593,  dictum. 

6,  Small  V.  Somerville,  58  Iowa  362, 
12  N.  W.  315;  Kelly  v.  Wiseman,  14 
La.  Ann.  661,  as  his  liabilty  on  his 
warranty  exists  as  to  causes  anterior 
to  the  sale  only. 

Contra,  Bach  v.  Goodrich,  9  Rob. 
(La.)  391;  San  Bernardo  Townsite  Co. 
V.  Hocker  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  176  S.  W. 
644  (holding  one  who  sells  laud  with 
covenants  of  warranty  may  enjoin  a 
sale  thereof  on  excution  under  a  void 
judgment  when  such  sale  will  create 
a  cloud  on  his  vendee's  title);  McCall 
Co.  V.  Page  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  155  S.  W. 
655,  where  the  vendor  with  warranty 
claimed  the  land  sold  by  him  and  seized 
by  the  sherifE  was  his  homestead  prop- 
erty. 
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(C.)  Levy  on  Exempt  and  Homestead  Propeett.  —  The  right  to  enjoin 
an  execution  on  the  ground  that  the  property  levied  on  is  homestead 
or  exempt  property  is  treated  elsewhere/ 

(rv.)  In  the  Sale.s  —  It  is  no  ground  for  an  injunction  that  a  sale 
is  about  to  be  made  in  an  irregular  manner,^  or  that  there  were 
irregularities  in  the  conduct  of  the  sale.^"  An  injunction  will  not 
issue  because  of  a  mere  defect  in,*^  or,  it  has  been  held,  a  want  of,'^ 
notice  of  the  sale.  Nor  is  it  a  ground  of  relief,  that  the  officer  is 
about  to  sell  the  property  levied  on  without  first  having  it  appraised.^' 
Although  improper  conduct  of  a  judgment  creditor  at  a  sale  tend- 
ing to  prejudice  the  defendant  may  be  ground  for  an  injunction," 


7.  Injuuction  where  property  taken 
is  exempt,  see  11  Standard  Pboc.  540. 

As  to  protection  of  homestead  pTop- 
erty  by  injunction,  see  11  Standard 
Peoc.  410. 

8.  As  to  opening  and  vacating  an 
execution  sale  by  bill  in  equity,  see 
supra,  11,  B,  7;  K,  3. 

9.  Robinson  v.  Ton,  8  Fla.  350  (sale 
on  an  unauthorized  day);  Thomassen  v. 
De  Goey,  133  Iowa  278,  110  N.  W. 
581,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  605. 

[a]  A  mortgagee  cannot  enjoin  a 
sale  on  the  ground  the  officer  is  pro- 
ceeding irregularly.  James  v.  Breaux, 
26  La.  Ann.  245. 

[b]  An  assumption  that  the  sheriff 
and  district  court  will  subsequently 
misinterpret  the  law  applicable  to  the 
sale  or  violate  its  provisions  will  not 
warrant  enjoining  a  sale  under  a  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure.  Gordon  v.  Bodwell, 
55  Kan.  131,  39  Pac.  1044. 

fe]  Where  in  violation  of  a  replevin 
bond  given  by  a  sheriff  on  restoration 
of  property  taken  from  him  by  writ 
of  replevin,  the  sheriff  proceeds  to  sell 
the  property  under  an  execution  in  his 
hands,  the  sale  will  be  enjoined  as  such 
sale  would  tend  to  render  a  judgment 
in  the  replevin  suit  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  therein  ineffectual.  TJphaus  v. 
Roof,  68  Ohio  St.  401,  67  N.  E.  717. 

10.  Iia. — ^Dubreuil  v.  Souli-e,  4  Mart. 
N.  S.  93,  that  the  deed  is  not  in  the 
statutory  form.  Md. — Wilson  v.  Miller, 
30  Md.  82,  96  Am.  Dec.  568.  N.  J. 
Skillman  v.  Holcomb,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  131. 

[a]  That  the  sheriff  refused  to  ad- 
journ the  sale  is  not  ground  for  an  in- 
junction. Skillman  v.  Holcomb,  12  N. 
J.  Eq.  131. 

[b]  Sale  in  Bulk. — ^But  where  a  levy 
on  realty  is  excessive  and  the  sale  is 
made  in  bulk  for  a  grossly  inadequate 
sum,  an  injunction  will  lie.    Forbes  v. 


Hall,  102  6a.  47,  28  S.  E.  915,  66  Am. 
St.  Rep.  152,  recommending  to  the  legis- 
lature a  statute  requiring  conflrmance 
of  sales. 

H.  Ark.— Walker  v.  Files,  94  Ark 
453,  127  S.  W.  739.  la.— Thomassen  v. 
De  Goey,  133  Iowa  278,  110  N.  W, 
581,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  605.  Kan. — Cam 
eron  v.  Griesa,  74  Kan.  560,  87  Pac 
679,  defective  description.  La. — Hend- 
erson V.  Hoy,  26  La.  Ann.  156,  insuffi 
eient  description;  Dabbs  v.  Hemken,  3 
Rob.  129,  alight  variance  between  de 
scription  in  advertisement  and  in  no 
tice  of  seizure.  N.  J. — Margate  Co.  v 
Hand:  (N.  J.  Eq.).,  aS  Atl.  313,  de 
fective  description. 

But  see  Johnson  v.  Hanye,,  103  Ga. 
542,  29  S.  E.  914. 

[a]  A  discrepancy  of  twenty  cents 
between  the  amount  of  the  execution 
itself  and  the  amount  as  stated  in  the 
adveitiserant  of  sale  is  not  ground  for 
an  injunction.  Lee  v.  Brooeks,  54  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  220,  118  S.  W.  164. 

[b]  Omission  of  Interest. — The  fail- 
ure of  the  advertisement  of  sale  to 
state  that  the  execution  provided  for 
the  collection  of  interest,  is  not  ground 
for  an  injunction.  Lee  v.  Brooeks,  54 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  220,  118  S.  W.  164. 

12.  Laffierty  v.  Conn,  3  Sneed 
(Tenn.)  221. 

[a]  But  where  the  notice  of  sale  is 
published  in  a  Sunday  paper  in  viola- 
tion of  statute,  the  notice  is  void,  and 
equity  by  injunction  will  prevent  the 
sale  upon  the  execution.  Shaw  v.  Will- 
iams, 87  Ind.  158,  44  Am.  Rep.  756. 

13.  Robinson  v.  Chesseldine,  5  111. 
332;  Martin  v.  Pifer,  96  Ind.  245. 
Contra,  Drouet  v.  Lacroix,  28  La.  Ann. 
126;  Robertson  ■«.  Travis,  4  La.  Ann, 
151;  Robinson  v.  Perry,  4  Tex.  273. 

14.  Brady  ■».  Carteret  Realty  Co.,  67 
N.   J.   Eq.    641,   60   Atl.  938,   110   Am. 
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a  strong  ease  of  fraud,  mistake,  surprise  or  accident  is  required  fo 
induce  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere  with  the  completion  of  a  sale  upon 
an  execution  at  law." 

b.  To  Prevent  a  Cloud  on  Title.  —  Consonant  with  the  jurisdiction 
of  a  court  of  equity  to  remove  a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  an  owner 
of  land,^®  a  court  of  equity  will  enjoin  proceedings  upon  an  execution 
where  they  will  cast  a  cloud  on  the  title  of  an  owner  of  land  who  is 
not  a  party  to  the  judgment,  although  no  title  would  pass  thereby. 
The  objection  that  the  party  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  is  not 
tenable.^'^     Accordingly  equity  will  enjoin  a  sale  of  land  under  an 


St.  Eep.  502,  3  Ann.  Gas.  421,  66  N.  J. 
Eq.  243,  54  Atl.  814. 

[a]  Where  a  judgment  creditor  col- 
lecting his  debt  starts  a  question  of 
title  at  the  sale  to  cheapen  the  prop- 
erty to  be  sold,  equity  will  enjoin  the 
sale  until  the  question  of  title  is  set- 
tled. Brady  v.  Carteret  Realty  Co.,  67 
N.  J.  Eq.  641,  60  Atl.  938,  110  Am. 
St.  Eep.  502,  3  Ann.  Gas.  421,  66  N.  J. 
Eq.  243,  54  Atl.  814. 

15.  Skillman  v.  Holcomb,  12  N.  J. 
Eq.  131. 

[a]  Equity  may  grant  an  injunction 
restraining  the  sheriff  from  delivering 
a  deed  to  a  third  person  -who  bid  it 
off  for  about  one  per  cent,  of  its  value, 
■where  there  was  evidence  of  confusion 
in  the  sale  relative  to  the  rights  of 
the  execution  plaintiff  and  that  the  sale 
was  not  fairly  conducted.  Gurran  v. 
Georgia  Loan  &  Tr.  Co.,  104  Ga.  682, 
30  8.  E.  886. 

16.  See  the  title   "Quieting  Title." 

17.  U.  S.— Allen  v.  Hanks,  136  U.  S. 
300,  10  Sup.  Ct.  961,  34  L.  ed.  414. 
Ala. — Eufaula  Nat.  Bank  v.  Pruett,  128 
Ala.  470,  30  So.  731;  Eobinson  v.  Jop- 
lin,  54  Ala.  70;  Alabama  L.  Ins.  & 
Tr.  Co.  V.  Pettway,  24  Ala.  544;  Burt 
V.  Cassety,  12  Ala.  734.  Ark. — Talie- 
ferro  v.  Barnett,  37  Ark.  511;  King 
V.  Clay,  34  Ark.  291,  299.  Cal.— Ein- 
stein V.  Bank  of  California,  137  Cal. 
47,  69  Pac.  616;  Wilhoit  v.  Cunning- 
ham, 87  Gal  453,  25  Pac.  675;  Eoth 
V.  Insley,  86  Gal.  134,  24  Pac.  853; 
Eoman  Catholic  Archbishop  v.  Ship- 
man,  69  Cal.  586,  11  Pac.  343;  Por- 
ter V.  Pico,  55  Cal.  165;  Mafriner  v. 
Smith,  27  Cal.  649;  Englund  v.  Lewis, 
25  Cal.  337;  Pixley  v.  Huggins,  15  Cal. 
127;  Shattuck  v.  Carson,  2  Cal.  588. 
Colo. — Union  Iron  Wks.  v.  Bassick 
Mfg.  Co.,  10  Colo.  24,  43,  14  Pac.  54; 
Bell  V.  Murray,  13  Colo.  App.  217,  57 
Pac.  488;   Crawford  v.  Lamar,  9  Colo. 
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App.  83,  47  Pae.  665.  Del.— Sharpe  v. 
Tatnall,  5  Del.  Gh.  302.  Fla. — ^Benner 
V.  Kendall,  21  Fla.  584;  Barnes  v.  Mayo, 
19  Fla.  542;  Shalley  v.  Spillman,  19 
Fla.  500;  Davidson  v.  Seegar,  15  Fla. 
671;  Budd  v.  Long,  13  Fla.  288,  309. 
See  Wilson  v.  Matheson,  17  Fla.  630. 
Ga.— Sanders  v.  Foster,  66  Ga.  292. 
Ida. — Young  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  4 
Idaho  323,  39  Pac.  557.  lU.— Groves 
V.  Webber,  72  111.  606;  Groves  v.  Mag- 
hee,  64  111.  180;  Bennett  v.  McFadden, 
61  III.  334;  Christie  v.  Hale,  46  111. 
117;  Fitts  V.  Davis,  42  111.  391.  Ind. 
Zimmerman  v.  Makepeace,  152  Ind.  199, 
52  N.  E.  992;  Thomas  v.  Simmons,  103 
Ind.  538,  2  N.  E.  203,  3  N.  E.  381; 
Bishop  V.  Moorman,  98  Ind.  1,  49  Am. 
Eep.  731;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Deitch, 
83  Ind.  131;  Davis  v.  Clark,  26  Ind.  424, 
89  Am.  Dec.  471;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Savin,  47  Ind.  App.  266,  94  N.  E.  347. 
la. — Wildner  v.  Thompson,  66  Iowa  283, 
23  N.  W.  670;  Key  City  Gas  Light  Co. 
V.  Munsell,  19  Iowa  305.  Ry. — Bean  v. 
Everett,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1790,  56  S. 
W.  403.  Mass. — Stevens  v.  Mulligan, 
167  Mass.  84,  44  N.  E.  1086.  Minn. 
Hamilton  v.  Wood,  55  Minn.  482,  57  N. 
W.  208;  Conkey  v.  Dike,  17  Minn.  457. 
Mo.— Eev.  St.,  1909,  §2534;  Parks  v. 
People's  Bank,  97  Mo.  130,  11  S.  W. 
41,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  295;  South  Pres- 
byterian Church  1).  Hintze,  72  Mo.  363; 
State  V.  Tiedemanu,  69  Mo.  306,  33  Am. 
Eep.  498;  Vogler  v.  Montgomery,  54 
Mo.  577;  Taylor  v.  Swearingen,  161 
Mo.  App.  467,  144  S.  W.  160;  Neeley 
V.  Bank  of  Independence,  114  Mo.  App. 
467,  89  S.  W.  907.  Neb.— Uhl  v.  May, 
5  Neb.  157.  N.  H.— Tucker  v.  Kennis- 
ton,  47  N.  H.  267,  93  Am.  Dec.  425. 
N.  Y. — Lehman  «.  Eoberts,  86  N.  Y. 
232;  Buffum  v.  Forster,  77  Hun  27,  28 
N.  Y.  Supp.  285,  59  N.  Y.  St.  833; 
Pettit  V.  Shepherd,  5  Paige  493,  28 
Am.    Dec.   437;    Shaw   v.   Dwight,    16 
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execution  upon  a  money  judgment  recovered  against  the  person  from 


Barb.  536.  N.  C. — Harris  v.  Carolina 
Dist.  Co.,  89  8.  E.  789.  Ohio.— Norton 
V.  Beaver,  5  Ohio  178;  Bank  of  United 
States  V.  Schultz,  2  Ohio  471,  495. 
Ore. — Townsend  v.  Chamberlain,  158 
Pac.  664;  Wilhelm  v.  Woodcock,  11  Ore. 
518,  5  Pac.  202;   Coolidge  v.  Forward, 

11  Ore.  118,  2  Pae.  292;  Cox  v.  Smith, 
10  Ore.  418.  Pa- — Natalie  Anthracite 
Coal  Co.  V.  Ryan,  188  Pa.  318,  41  Atl. 
462;  Gay  v.  Chambers,  37  Pa.  Super. 
41;  Barrell  v.  Adams,  26  Pa.  Super. 
635.  Tex.— Vern.  Sayles'  Tex.  Civ.  St., 
1914,  art.  4643;  "Ward  v.  Caples  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  170  S.  W.  816;  S.  K.  Mc- 
Call  Co.  V.  Page  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  155 
S.  W.  655;  Texas  Brew.  Co.  v.  Bisso, 
50  Tex.  Civ.  App.  119,  109  S.  W.  270; 
Brown  v.  Ikard,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  661, 
77  S.  W.  967;  Rodriguez  v.  Buckley 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  30  S.  W.  1123;  Texas 
Land  &  M.  Co.  v.  Worsham,  5  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  245,  23  S.  W.  938.  Wis. 
Moore  v.  Cord,  14  Wis.  213. 

[a]  "To  constitute  a  cloud  upon 
title  such  as  warrants  the  interference 
of  a  court  of  equity,  it  is  necessary  to 
show,  by  proof  of  extrinsic  facts,  the 
invalidity  of  proceedings  apparently 
valid  on  their  face.     (Seribner  v.  Allen, 

12  Minn.  148.)  Thus,  if  in  an  action 
of  ejectment  founded  upon  a  judgment, 
execution  sale,  and  sheriff's  deed,  it 
would  devolve  upon  th^e  owner  in  pos- 
session of  the  land  sought  to  be  recov- 
ered to  prove  the  invalidity  of  the 
proceedings  resulting  in  the  deed,  or 
to  show  a  superior  title  in  himself 
from  the  same  source  of  title,  the  pro- 
ceedings would  be  held  to  cast  a  cloud 
upon  the  title.  But  it  is  only  where 
such  proof  is  necessary  that  a  cloud 
would  exist.  Where  such  proof  is  un- 
necessary no  shade  would  be  cast  by 
the  proceedings  (Pixley  v.  JIuggins,  15 
Cal.  127;  Hickman  v.  O'Neal,  10  Cal. 
293;  Cohen  v.  Sharp,  44  Cal.  29);  and 
a  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  to 
enjoin  them.  (City  and  County  of 
San  Francisco  v.  Beideman,  17  Cal. 
444;  Hollister  ■».  Sherman,  63  Cal.  38; 
Taylor  v.  Underhill,  40  Cal.  471; 
Schuyler  v.  Broughton,  65  Cal.  252.)" 
Boman  Catholic  Archbishop  v.  Ship- 
man,  69  Cal.  586,  11  Pae.  343.  To 
same  effect,  see  the  following  cases: 
Ark. — Talieferro  v.  Barnett,  37  Ark. 
511.    Oal.— Both  V.  Insley,  86  Cal.  184, 


24  Pae.  853;  Tibbetts  v.  Fore,  70  Cal. 
242;  11  Pac.  648;  Fulton  v.  Hanlow,  20 
Cal.  450,  484.  Fla.— Benner  v.  Ken- 
dall, 21  Fla.  584;  Barnes  v.  Mayo,  19 
Fla.  542;  Shalley  v.  Spillman,  19  Fla. 
500;  Davidson  v.  Seegar,  15  Fla.  671. 
Mo. — Taylor  v.  Swearingen,  161  Mo. 
App.  467,  144  S.  W.  160.  N.  Y.— Leh- 
man v.  Eoberts,  86  N.  Y.  232;  Schroc- 
der  V.  Gurney,  73  N.  Y.  430;  Fonda  v. 
Sage,  48  N.  Y.  173.  Tex.— Brown  v. 
Ikard,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  661,  77  S.  W. 
967;  Rodriguez  v.  Buckley  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  30  S.  W.  1123;  Texas  Land  & 
Mort.  Co.  V.  Worsham,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
245,  23  S.  W.  938;  Kyburn  v.  Getzen- 
daner,  1  Posey  Unrep.  Gas.  349.  Wis, 
Moore  v.  Cord,  14  Wis.  213. 

[b]  A  sale  under  an  execution 
against  A  of  land  belonging  to  B  will 
not  be  enjoined  unless  B  at  some  time 
had  a  title,  for  otherwise  the  sale 
would  not  create  any  cloud  on  B's 
title.  Barnes  v.  Mayo,  1.9  Fla.  542; 
Shalley  v.  Spillman,  19  Fla.  500. 

As  to  cloud  cast  by  a  sale  on  an  exe- 
cution void  on  its  face,  see  siwra,  IV, 
E,  4,  a,  (I). 

Sale  imder  execution  against  stranger 
as  creating  a  cloud,  see  supra,  IV,  E, 
4,  a,    (III),    (B),   (3). 

[c]  Where  there  is  no  question  as 
to  the  plaintiff's  title,  an  injunction 
may  be  granted  to  restrain  a  sale  under 
execution  which  would  operate  to  cast 
a  cloud  upon  that  title,  but  where  there 
are  serious  doubts  as  to  such  title  an 
injunction  should  be  denied.  Crawford 
V.  Lamar,  9  Colo.  App.  83,  47  Pac.  665. 

[d]  An  administrator  who  sets  up 
no  title  in  himself,  save,  at  most,  a 
right  in  the  administration  to  sell  the 
lands  for  purposes  of  administration, 
or  for  distribution  cannot  enjoin  an 
execution  sale  of  an  heir's  interest  on 
the  ground  it  would  create  a  cloud  on 
the  title.  Robinson  v.  Joplin,  54  Ala. 
70.  ~  r     , 

[e]  The  real  estate  of  a  pensioner 
purchased  with  pension  money  is  ex- 
empt from  execution,  and  the  owner 
may  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  an  exe- 
cution against  the  property  as  the 
ground  of  exemption  can  be  established 
only  by  extrinsic  evidence  and  the  levy 
and  sale  will  constitute  an  apparent 
cloud  on  his  title.    Buffum  v.  Forster, 
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whom  the  present  owner  derived  title  before  the  recovery  of  the  judg- 
ment.^* The  rule  has  been  extended  in  some  jurisdictions  and  execution 
sales  have  been  enjoined  where  they  would  cast  doubt  on  the  title  and 


77  Hun  27,  28  N.  T.  Supp.  285,  59  N. 
Y.  St.  833. 

[f  ]  Wliere  Judgment  Is  Not  a  Lieu. 
"Where  an  execution  is  levied  upon 
leal  property  upon  which  the  judgment 
is  not  a  lien,  the  court  will  enjoin  the 
sale  to  prevent  a  cloud  from  being  cast 
upon  the  title.  It  is  no  hardship  upon 
the  execution  creditor  in  such  case,  be- 
cause he  is  not  entitled  to  sell  the 
property  at  all.  Key  City  Gas  Light 
Co.  V.  Munsell,  19  Iowa  305."  Wiedner 
V.  Thompson,  66  Iowa  283,  23  N.  W. 
670. 

[g]  A  purchaser  at  a  foreolosurd 
sale  may  enjoin  a  sale  of  the  premises 
on  a,  judgment  for  a  prior  mechanic's 
lien  where  by  statute  a  sale  of  execu- 
tion discharges  the  property  from  prior 
liens,  as  the  sale  would  cloud  plaintiff 's 
title.  Sharpe  v.  Tatnall,  5  Del.  Ch, 
302. 

18.  Ala. — ^Martin  v.  Hewitt,  44  Ala. 
418,  436;  Downing  v.  Mann,  43  Ala. 
266;  Burt  v.  Cassety,  12  Ala.  734.  CaL 
Einstein  v.  Bank  of  California,  137  Cal. 
47,  69  Pac.  616;  Porter  v.  Jennings,  89 
Cal.  440,  26  Pac.  965;  Roman  Catholic 
Archbishop  v.  Shipman,  69  Cal.  586,  11 
Pac.  343;  Englund  v.  Lewis,  25  Cal. 
337;  Pixley  v.  Huggins,  15  Cal.  127; 
Shattuek  v.  Carson,  2  Cal.  588;  Aus- 
tin V.  Union  Pa  v.  &  Con.  Co.,  4  Cal. 
App.  610,  88  Pac.  731.  See  Eitzgib- 
bon  V.  Laumeister,  119  Cal.  xvii, 
51  Pac.  1078.  Fla. — ^Barnes  v.  Mayo, 
19  Ela.  542;  Budd  v.  Long,  13  Fla. 
288,  309.  Ga. — Cox  v.  Mayor,  17  Ga. 
249,  action  by  city  to  prevent  levy  on 
land  dedicated  to  city  by  debtor  com- 
pany. See  Kendall  v.  Dow,  46  Ga.  607, 
614,  where  the  property  claimed  waa 
released  from  the  lien  of  the  execution 
by  contract.  JU. — Groves  v.  Webber, 
72  111.  606.  la.— Key  City  Gaslight  Co. 
V.  Munsell,  19  Iowa  305;  Jones  v.  Jones, 
13  Iowa  276.  Kan. — Yount  v.  Hoover, 
95  Kan.  752,  149  Pac.  408,  L.  K.  A. 
1915F,  1120.  Ky.— Bean  v.  Everett,  21 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1790,  56  S.  W.  403.  La. 
Thompson  &  Co.  v.  Herring,  45  La.  Ann. 
S91,  13  So.  393;  Theurer  v.  McGibbon, 
28  La.  Ann.  29;  Doherty  v.  Leake,  24 
La.  Ann.  224.  Md. — Hollida  v.  Shoop, 
4  Md.  465,  59  Am.  Dec.  88.  Mich. 
Corey  V.  Smalley,  106  Mich.  257,  64  N. 
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W.  13,  58  Am.  St,  Rep.  474.  Miss. 
Niles  V.  Davis,  60  Miss.  750,  enjoining 
a  sale  on  execution  against  plaintiff's 
vendor,  plaintiff  having  pbitained  the 
land  by  adverse  possession  against  the 
creditor  with  a  parol  contract  of  sale 
as  color  of  title.  Mo. — Carrel  v.  Meek, 
155  Mo.  App.  337,  137  S,  W.  19.  Ohio. 
Olin  «.  Hungerford,  10  Ohio  268.  Ore. 
Wilhelm  v.  Woodcock,  11  Ore.  518,  525, 
5  Pac.  202;  Coolidge  v.  Forward,  11 
Ore.  118,  2  Pac.  292.  Pa.— Barrell  v. 
Adams,  26  Pa.  Super.  635.  Tenn. 
Merriman  v.  Polk,  5  Heisk.  717.  Wis. 
Goodell  v.  Blumer,  41  Wis.  436. 

Contra.  Minn. — Pelican,  River  Milling 
Co.  V.  Mauria,  67  Minn.  418,  69  N.  W. 
1149,  denying  relief  as  the  plaintiff's 
title  appeared  of  record.  N.  J.— Shel- 
don V.  Stokes,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  87.  N.  0. 
Southerland  v.  Harper,  83  N.  C.  200. 
Tex. — ^Paddock  v.  Jackson,  16  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  655,  41  S.  W.  700,  holding,  how- 
ever, that  equity  would  entertain  the 
bill  where  the  property  in  question 
consisted  of  330  different  parcels  and 
was  levied  on  as  the  property  of  the 
plaintiff's  grantor,  and  the  petition  for 
an  injunction  showed  that  the  property 
was  held  for  sale,  and  that  the  levy 
injured  the  plaintiff  in  that  it  hindered 
and  obstructed  the  sale,  and  that  the 
sale  would  cast  a  cloud  on  his  title, 
deter  persons  from  buying  the  sam«, 
and  cause  the  market  value  to  be  great- 
ly  depreciated. 

[a]  Specific  Performance  of  Con- 
tract To  Convey  and  Injunction. — A 
plaintiff  may  obtain  a  decree  directing 
specific  performance  of  an  oral  con- 
tract to  convey  certain  realty  and  an 
injunction  against  the  levying  of  an 
execution  against  the  promisor  by  his 
creditors.  Brown  v.  Preseott,  63  N.  H. 
61. 

[b]  Where  the  plaintiff's  deed  is 
found  to  be  a  mortgage,  his  bill  will 
be  dismissed  as  his  rights  after  the 
sale  will  be  on  the  same  footing  as 
they  were  before.  Purdy  v.  Irwin,  18 
Cal.  350. 

[c]  Where  Plaintiff  Has  Possessory 
Right  Only. — ^But  a  plaintiff  who  pur- 
chases land  and  takes  a  bond  for  title 
when  the  purchase  money  shall  be  paid 
cannot  enjoin  a  threatened  sale  of  the 
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hinder  the  full  power  of  disposal,  even  though  they  would  not,  sttietly 
speaking,  cloud  the  owner's  title."  A  bona  fide  purchaser  of  real 
property  may  enjoin  the  enforcement  upon  the  property  of  a  judgment 
against  the  vendor  where  the  judgment  is  not  a  lien  upon  the  prop- 
erty,^" but  it  is  otherwise  where  the  lien  has  attached.^^  It  has  been 
held  that  a  purchaser  at  an  execution  sale  who  has  not  complied  with 
the  terms  of  his  bid  cannot  enjoin  a  sale  of  the  property. ^^  A  sale 
and  deed  of  a  wife's  separate  property  under  an  execution  against  the 
husband  is  generally  held  to  constitut&  a  cloud  upon  the  wife 's  prop- 
erty which  equity  will  prevent  by  injunction.^^ 

Where  Conveyance  Is  Fraudulent — If  the  creditor  in  good  faith  be- 
lieves the  conveyance  of  the  debtor  to  the  plaintiff  to  be  fraudulent 
and  seeks  to  obtain  satisfaction  for  his  debt  out  of  the  property  con- 
veyed, equity  will  not  grant  rfelief  ;^*  but  it  is  otherwise  if  the  charge 
of  fraud  is  colorable  and  groundless,  and  not  made  in  good  faith.^^ 

e.  Compelling  Exhaustion  of  Certain  Property  First,  —  Although 
generally  a  judgment  creditor  will  not  by  the  use  of  an  injunction  be 
required  to  proceed  against  one  piece  of  property  in  preference  to  an- 
other,*" he  may  be  required  to  do  so  where  third  persons  acquire  rights 


property  on  an  execution  against  the 
vendor;  he  has  a  possessory  right  at 
most  and  the  sale  will  not  disturb  his 
possession.  Moore  v.  Hallum,  1  I^eA 
(Tenn.)  511.  Contra,  Money  v.  Dorsey, 
7  Smed.  &  M.   (Miss.)   15. 

19.  Injunction  of  sale  of  plaintiff's 
lands  on  execution  against  another,  see 
supra  IV,  E,  4,  a,  (III),   (B),  (3). 

Enjoining  sale  on  void  execution,  see 
supra,  IV,  B,  4,  a,  (I). 

20.  Biggin  v.  Mulligan,  9  111.  50, 
See  Seott  v.  Bennett,  6  111.  646. 

[a  J  Estoppel.  —  Where  judgjient 
creditors  assent  to  a  deed  of  trust  inade 
by  their  debtors  and  induce  third  part- 
ies to  purchase  the  estate  and  by  their 
conduct  cause  the  purchasers  to  believe 
they  will  look  to  the  trustees  and  not 
their  liens  for  tjieir  claim,  the  pur- 
chasers may  eqjoin  an  enforcement  of 
the  judgment  a^^inst  the  property. 
Doub  V.  Barnes,  4  Gill  (Md.)  1,  19. 

21.  Taylor  ii.  Morgan,  86  Ind.  295; 
HoUida  v.  Shoop,  4  Md.  465,  59  Am. 
Dec.  88. 

22.  Losee  v.  Sauton,  24  La.  Ann.  3.70. 

23.  Where  wife's  separate  property 
is  levied  on  for  a  debt  of  her  husband, 
see  11  Standakd  Pkoc.  810. 

24.  Md.— Welde  v.  Scotten,  59  Md. 
72.  N.  H. — Tucker  v.  Kensington,  47 
N.  H.  267,  93  Am.  Dec.  425.  .  U.  J. 
I'reeman  v.  Elmendorf,  7  N.  J.  Eq.  475. 
N.  C— Southerland  v.  Harper,  83  N.  C. 
200.    Ore,— Coolidge  v.  Forward,  11  Ore.  I 


118,  2  Pac.  292.  Pa.— Winch's  Appeal, 
61  Pa.  424.  Tex. — See  Paddock  v. 
Jackson,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  655,  41  S. 
W.  700. 

[a]  Where  Purchaser  Alleges  That 
Creditor  Charges  Fraud. — A  purchaser 
of  land  pending  an  action  against  the 
vendor  cannot  enjoin  a  levy  and  s^ls 
under  an  execution  against  the  vendor 
on  the  ground  that  the  creditor  charges 
his  purchase  with  fraud  and  that  this 
will  be  a  cloud  on  his  title.  Welde  v. 
Scotten,   59   Md.   72. 

[b]  In  Louisiana,  a  judgment  cred- 
itor cannot  disregard  an  actual  though 
fraudulent  sale  and  seize  property  held 
under  such  title.  He  can  do  so  only 
where  the  deeds  are  purely  fictitious 
having  only  a  semblance  of  title.  And 
a.  creditor  win  be  enjoined  from  sell- 
ing the  property  on  execution  against 
the  vendor  although  the  sale  is  alleged 
to  be  fraudulent.  Ford  v.  Douglas,  5 
How.  (U.  S.)  143,  167,  12  L.  ed.  891; 
Theurer  v.  McGibbon,  28  La.  Ann.  29; 
Lewis  V.  Dinkgrave,  24  La.  Ann.  489; 
Dewey  v.  Bird,  22  La.  Ann,  168;  Hob- 
good  V.  Brown,  2  La.  Ann.  323. 

25.  Tucker  v.  Kensington,  47  N.  H. 
267,  93  Am.  Dec.  425. 

26.  Frey  v.  McGaw,  127  Md.  23,  95 
Atl.  960. 

[a]  That  sheriff  did  not  levy  on 
property  he  was  required  to  exhaust 
first  is  not  ground  for  an  injunction. 
Farrell  v.  .McKee,  36  111.  225;   Beaird 
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in  the  property,  since  the  rules  as  to  marshaling  of  assets  are  ap- 
plicable,^^ unless  the  rights  of  the  creditor  would  be  thereby 
prejudiced.^'  Under  this  rule  a  purchaser  of  some  of  the  property 
of  the  debtor  may  enjoin  the  sheriff  from  selling  it  before  exhausting 
property  remaining  in  the  hands  of  the  debtor,^^  or  subsequently  sold 


V.  Foreman,  1  111.  385,  12  Am.  Dee.  197. 
But  see  MoClellan  v,  Marshall,  19  Iowa 
561,  87  Am.  Dee.  454;  Anderson  v.  Old- 
ham, 82  Tex.  228,  18  S.  W.  557;  Den- 
son  V.  Taylor  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  132  S. 
W.  811. 

[b]  But  the  wife  of  the  debtor  may 
enjoin  a  levy  upon  the  homestead  be- 
fore levying  on  the  debtor's  personal 
property,  notwithstanding  the  debtor's 
designation  of  the  homestead  for  levy, 
as  he  could  not  direct  a  levy  on  his 
realty  before  his  personalty  when  it 
would  prejudice  the  rights  of  other 
persons.  Bartholomew  v.  Hook,  23  Cal. 
277. 

[e]  Where  the  debtor  has  lawfully 
selected  the  property  to  be  levied  on, 
he  may  enjoin  an  execution  in  disre- 
gard of  his  choice.  See  Pierson  v. 
Connellee  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W, 
1039,  and  15  Standard  Peoc.  929,  note. 
12. 

27.  TJ.  S.— Findlay's  Exrs.  v.  Bank 
of  the  United  States,  2  McLean  44,  9 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,791.  Ga.— Compton  & 
Sons  V.  Pitman,  49  Ga.  612.  Miss, 
Baine  v.  "Williams,  10  Smed.  &  M.  113. 
N.  J. — Peshine  v.  Binns,  11  N.  J.  Eq. 
101,  suit  by  subsequent  execution  cred- 
itor. N.  y. — Ingalls  V.  Morgan,  10  N. 
Y.  178,  186;  "Welch  v.  JaWes,  22  How. 
Pr.  474.  S.  0. — Bollman  v.  "Wamer,  88 
S.  C.  464,  17  S.  E.  223.  Terni,— Hunt 
V.  Ewing,  12  Lea  519. 

See  generally  the  title  "Marshaling 
Assets." 

[a]  If  the  creditor  with  knowledge 
of  the  facts  voluntarily  incapacitates 
himself  from  resorting  to  the  fund  to 
which  he  alone  has  access,  he  may  bs 
enjoined  thereafter  from  resorting  to 
the  common  fund.  Ingalls  v.  Morgan, 
10  N.  Y.   178. 

28.  N.  Y.— Evertson  v.  Booth,  19 
Johns.  486.  N.  C. — ^Francis  v.  Herren, 
101  N.  C.  497,  508,  8  S.  E.  353;  Jack- 
son V.  Sloan,  76  N.  C.  306.  Ohio. 
Bank  of  United  States  v.  Schultz,  3 
Ohio   61. 

[a]  A  purchaser  of  property  cannot 
compel  a  creditor  to ;  resort  to  other 
property   which   has   been   so    disposed 
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of  that  it  cannot  be  subjected  to  the 
judgment.  Bank  of  United  States  v. 
Schultz,  3  Ohio  61. 

29.  m.— Hurd  v.  Eaton,  28  HI.  122, 
Ind. — Boos  V.  Morgan,  130  Ind.  305,  30 
N.  E.  141,  30  Am.  St.  Eep.  237;  Sid- 
ener  v.  "White,  46  Ind.  588;  Dyer  v. 
Armstrong,  5  Ind.  437;  Eussell  v.  Hous- 
ton, 5  Ind.  180,  where  a  purchaser  of 
the  property  under  a  junior  judgment 
enjoined  the  sale  of  the  land  on  an 
execution  issued  on  a  prior  judgment 
until  other  property  of  the  debtor 
which  has  been  levied  on  has  been  ex- 
hausted. Mlss.^ — Rollins  v.  Thompson, 
13  Smed.  &  M.  522;  Baine  v.  "Williams, 
10  Smed.  &  M.  113;  Agricultural  Bank 
V.  Pallen,  8  Smed.  &  M.  357,  47  Am. 
Dec.  92;  Pallen  v.  Agricultural  Bank, 
Freem.  Ch.  419.  N.  Y. — Ingalls  v.  Mor- 
gan, 10  N.  Y.  178,  186;  James  v.  Hub- 
bard, 1  Paige  228;  Clowes  v.  Dicken- 
son, 5  Johns.  Ch.  235,  9  Cow.  403; 
Evertson  v.  Booth,  19  Johns.  486;  Welch 
V.  James,  22  How.  Pr.  474.  ,  N.  0, 
Francis  ih  Herren,  101  N.  C.  4*97,  507, 
8  S.  E.  353;  Jackson  v.  Sloan,  76  K.  C. 
306.  Tenn. — Jones  v.  Maney,  7  Lea  341. 

Contra,  Jones  v.  MeCrady,  48  8.  C. 
533,  26  S.  E.  802;  Latimer  v.  Ballew, 
41  S.  C.  517,  19  S.  E.  792,  44  Am.  St. 
Eep.  748;  "Wagner  v.  Pegues,  10  S.  C. 
259;  McAliley  v.  Barber,  4  S.  C.  45; 
Moore  v.  "Wright,  14  Eich.  Eq.  132. 

[a]  Where  the  judgment  creditor 
expressly  waives  the  lien  of  his  judg- 
ment on  certain  property  of  the  defend- 
ant and  permits  its  sale  he  will  be  en- 
joined from  enforcing  his  judgment 
against  the  property  sold.  "Wagner  v. 
Pegues,  10  S.  C.  259,  explaining  Hurd  v. 
Baton,  28  111.  122. 

[b]  Laches  of  the  creditor  in  en- 
forcing his  judgment  against  the  debt- 
or's property  until  the  debtor's  estate 
is  insolvent  will  not  authorize  a  pur- 
chaser of  lands  of  the  debtor  to  en- 
join the  enforcement  of  the  execution 
against  the  property  purchased  by  the 
plaintiff.  "Wagner  v.  Pegues,  10  S.  C. 
259. 

fc]  A  purchaser  of  property  from 
a  surety  on  a  joint  and  several  bond 
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to  other  purchasers.^"  So  also  a  replevin  bail  may  enjoin  a  threatened 
levy  and  sale  of  his  property  before  exhausting  the  property  of  the 
debtor.^^ 

An  injunction  is  a  proper  remedy  to  enforce  an  agreement  among 
the  parties  as  to  the  order  in  which  the  property  of  the  defendants 
shall  be  taken  to  satisfy  the  execution.^^ 

d.  To  Protect  Creditors.  —  While  equity  will  not  at  the  instance 
of  simple  contract  or  attaching^*  creditors,  who  have  not  reduced 
their  claims  to  judgment,  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  other  creditors  alleged  to  have  been  obtained  fraudulently, 
in  violation  of  plaintiff's  rights,  it  will  sometimes  interfere  to  pre- 
vent a  sale  about  to  be  made  in  such  a  manner  as  will  injure  their 
rights.'^  A  receiver  cannot  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  a  prior  judg- 
ment lien,^®  unless  the  lien  is  preserved  by  the  injunction  order.^^ 

The  debtor  cannot  enjoin  a  sale  of  property  on  the  ground  that  the 
property  is  covered  by  mortgages.^^    But  he  may  enjoin  the  enforce- 


cannot  enjoin  enforcement  of  a  writ 
against  his  property  when  there  is  other 
property  subject  to  the  lien  of  the  judg- 
ment, even  though  the  attorney  for 
the  creditor  is  also  attorney  for  the 
owners  of  other  property  subject  to 
the  lien  and  he  directs  the  execution 
against  the  plaintiff  to  save  his  clients. 
Buckley  v.  Kilker,  218  Pa.  176,  67  Atl. 
55. 

30.  Moore  v.  Trimmier,  32  S.  C.  511, 
11  S.  E.  548,  552. 

31.  Elson  V.  O'Dowd,  40  Ind.  300. 
But  see  Waynick  v.  Connelly,  8  Blackf. 
(Ind.)   75. 

32.  Gibson  v.  McClay,  47  Neb.  900, 
66  N.  W.  851. 

[a]  A  creditor  not  a  party  to  the 
agreement  cannot  be  enjoined  from  en- 
forcing his  execution.  Boyce  v.  Woods, 
37  Tex.  245. 

S3.  Wiggins  v.  Armstrong,  2  Johns. 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  144;  Artman  v.  Giles,  155 
Pa.  409,  26  Atl.  668,  32  W.  N.  C.  361 
(where  the  debtor  confessed  judgment 
as  to  certein  creditors);  Meyersi  V. 
Eauch,  4  Pa.  Dist.  331.  See  Dodd  v. 
Solomons,  93  6a.  314,  20  S.  B.  320, 
where  plaintiff  asked  an  injunction  and 
receiver  but  did  not  allege  anything 
against  the  bona  fides  of  th&  judgment. 

[a]  The  holder  of  a  note  secured  by 
a  mortgage  cannot  enjoin  a  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  property  at  the  instance  of 
the  holders  of  other  notes  secured  by 
the  same  mortgage.  City  Bank  v.  Mc- 
Intyre,  8  Rob.   (La.)   467. 

34.  Martin  v.  Michael,  23  Mo.  50, 
66  Am.  Dec.  656;  Artman  v.  Giles,  155 


Pa.  409,  26  Atl.  668,  32  W.  N.  C.  361. 
Contra,  Heyneman  v.  Dannenberg,  6 
Cal.  376,  65  Am.  Dec.  519. 

[a]  Exceptional  cases  may  arise  in 
which  creditors  having  a  lien,  even 
though  only  by  attachment  may  obtain 
relief  in  equity  but  the  presumption  is 
against  them.  Artman  v.  Giles,  155  Pa. 
409,  26  Atl.  668,  32  W.  N.  C.  361. 

35.  Eeynolds  &  Hamby  Est.  Mortg. 
Co.  Ltd.  V.  Kingsberry,  118  Ga.  254,  45 
S.  E.  235. 

[a]  Sale  in  Bulk. — Where  it  appears 
that  the  sheriff  levied  on  land  consist- 
ing of  different  lots  and  groups  of  lots 
which  had  been  laid  off  long  prior  to 
the  date  of  the  judgment,  and  adver- 
tised it  for  sale  in  bulk,  and  where  it 
appears  such  a  sale  would  be  detri- 
mental to  the  unsecured  creditors  while 
a  sale  in  parcels  would  not  lessen  the 
security  of  the  execution  plaintiff, 
equity  will  enjoin  the  sheriff  from  sell- 
ing as  he  proposes.  Eeynolds  &  Hamby 
Est.  Mortg.  Co.  Ltd.  v.  Kingsberry,  118 
Ga.  254,  45  S.  B.  235,  distinguishing 
Eeeves  v.  Bolles,  95  Ga.  402,  22  S.  B. 
626. 

36.  Cherry  v.  Western  Wash.  I. 
Expo.  Co.,  11  Wash.  586,  40  Pac.  136. 

37.  State  v.  Superior  Court,  11 
Wash.  63,  39  Pac.  244. 

38.  Boyd  v.  Chesapeake  &  0.  Canal 
Co.,  17  Md.  195,  211,  79  Am.  Dec.  646, 
the  mortgagee  himself  must  claim  what 
ever  protection  he  may  be  entitled  to. 

[a]  Where  Defendant  Has  Equit- 
able Mortgage. — Defendant  in  eject- 
ment, against  whom  judgment  has  been 
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ment  of  an  attorney's  lien  on  the  judgment  after  the  lien  has  been 
extinguished  by  the  assignment  of  the  judgmeht.^^ 

As  Between  Junior  and  Senior  Lienholders.  — An  incumbrancer  who  has 
a  lien  prior  to  the  lien  of  a  judgment  cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  en- 
join the  enforcemient  of  the  judgment,*"  as  the  sale  under  executions 


rendered,  may  maintain  a  bill  to  re- 
strain tie  sale  of  the  land  under  an 
execution  issued  on  the  judgment,  where 
he  has,  as  the  equitable  owner  of  a 
mortgage  on  the  land,  a  lien  thereon, 
a  court  of  equity  being  the  only  forum 
having  a  jurisdiction  to  determine  his 
rights.  Taylor  v.  Roniger,  147  Mieb< 
99,  110  N.  W.  503. 

39.  Humptulips  Driving  Co.  V. 
Cross,  65  Wash.  636,  118  Pac.  827. 

40.  Ark. — Johnson  v.  Gillenwater, 
75  Ark.  114,  87  S.  W.  439.  Fla.— Amer- 
ican Freehold  L.  &  M.  Co.  v.  Maxwell, 
39  Fla.  489,  22  So.  751,  prior  mortgagor. 
Ga. — Sanders  v.  Foster,  66  Ga.  292, 
prior  execution  plaintiff.  111. — Chit- 
tenden V.  Rogers,  42  111.  95.  Ind, 
Messmore  v.  Stephens,  83  Ind.  524. 
Compare  Shanklin  v.  Sims,  110  Ind.  143, 
11  N.  E.  32  (holding  a  mortgagee  of 
land,  levied  on  under  a  judgment  which 
is  not  a  lien  on  it,  may  maintain  a  suit 
for  injunction);  Monticello  Hydraulic 
Co.  V.  Loughry,  72  Ind.  562.  la. — ^Rams- 
dell  1).  Tama  Water-Power  Co.,  84  Iowa 
484,  51  N.  W.  245  {explaining  Ruthven 
Bros.  V.  Mast  &  Co.,  55  Iowa  715,  8  N. 
W.  659);  Wieduer  v.  Thompson,  66 
Iowa  283,  23  N.  W.  670.  La.— Van 
Loan  V.  Heffner,  30  La.  Ann.  1213; 
Smith  &  Co.  V.  Hoey,  28  La,  Ann.  95; 
Chaffraix  v.  Edwards,  26  La.  Ann.  22; 
Gleises  «.  McHatton,  14  La.  Ann.  560 
(a  pledgee  has  a  remedy  by  third  op- 
position); Wallis  V.  Bourg,  14  La.  Ann. 
104;  Ashford  v.  Tibbitts,  11  La.  Ann. 
167;  Gil  V.  Gil,  10  Rob.  28;  Bludworth 
V.  Lambeth,  9  Rob.  256.  But  see  Robb 
v.  Wagner,  5  La.  Ann.  Ill,,  where  the 
plaintiff  was  a  landlord  with  a  lien  on 
the  property.  Md. — Tome  v.  Merchants 
&  M.  B.  &  L.  Co.,  34  Md.  12;  Union 
Bank  v.  Poultney,  8  Gill  &  J.  824.  S.  C. 
McTeer  v.  Moorer,  Bailey  Eq.  62,  the 
mortgagee  has  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law.  Tex. — Wilkeraon  v.  Stasny  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  183  S.  W.  1191;  Williams 
V.  Farmers  Nat.  Bank,  22  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  581,  56  S.  W.  261;  Ivory  v.  Kemp- 
ner,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  474,  21  S.  W. 
1006;  George  v.  Dyer,  1  White  &  W. 
Civ.  Cas.  §780.    But  in  Click  v.  Stewart,  j 
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36  Tex.  280,  a  landlord  enjoined  an  exe- 
cution sale  of  certain  property  UBon 
which  he  claimed  a  landlord's  lien  but 
which  was  levied  on  under  ■executions 
before  the  issuing  of  distress  warrants. 
Va. — ^Miller  v.  Crews,  2  Leigh  (29  Va.) 
576;  Bowyer  v.  Creigh,  3  Rand.  (24 
Vai.)  25.  W.  Va.— Rwlins  n.  Hess,  27 
W.  Va.  570;  Walker  v.  Hunt,  2  W.  Va. 
491,  98  Am.  Dec.  779. 

Contra,  Parker  v.  Kelly,  10  Smed.  & 
M!.  (Miss.)  184  (holder  of  vendor's 
lien);  Byrne  v.  Andersx)a,  10  Smed.  & 
M.  81  (allowing  an  injunction  as  no 
demurrer  was  interposed  although 
doubting  the  court 's  jurisdiction) ;  Par- 
rish  V.  Saunders,  3  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
431. 

[a]  A  mortgagee  in  possession  of 
ehaittels  under  the  mortgage  cajinot 
enjoin  a  sale  thereof  as  he  has  an  ade- 
Quate  remedy  at  law.  La  Mothe  v. 
Fink,  8  Biss.  493,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,032. 

[b]  A  pledgee  of  a  fractional  part 
of  a  chose  in  action  cannot  enjoin  a 
sale  of  the  remainder  at  the  instance 
of  other  creditors.  Van  Norden  v. 
Leeds  &  Co.,  Man.  Unrep.  Cas.  (La.) 
198. 

[c]  The  assertion  in  public  by  a 
plaintiff  in  execution  that  a  mortgage 
is  fraudulent  and  void,  and  that  the 
lien  of  his  judgment  is  superior  there- 
to, will  not  entitle  the  mortgagee  un- 
der said  mortgage  to  an  injunction  re- 
straining the  sale  of  said  real  estate 
under  execution  by  said  judgment  cred- 
itor. Ramsdell.i;.  Tama  Water  Power 
Co.,  84  Iowa  484,  51  N.  W.  245. 

[d]  Poverty  of  the  senior  execution 
plaizLtiff  disabling  him  from  bidding 
in  the  land  does  not  strengthen  his  right 
to  equitable  relief.  Sanders  v.  Foster. 
66   Ga.   292. 

[e]  That  the  purchaser  at  tha  sale 
might  remove  the  property  from  the 
county  does  not  affect  the  rule  denying 
the  senior  lienholder  relief.  Wilkerson 
V.  Stasny  1(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  183  S.  W. 
1191.  " 

[f]  The  fact  that  the  senior  lien 
stands  canceled  of  record  by  a  mistake 
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subsequent  to  the  lien  will  not  impair  the  lien,**  and  he  has  a  com- 
plete remedy  at  law.*^  If,  however,  the  circumstances  are  such  that 
adequate  relief  cannot  be  had  at  law,  equity  will  entertain  the  bill,*^ 
as  where  the  record  does  not  show  the  priority  of  the  lien,**  or  where 


to  ■which  the  junior  lienholder  was  not 
a  party  and  for  which  he  was  in  no 
way  responsible  does  not  entitle  the 
senior  lienholder  to  an  injunction  re- 
straining the  junior  lienholder  from 
selling  the  property  under  his  execu- 
tion. Wiedner  v.  Thompson,  66  Iowa 
283,  23  N.  W.  670. 

fg]  But  a  mortgagee  in  trust  for 
certain  liondholders  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany may  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  a 
judgment  by  one  of  the  bondholders 
under  a  second  mortgage  where  the 
property  of  the  railroad  company  is  not 
BufScient  to  pay  the  first  mortgage,  as 
the  enforcement  of  the  second  mort- 
gage consistent  with  the  first  mortgage 
wtould  work  only  inconvenience  and 
harm  to  the  first  without  any  benefit  to 
the  second.  In  addition  thereto  the 
proceeding  by  one  only  of  the  bond- 
holders on  the  second  mortgage  would 
disturb  the  pro  rata  distribution  in  the 
event  of  a  deficiency.  Pennoek  v.  Coe, 
23  How.  (U.  S.)  117,  131,  16  L.  ed.  436; 
Buggies  V.  Simonton,  3  Biss.  325,  20 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,120;  Ludlow  v.  Hurd, 
1  Bisn.   (Ohio)   552,  12  Ohio  Dec.  791. 

[h]  To  Prevent  Multiplicity  of  Suits 
and  Bemove  Cloud. — A  trustee  of  a 
deed  of  trust  who  is  also  the  largest 
beneficiary  may  enjoin  levies  and  sales 
by  other  creditors,  some  having  para- 
mount liens  and  some  having  liens  sub- 
ordinate to  that  of  the  trustee,  on  the 
ground  of  preventing  a  multiplicity  of 
suits,  removing  a  cloud,  and  on  the 
ground  that  a  mortgagee  although  he 
has  a  power  of  sale  may  come  into 
chancery  to  foreclose.  Alabama  Life 
Ins.  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Pettway,  24  Ala.  544, 
662. 

fi]  A  creditor  who  serves  a  foreign 
attachment  on  a  garnishee  of  a  person 
having  property  of  an  absent  debtor 
may  enjoin  a  sale  of  the  property  by 
other  creditors  who  subsequently  at- 
tached the  property.  Moore  v.  Holt, 
10  Gratt.  (51  Va.)  284,  on  the  author- 
ity of  Erskine  v.  Staley,  12  Leigh  (39 
Va.)  406. 

,[j]  Pending  a  suit  to  determine 
priority  of  liens  an  attaching  creditor 
may  enjoin  levy  and  sale  of  property 
in  the  hands  of  garnishee,  by  execution 


creditor.  Northfleld  Knife  Co.  v.  Shap- 
leigh,  24  Neb.  635,  39  N.  W.  788,  8 
Am.  St.  Rep.  224. 

fk]  Substituting  Sureties  of  Pur- 
chaser to  Vendor's  Rights.— The  sure- 
ties of  a  purchaser  of  property  on 
which  a  lien  was  retained  for  the  pur- 
chase money,  may  enjoin  a  sale  of  the 
property  on  execution  in  favor  of  other 
creditors  although  the  purchase  monej 
has  not  been  paid,  as  they  have  a  right 
to  be  Substituted  to  the  rights  of  the 
vendor  before  they  hav&  discharged 
the  debt.  Henry  v.  Compton,  2  Head 
(Tenn.)   549." 

41.  Fla. — American  Freehold  L.  & 
M.  Co.  V.  Maxwell,  3»  Fla.  489,  22  So. 
751.  Ind. — Messmore  v.  Stephens,  83 
Ind.  524.  La. — ^Bludworth  v.  Lambeth, 
9.  Rob.  256;  Vanhille  v.  Her  Husband, 
5  Rob.  496;  Casson  v.  Louisiana  State 
Bank,  7  Mart.  N.  S.  277;  Hebert's 
Heirs  «.  Babin,  6  Mart.  N.  S.  614.  Md. 
Union  Bank  v.  Poultney,  8  Gill  &  J. 
324.  Tex, — Wilkerson  v.  Stasny  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  183  8.  "W.  1191.  W.  Va, 
Rollins  V.  Hess,  27  W.  Va.  570. 

42.  111. — Chittenden  v.  Rogers,  42 
m.  95.  La. — Gleises  v.  McHatton,  14 
La.  Ann.  560.  S.  C. — McTeer  v.  Moorer, 
Bailey  Kq.   62.     Va. — Miller  v.  Crews, 

2  Leigh  (29  Va.)  576;  Bowyer  v.  Creigh, 

3  Rand.   (24  Va.)   25. 

43.  Martin  v.  Jewell,  37  Md.  530. 

[a]  A  landlord  who  is  entitled  to 
one-half  a  crop  of  wheat  by  way  of 
rent  and  who  has  a  mortgage  on  the 
other  half  and  on  the  farming  imple- 
ments necessary  to  earing  for  the  crop, 
may  enjoin  a  sale  of  the  property  on 
fieri  facias  as  there  could  be  no  ade- 
quate compensation  at  law.  Martin  v. 
Jewell,   37   Md.   530. 

[b]  One  who  files  a  bill  in  a  federal 
court  claiming  a  specific  lien  on  an  es- 
tate, may  by  bill  in  equity  enjoin  the 
sheriff  from  paying  over  money  recov- 
ered on  sale  of  the  estate  under  exe- 
cutions of  individual  creditors.  Read 
V.  Dews,  R.  M.  Charlt.   (6a.)   355. 

44.  Kan.— Plumb  v.  Bay,  18  Kan. 
415,  for  the  sale  without  reference  to 
the  prior  lien  will  pass  title  to  an  in- 
nocent purchaser  free  of  the  lien.  And 
see  Bowling  v.   Garrett,  49  Kan.  504, 
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the  sale  will  cloud  the  creditor's  title.*^  "Where  the  senior  lien  holder 
acquires  title  to  the  property,  equity  will  sometimes  preserve  the  lien 
when  it  would  be  merged  at  law,  and  will  enjoin  an  execution  sale  by 
a  junior  judgment  creditor  in  defiance  of  the  lien.*^ 

On  the  other  hand,  a  junior  lien  holder  cannot,  as  a  general  rule, 
enjoin  a  prior  lien  holder  from  enforcing  a  judgment  obtained  on 
his  lien,*^  but,  in  a  proper  ease,  a  junior  lien  holder  may  compel  a 
senior  lien  holder  whose  lien  is  secured  by  two  or  more  parcels  of 
land  to  enforce  his  lien  out  of  the  parcels  which  the  former  cannot 
reach.*^ 

Enjoining  Sale  of  Equity  of  Redemption.  —  A  court  of  equity  will  en- 
join a  sale  of  an  equity  of  redemption  when  the  exercise  of,  the  right 
would  of  necessity  greatly  impair,  if  not  destroy,  the  rights  of  the 
mortgagee.*' 

e.  To  Prevent  Sacrifice  at  Sale.  —  It  is  not  ground  for  an  injunc- 
tion that  because  of  the  unsettled  state  of  finances  in  the  countryj^" 


523,  31  Pac.  135,  33  Am.  St.  Eep. 
377.  Miss. — Walton  v.  Hargroves,  42 
Miss.  18,  97  Am.  Dee.  429  (enjoining 
execution  at  the  instance  of  a  vendor 
who  executed  a  deed  although  the  pur- 
chase money  was  not  paid);  Kelly  v. 
Mills,  41  Miss.  267,  where  the  deed  of 
the  vendor  was  not  recorded.  Tex, 
Ivory  V.  Kempner,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
474,   21   S.  W.   1006. 

45.  Ivory  v.  Kempner,  2  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  474,  21  S.  "W.  1006. 

As  to  injunction  where  sale  viU 
cloud  title,  see  supra,  IV,  E,  4,  b. 

46.  Bichardson  v.  Hockenhull,  85 
111.  124. 

[a]  The  holder  of  a  mechanic's  lien 
who  has  acquired  title  in  such  a  man- 
ner that  the  lien  is  not  merged  in  the 
title  and  whose  lien  is  prior  to  a  judg- 
ment lien  against  his  grantor  may  en- 
join an  execution  sale  about  to  be  made 
without  reference  to  his  lien,  as  an  in- 
nocent purchaser  would  obtain  title 
free  of  the  lien,  there  being  no  record 
at  that  time  showing  conclusively  that 
the  lien  had  any  legal  existence  for 
any  amount.  Bowling  v.  Garrett,  49 
Kan.  504,  523,  31  Pac.  135,  33  Am.  St. 
Eep.  377. 

47.  U.  S. — Searles  v.  Jacksonville, 
P.  &  M.  E.  Co.,  2  "Woods  621,  21  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  12,586.  CaL— Eetchum  v. 
Crippen,  37  Cal.  223;  Domec  «.  Stearns, 
30  Cal.  114,  junior  attaching  creditor. 
Ga. — Winn  v.  Henderson,  63  Ga.  365. 
Ind.— Wood  V.  Bice,  68  Ind.  320,  junior 
judgment  creditor.  La. — See  Henry  v. 
Tricou,  36  La.  Ann.  519,  where  plaintiff 
is  purchaser  on  junior  execution, 
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[a]  Where  Judgment  Is  Paid. — The 
holder  of  a  junior  lien,  not  reduced  to 
judgment,  may  enjoin  the  execution  of 
a  prior  judgment  as  against  property 
subject  to  the  lien  where  the  judgment 
has  been  paid  and  the  sale  would  im- 
pair the  security.  Brigham  v.  White, 
44  Iowa  677. 

[b]  A  trustee  in  a  deed  who  is  also 
principal  beneficiary  may  come  into 
equity  to  prevent  a  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty under  executions  at  law.  Alabama 
Life  Ins.  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  Pettway,  24  Ala. 
544.  See  also  Whitfield  v.  Clark,  48 
Ala.  555. 

48.  See  supra,  TV,  E,  4,  e,  and  the 
title  "Marshaling  Assets." 

49.  Van  Mater  v.  Conover,  18  N.  J. 
Eq.  38;  Smithurst  v.  Edmunds,  14  N. 
J.  Eq.  408;  Severns  v.  Woolston's  Exrs., 
4  N.  J.  Eq.  220. 

50.  Winn  v.  Henderson,  63  Ga.  365; 
PouUain  v.  English,  57  6a.  "492;  Me- 
Gown  V.  Sandford,  9  Paige  (N.  T.)  290. 

[a]  That  the  property  will  not  bring 
its  full  value  from  the  condition  of 
the  times,  is  no  ground  for  an  injunc- 
tion against  a  sale  under  a  prior  lien 
by  the  holder  of  a  junior.  Winn  v. 
Henderson,  63  Ga.  365. 

[b]  During  Pestilence  or  Invasion. 
Where  a  master  is  proceeding  to  sell 
property  under  a  decree  of  chancery  at 
an  improper  time,  when  such  sale  must 
necessarily  sacrifice  the  property,  as 
during  the  raging  of  a  pestilence,  or 
while  there  is  a  threatened  invasion, 
which  will  destroy  all  chance  of  fair 
competition  by  deterring  bidders  from 
attending  the  sale,  it  will  be  the  duty 
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or  the  absence  of  a  market  for  the  particular  property  to  be  sold,°^ 
the  property  will  not  bring  its  full  value  at  the  sale.  Nor  will  a 
sale  of  the  property  of  an  insolvent  be  enjoined  because  the  inter- 
position of  certain  claims  will  cause  it  to  sell  at  a  reduced  price  to 
the  injury  of  other  creditors,^^  or  because  a  sale  can  be  conducted 
more  advantageously  by  a  receiver.^^  But  equity  may  decree  a  sale 
of  land  in  parcels  when  its  sale  as  a  whole  would  result  in  gross 
injustice.^* 

f.  Where  Writ  Is  Used  Oppressively.  —  An  injunction  will  lie 
where  the  execution  is  used  to  harass  or  annoy  another.''^ 

g.  Proceeding  in  Violation  of  Stay  ■  of  Execution.  —  It  seems  that 
as  a  general  rule,  an  injunction  will  not  be  granted  to  restrain  a 
sheriff  from  proceeding  under  the  writ  on  the  ground  it  has  been 
stayed.^^ 

h.  Nonresidence  of  Parties.  —  Nonresidenee  of  the  execution  de- 
fendant is  not  ground  for  enjoining  an  execution  sale,  where  no  super- 
sedeas is  tiled.^^ 

i.  Against  Removal  of  Fixtures.  —  Equity  will  in  a  proper  case 
enjoin  a  sheriff  from  wrongfully  removing  and  selling  fixtures,  where 
such  removal  will  occasion  unusual  damage,^'  But  where  the  removal 
will  not  occasion  such  damage,  equity  will  leave  the  party  to  his 
remedy  at  law,°^  unless  the  judgment  creditor  by  his  conduct  fraud- 


of  a  court  of  chancery  to  interfere. 
But  the  court  has  no  legal  right  to  in- 
terfere for  the  relief  of  an  individual 
by  arbitrarily  suspending  the  ordinary 
operation  of  the  laws  for  the  collec- 
tion of  debts  to  meet  his  particular 
case.  McGown  v.  Sandford,  9  Paige 
(N.  T.)   290. 

51.  Trust  Oo.  V.  Weaver,  102  Tenn. 
66,  50  S.  W.  763. 

[a]  That  a  valuable  painting  about 
to  be  sold  on  execution  cannot  be  sold 
in  the  forum  except  at  a  great  sacri- 
fice does  not  warrant  equitable  relief. 
Trust  Co.  V.  Weaver,  102  Tenn.  66,  50 
S.  W.  763. 

52.  Eobinson  v.  Thompson  &  Co., 
30  Ga.  933. 

53.  Lowry  v.  Phila.  Optical  &  Watch 
Co.,  161  Pa.  123,  28  Atl.  1004;  Pairpoint 
Mfg.  Oo.  V.  Phila.  Optical  &  Watch  Co., 
161  Pa.  17,  28  Atl.  1003,  34  W.  N.  C. 
216. 

54.  Beeves  v.  Belles,  95  Ga.  402,  22 
S.  E.  626. 

[a]  But  where  land  is  pledged  for 
debt  in  its  entirety,  equity  will  not  en- 
join the  creditor  from  selling  it  and 
cause  the  land  to  be  surveyed  and 
platted  so  that  it  may  be  sold  in  par- 


cels.   Reeves  v.  Bolles,  95  Ga.  402,  22 
S.  B.  626. 

55.  Colt  V.  Cornwell,  2  Boot  (Conn.) 
109;  Barren  v.  Adams,  26  Pa.  Super. 
635. 

56.  See  Jaedicke  v.  Patrie,  15  Kan, 
287. 

[a]  The  better  practice  is  to  file  a 
motion  in  the  cause  for  an  order  on  the 
officer  to  return  the  writ.  Jaedicke  v. 
Patrie,  15   Kan.  287. 

57.  Parker-Hensel  Engineering  Co. 
V.  Schuler,  133  Ga.  696,  66  S.  E.  800. 

58.  Harrell  v.  Americus  Refrigerat- 
ing Co.,  92  Ga.  443,  17  S.  E.  623;  Pat- 
ton  Malone  &  Co.  v.  Moore,  16  W.  Va. 
428,  37  Am.  Rep.  789. 

[a]  A  trustee  of  a  deed  of  trust,  in 
possession  of  the  property  of  a  cor- 
poration  may  enjoin  a  sheriff  from  re- 
moving fixtures  under  execution  against 
the  company,  where  the  removal  would 
occasion  unusual  damages.  Jenney  v. 
Jackson,  6  111.  App.  32. 

[b]  A  sale  of  fixtures  as  personalty 
may  be  enjoined.  Landell  «.  Harrison, 
16  Phila.  (Pa.)  85,  40  Leg.  Int.  4,  oa 
the  authority  of  Morris'  Appeal,  88 
•Pa.  368. 

59.  Beatty  v.  Smith,  14  S.  D.  24, 
84  N.  W.  208. 
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ulently  encourages  the  erection  of  improvements  by  a  purchaser.*" 
A  mortgagee  of  a  railroad  may,  however,  enjoin  a  levy  and  sale  of 
rolling  stock  as  personalty,*^  but  the  company  which  is  able  but  un- 
willing to  pay  the  judgment  cannot  maintain  such  a  suit.*^  A  levy 
on  fixtures  fraudulently  removed  from  the  realty  may  be  enjoined.** 
j.  Enjoining  Executions  Against  Executors,  Administrators  and 
Heirs.  —  In  a  proper  case  equity  will  enjoin  an  execution  against  an 
executor  or  administrator.**  Thus  an  executor  will  be  relieved  in 
equity  from  an  enforcement  of  a  judgment  against  himself  personally, 
where  after  the  rendition  of  judgments  de  bonis  testatoris,  or  after 
an  execution  de  bonis  intestatis  is  returned  "no  property,"  the  value 
of  the  property  unexpectedly  depreciates  or  the  estate  becomes  in- 
solvent through  circumstances  beyond  the  control  of  the  executor.*^ 
An  executor  may  in  a  proper  ease  enjoin  a  seizure  and  sale  of  a 
portion  of  the  estate  by  creditors  of  the  heirs  and  legatees,**  and  the 
legatees,  on  the  other  hand,  may  obtain  an  injunction  to  restrain  a 
sale  of  property  allotted  to  them,  on  a  proper  showing.*' 


60.  Dellett  v.  Kemble,  23  N.  J.  Eq. 
58. 

61.  m.— Titus  V.  Ginheimer,  27  HI, 
462;  Titus  v.  Mabee,  25  HI.  257.  Ind. 
Midland  E.  Co.  v.  SteVenBon,  130  Ind. 
97,  29  N.  E.  385.  Minn. — Central  Trust 
Co.  V.  Moran,  56  Minn.  188,  57  N.  W. 
471,  29  L.  E.  A.  212. 

62.  Midland  E.  Co.  V.  Stevenson,  130 
Ind.  97,  29  N.  E.  385. 

63.  Witmel'  's  Appeal,  45  Pa.  455,  84 
Am.  Dec.  505. 

64.  U.  S.— Williams  v.  Benedict,  8 
How.  107,  12  L.  ed.  1007.  Ark.— Srice 
V.  Tavlor,  51  Ark.  75,  9  S.  W.  854.  111. 
Cohen  v.  Menard,  136  111.  130,  24  N.  B. 
604.  Miss. — Neibert's  Admr.  «.  With- 
ers, Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  599. 

[a]  A  creditor  who  has  no  prloHty 
over  other  creditors  will  be  enjoined 
from  enforcing  a  judgment  against  an 
insolvent  estate  beyond  his  pro  rata 
share.  Crenshaw  v.  Delgado,  1  N.  M, 
376. 

65.  Ala. — ^Balkumu.  Harper's  Admr., 
50  Ala.  429;  Lambert  v.  Mallett,  50 
Ala.  73.  Ga. — Gause  v.  Walker,  55  Ga. 
129;  Hendricks  v.  Mitchell,  37  Ga.  230. 
Ore. — Brenner  v.  Alexander,  16  Ore. 
E49,  19  Pac.  9,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  301.  Va. 
Miller's  Exrs.  v.  Eiee,  1  Eand.  (22 
Va.)  438.  See  Royall's  Admr.  «.  John- 
son, 1  Band.  (22  Va.)  421. 

[a]  But  if  upon  a  miscalculation  of 
the  amount  of  assets  in  his  hands,  the 
executor  confesses  judgment  for  a  debt 
of  the  testator,  and  it  afterwards  ap- 
pears the  assets  are  iusuffisient,  equity 
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will  not  grant  relief.  Brenner  «.  Alex- 
ander, 16  Ore.  349,  19  Pac.  9,  8  Am.  St. 
Rfep.  301;  Freelands  «.  Eoyall,  2  Hen. 
&  M.  (12  Va.)  575. 

tb]  Ignorance  of  ingufficieney  of  as- 
sets is  no  ground  for  relief  from  a 
judgment  at  law.  Page  v.  Haines,  56 
Ga.  263. 

[c]  A  bill  filed  six  years  after  ad- 
ministration granted,  to  enjoin  certain 
judgments  on  the  ground  of  insolvency 
of  the  estate  comes  too  late  as  he  was 
bound  to  know  the  condition  of  the  es- 
tate long  '  before.  Hamilton  v.  New- 
man, 10  Humph.  (Tenn.)  557. 

[d]  By  Statute,  an  administrator 
maj',  at  any  time  before  his  personal 
liability^  is  fixed  by  judgment  against 
him  individually,  enjoin  all  judgments 
against  him  as  administrator  and  have 
a  pro  rata  distribution  of  the  assets  of 
the  estate  if  it  is  insolvent.  Mosier  v. 
Zimmerman,  5  Humph.   (Tenn.)   62. 

[e]  Decree. — An  injunction  in  favor 
of  an  executor  on  the  ground  of  de- 
ficiency of  assets  should  be  only  until 
assets  come  into  his  hands  to  satisfy 
the  judgment  or  any  part  thereof.  Hay- 
don  V.  Goode,  4  Hen.  &  M.  (14  Va.) 
460. 

66.  See  Turner's  Estate,  7  Kulp 
(Pa.)  481. 

67.  Scott  V.  Halliday,  5  Munf.  (19 
Va.)  103;  Chapman  v.  Washington,  4 
Call  (7  Va.)   327. 

[a]  Where  Sale  Unnecessary. 
Where  an  order  by  a  conrt  of  ordinary 
authorizing  the  sale  of  certain  real  es- 
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A  purchaser  of  land  from  the  heirs  may  enjoin  a  sale  thereof  to 
pay  debts  of  the  estate  where  the  representative  received  sufficient 
personal  assets  for  that  purpose  and  wasted  them.^?  But  a  creditor 
as  such  cannot  enjoin  other  creditors  from  enforcing  their  judgments 
against  the  estate  although  the  heirs  may  have  renounced  their  in- 
heritance.®* 

k.  Until  Belief  Can  Be  Had  at  Law.  —  Sometimes  an  injunction 
will  be  granted  when  necessary  to  stay  proceedings  on  the  execution 
imtil  relief  can  be  had  at  law,  or  the  proceeding  for  relief  de- 
termined.'" But  it  seems  that  this  relief  will  not  be  granted  if  it 
would  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  creditor.'^ 

5.    Proceedings  for  Relief.  —  a.    Jurisdiction  and  Venue.  —  (I.)   in 
General.  —  A  court  of  equitable  jurisdiction  obviously  has  authority 


tate  is  made  and  where  in  a  bill  for  a 
settl-ement,  distribution  and  injunction, 
it  is  shown  no  sale  is  necessary  and 
that  the  estate  is  ready  for  distribu- 
tion, equity  will  enjoin  the  adminis- 
trator from  selling  the  real  property. 
McCook  V.  Pond,  72  Ga.  150. 

68.  Banks  v.  Speers,  103  Ala.  436,  16 
So.   25. 

[a]  The  necessary  parties  defendant 
to  the  bill  are  the  administrator  de 
bonis  non,  the  widow  and  heirs  of  the 
deceased  from  whom  the  land  was  pur- 
chased and  the  plaintiffs  in  the  judg- 
ment. Banks  v.  Speers,  103  Ala.  436, 
16  So.  25. 

69.  Vienne  v.  Boissier,  10  Mart.  O. 
S.   (La.)    359. 

70.  V.  S. — State  of  Georgia  v.  Brails- 
ford,  2  Ball.  402,  1  L.  ed.  433,  stay- 
ing money  in  a  marshal's  hands  until 
the  title  of  the  state  thereto  could  be 
determined  at  law.  Ind. — Martin  v. 
Pifer,  96  Ind.  245;  Lasselle  v.  Moore,  1 
Blackf.  226.  La. — ^Wiley  v.  Woodman, 
IQ  La.  Ann.  210;  Wiley  v.  Woodman, 
19  La.  Ann.  188.  Me. — Vermeule  v. 
York  Water  Co.,  112  Me.  437,  92  AtL 
513.  Miss. — Cooper  v.  Newell,  36  Miss. 
316,  319;  Henderson  v.  Garrett,  35 
Miss.  554;  Preston  v.  Harris,  24  Miss. 
247.  Neb.— Northfleld  Knife  Co.  V. 
Shapleigh,  24  Neb.  635,  39  N.  W.  788, 
8  Am.  St.  Kep.  224,  pending  suit  to 
determine  priority  of  liens. 

[a]  Where  Defendant  Has  Not 
Sufficient  Time. — (1)  Should  an  execu- 
tion, improvidently  issued,  press  the  de- 
fendant so  closely,  that  he  cannot  give 
the  required  notice  and  have  it  set 
aside  on  motion  in  a  Court  at  laiy.  h« 
tnayj  by  apnllcatioB  tO  the  bhttlijg'gllisr, 
i^4  afn   mjuntftl'dii   or  o'rder  to   s'taiy 


proceedings  until  he  can  be  heard. 
Lasselle  v.  Moore,  1  Blackf.  (Ind'.); 
226.  (2)  But  Drigg's  Bank  v.  Norwood, 
49  Ark.  136,  4  S.  W.  448,  4  Am.  St. 
Eep.  30,  holds  equity  will  not  grant  an 
injunction  against  an  execution  upon 
exempt  property  where  the  party  la 
not  apprised  of  the  levy  until  too  late 
to  give  the  statutory  notice,  as  he  has 
a  remedy  by  application  f5r  a  stay  of 
proceedings  until  the  claim  of  exemp- 
tion can  be  made  and  determined. 

[b]  Pending  Garnishment  Proceed- 
ing.— :(1)  A  judgment  debtor  who  has 
been  garnished  by  a  judgment  credi- 
tor of  his  judgment  creditor  may  have 
the  enforcement  of  an  execution  sued 
out  by  his  judgment  creditor  enjoined 
until  the  right  to  the  fund  is  settled. 
Preston  v.  Harris,  24  Miss.  247;  Barcua 
V.  O'Brien  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W. 
492.  (2)  But  in  Texas,  under  this 
statement  of  facts  the  county  court 
cannot  enjoin  the  issuance  and  levy 
of  the  execution  ofl  the  garnishee's 
creditor  based  upon  the  judgment  of 
the  district  court.  Barcus  v.  O'Brien 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W.  492. 

Injunction  by  Infant  until  ho  can 
show  error  in  judgment,  see  12  Stand- 
ard Proo.  792. 

71.  See  Hart  v.  Marshall,  4  Minn. 
294. 

[a]  Where  the  interference  by  in- 
junction would  result  in  delaying  the 
sale  until  the  time  limited  therefor 
had  expired,  a  temporary  injunction 
will  be  denied  a  purchaser  of  property 
pendente  lite  who  claims  the  judgment 
!g  not  a  lien  thereoa  sad  who  h 
t?rbt(^t  m  ac^on  te  Bets**'  a^iA*  ™ 
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in  a  proper  case  to  enjoin  the  execution  of  a  judgment,'^  and  independ- 
ent of  statute.''^  Jurisdiction  and  venue  in  this  class  of  cases  is  fre- 
quently regulated  by  statute.''*  Some  statutes  provide  that  injunc- 
tions to  stay  proceedings  on  judgments  or  to  stay  execution  of  a  judg- 
ment shall  be  granted  only  in  the  court  which  rendered  the  judg- 
ment.''^   This  statute  does  not  apply  to  a  suit  to  restrain  the  enforce- 


72.  U.  S.— Freeland  v.  Williams,  131 
XT.  S.  405,  9  Sup.  Ct.  763,  33  L.  ed. 
193.  Colo.— Bell  v.  Murray,  13  Colo. 
App.  217,  57  Pac.  488.  Tenn. — Ander- 
son V.  Mulleuix,  5  Lea  287.  Wash. 
Phelan  v.  Smith,  22  Wash.  397,  61 
Pac.  31. 

Jurisdiction  of  equity  to  enjoin  a 
judgment  for  matters  connected  with 
its  obtainment,  see  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 

[a]  Equity  May  Enjoin  Execution 
on  Its  Own  Decrees. — Mann  v.  Flower, 
26  Minn.  479,  5  N.  W.  365;  Montgom- 
ery V.  Whitworth,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  174. 

[b]  A  court  of  on©  county  may  en- 
join an  illegal  exercise  of  power  under 
an  imqiiestioned  execution  of  another 
county.  Zimmerman  v.  Makepeace,  152 
Ind.  199,  52  N.  E.  992;  Corbett  v. 
Provident  Nat.  Bank,  23  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  6U2,  57  S.  W.  61. 

[c]  A  district  court  of  one  county 
has  jurisdiction  to  restrain  a  sheriff  in 
that  county  from  acting  under  an  exe- 
cution from  a  court  of  coordinate  jur- 
isdiction in  another  county.  But  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  a  change  of 
venue  if  he  asks  for  it.  Ohio  Colorado 
Min.  &  Mill.  Co.  v.  Wiley,- 18  Colo.  App. 
311,  71  Pac.  1001. 

[d]  A  wilt  sent  to  another  parish 
may  be  there  enjoined.  Morgan  v.  Lid- 
dell,  Man.  Unrep.  Cas.  (La.)  278. 

73.  Bell  V.  Murray,  13  Colo.  App. 
217,  57  Pac.  488. 

74.  See   generally  the   statutes. 

[a]  Levy  .as  "Pending  Proceed-' 
Ing." — A  levy  of  an  execution  and  the 
acta  to  effect  a  sale  are  not  a  pending 
proceeding  within  the  meaning  of  a 
statue  providing  that  bills  for  injunc- 
tion to  stay  pending  proceedings  may 
be  filed  in  the  county  where  the  pro- 
ceedings are  pending.  Kounsaville  v, 
McGinnis,  93  Ga.  579,  21  S.  E.  123. 

fb]  A  court  which  has  no  authority 
to  try  title  to  real  estate  cannot  en- 
join a  sale  of  a  homestead  where  it  is 
necessary  to  try  the  question  of  the 
homestead  and  its  title.    S,  K,  McCall 
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Co.  15.  Page    (Tex.   Civ.  App.),  155  S, 
W.  655. 

75.  la. — Hawkeye  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hous- 
ton, 115  Iowa  621,  89  N.  W.  29;  Ben- 
nett V.  Hanchett,  49  Iowa  71;  Ander- 
son V.  Hall,  48  Iowa  346;  Lockwood  v. 
Kitteringham,  42  Iowa  257.  Ky. — C. 
O.  &  S.  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Reasor,  84  Ky.  369, 
1  S.  W.  599;  Mallory  v.  Dauber,  83 
Ky.  239;  McConnell  v.  Baive,  8  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  343,  1  S.  W.  582.  Tex.— Hen- 
clrick  V.  Cannon,  2  Tex.  259;  Brown  v. 
Fleming  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W. 
964;  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Butler,  52 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  327,  135  S.  W.  1064; 
Capps  V.  Leachman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
35  S.  W.  397;  Hugo  v.  Dignowitty,  1 
White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  §158;  Wheeler 
&  Wilson  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Collins,  1  White 
&  W.  av.  Cas.  §132. 

[a]  This  statute  is  imperative. 
Van  Eatcliff  v.  Call,  72  Tex.  491,  10 
S.  W.  578;  Capps  v.  Leachman  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  35  S.  W.  397;  Hugo  v. 
Dignowitty,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas. 
(Tex.)    §158. 

[b]  Statute  Construed.^Th6  ex- 
pressions used  in  Van  Eatcliff  v.  Call, 
72  Tex.  491,  10  S.  W.  578,  "which 
would  make  the  expression,  'to  stay 
proceedings  in  an  execution  on  a  judg- 
ment,' mean  to  attack  the  judgment 
or  question  its  validity,  were  not  called  • 
for  in  the  decision  of  the  case,  and  not 
justified  by  the  language  of  the  stat- 
ute. It  is  the  validity  of  the  process, 
and  not  necessarily  that  of  the  judg- 
ment, that  must  be  attacked,  to  call 
for  the  return  of  injunction  proceed- 
ings to  the  court  from  which  the  exe- 
cution was  ^ssued.  .  .  .  There  are  in- 
stances, of  course,  where  the  invalidity 
of  the  judgment  causes  the  invalidity 
of  the  process  issued  under  it;  but, 
under  the  statute,  it  would  still  be  an 
attack  on  the  process."  Capps  v. 
Leachman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  35  S.  W. 
397. 

fe]  The  statute  applies  only  when 
the^  suit  is  to  restrain  the  execution  Of 
a  judgment  because  of  some  infirmity 
in  the  judgment  or  the  writ  or  of  some 
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ment  of  a  general  execution  against  the  property  of  a  person  who  was 
not  a  party  to  the  judgment/"  to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  the  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  one  not  entitled  to  have  it  enforced,'^  or  to  a  siiit  by 
a  debtor  to  restrain  the  sale  of  his  homestead,'*  or  of  exempt  property.'" 
A  suit  to  enjoin  the  sale  of  property  levied  upon  under  a  special 
execution  is  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  however.*"  A  person 
whose  property  has  been  taken  on  execution  against  another  is  not, 
in  the  absence  of  statute  to  the  contrary,  required  to  seek  relief  in 
the  court  which  rendered  the  judgment.*^  He  may  seek  relief  in 
the  court  of  his  domicil,*^  or,  if  the  property  is  land,  in  the  county 


equity  which  has  arisen  since  the  rendi- 
tion of  the  judgment  which  should 
prevent  its  enforcement.  Seligson  & 
Co.  V.  Collins,  64  Tex.  314;  Parsons  v. 
McEjnney  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  133  S.  W. 
1084;  Capps  v.  Leachman  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  35  S.  W.  397. 

[d]  Althougb  another  court  may 
grant  an  interlocutory  injunction,  it 
cannot  finally  dispose  of  the  case. 
Capps  V.  Leachman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
35  S.  W.  397;  George  v.  Dyer,  1  White 
&  W.  Civ.  Cas.  (Tex.)  §780.  See  El 
Paso  &  S.  W.  By.  Co.  v.  GofE  (Tex 
Civ.  App.),  146  S.  W.  573;  Lincoln  v. 
Anderson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  51  8.  W. 
278;  Bell  v.  York  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43 
S.  W.  68. 

[e]  Where  the  writ  of  possession  is 
void  because  not  returned  within  ninety 
days,  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  enforcement 
of  the  writ  by  putting  the  creditor  in 
possession  of  property  claimed  by  the 
j.laintifEs  under  a  superior  title,  is  not 
a  suit  enjoining  the  execution  of  a  judg- 
ment but  a  suit  to  restrain  the  officer 
from  committing  a  trespass,  and  the 
writ  need  not  be  returned  to  the  court 
from  which  the  writ  issued.  Beagan  v. 
Evans,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  35,  21  S.  W. 
427. 

[f]  Execution  From  Supreme  Court. 
(1)  The  district  court  of  a  county  in 
which  an  execution  from  the  supreme 
court  is  sought  to  be  levied  may  on  a 
proper  showing  enjoin  such  levy.  Mas- 
sie  V.  Mann,  17  Iowa  131;  Davis  v. 
Bonar,  15  Iowa  171i  (2)  While  a 
Kentucky  circuit  court  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  enjoin  an  execution  for  costs 
issued  on  a  judgment  of  the  court  of 
appeals,  it  has  jurisdiction  over  a  fee 
bill.  Shackelford  v.  Phillips,  112  Ky. 
563,  66  S.  W.  419,  68  S.  W.  441. 

76.  la. — ^Bennett  v.  Hanehett,  49 
Iowa  71;  Lockwood  v.  Kitteringham,  42 
Iowa  257.  Ky. — Bobinson  v,  Carjton, 
29  Ky.  L.  Eepl  876,  96  8.  W,  549  '(char- 


acterizing a  contrary  statement  in  Mal- 
lory  V.  Dauber,  83  Ky.  239  as  dictum); 
Bean  v.  Everett,  21  Ky.  L.  Bep.  1790, 
56  S.  W.  403.  Tex.— Winnie  v.  Gray- 
son, 3  Tex.  429;  Ferguson  v.  Fain  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  142  S.  W.  1184;  Brown  & 
Co.  V.  Young,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas. 
§1240. 

77.  Kruegel  v.  Bawlins  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  121  S.  W.  216. 

78.  See  11  Standaed  Pboc.  412. 

79.  Ferguson  v.  Fain  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  142  S.  W.  1184;  Parsons  v.  Mc- 
Kinney  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  133  S.  W, 
3  084;  Anderson  v.  Larremore,  1  White 
&  W.  Civ.  Cas.  §947. 

fa]  The  suit  may  be  brought  in  any 
court  of  the  county  having  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter,  in  which  any  of 
the  defendants  reside  or  in  which  the 
property,  if  real  estate,  is  situated. 
Ferguson  v.  Fain  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  142 
S.  W.  1184;  Parsons  v.  McKinney  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  133  S.  W.  1084;  Anderson 
V.  Larremore,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas. 
§947. 

80.  Anderson  v.  Hall,  48  Iowa  346; 
Lockwood  V.  Kitteringham,  42  Iowa 
257;  Brown  v.  Fleming  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  178  S.  W.  964. 

81.  Zimmerman  v.  Makepeace,  152 
Ind.  199,  52  N.  E.  992;  Davis  v.  Clark, 
26  Ind.  424,  89  Am.  Dea.  471;  Corbett 
D.  Provident  Nat.  Bank,  23  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  602,  57  S.  W.  61.  See  Hensell  v. 
Warden,  17  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  332,  hold- 
ing that  a  court  of  common  pleas  may 
restrain  the  issuance  of  an  execution 
from  the  district  cjourt. 

[a]  A  court  of  general  jurisdiction 
may  enjoin  the  sale  of  the  lands  of  a 
stranger  on  an  execution  issued  by  a 
court  of  inferior  jurisdiction.  Davis  v. 
CJark,  26  Ind.  424,  89  Am.  Dec.  471, 
distinouisMng  Indiana  &  HI.  E.  B.  Co. 
V.  Williams,  22  Ind,  198. 

82.  'Winnie  «.  Gi;ayson,  3  Tex.  429; 
Huggins  V.   White,  7   Tex.   Civ.  App. 
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•where  the  land  lies.^'  Some  statutes  require  the  application  by  any 
person  against  whose  property  an  execution  shall  be  issued  to  apply 
for  relief  to  the  court  issuing  the  judgment.** 

(II.)  State  and  Federal  Courts.  —  The  jurisdiction  of  state  court  to 
enjoin  enforcement  of  an  execution  from  a  federal  court,  and  vice 
versa,  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.*= 

(III.)  Matter  in  Dispute.s" — Generally  in  a  suit  by  a  defendant  to 
enjoin  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment,  the  amount  in  dispute  and 
the  test  of  jurisdiction  is  the  amount  of  the  judgment.^'  But  where 
a  homesteader  seeks  to  enjoin  an  execution  against  the  homestead,  the 
value  of  the  property  is  the  amount  in  dispute.**  This  is  the  test  of 
jurisdiction  also  where  a  third  person  sues  to  enjoin  enforcement 
agjiinst  his  property  of  an  execution  to  which  he  is  not  a  party.*' 


563,   27   S.  W.   1066;  Brown   &   Co.   v. 
Young,  1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.  §1240. 

83.  Van  EatcliflE  v.  Call,  72  T«x. 
491,  10  S.  W.  578;  Brown  v.  Fleming 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W.  964;  Hor- 
vets  V.  Dunman,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  177, 
102  S.  W.  462;  Huggins  v.  White,  7 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  563,  27  S.  W.  1066. 

84.  DonneU  v.  Parrott,  13  La.  Ann. 
251;  Oger  v.  Daunoy,  7  Mart.  N.  S. 
(La.)  656,  followed  in  Borne  v.  Porter, 
4  Eob.  (La.)  57;  Mo.  Bev.  St.,  1909, 
§2244;  Noble  v.  Cates,  230  Mo.  189,  130 
S.  W.  302;  Serutchfield  v.  Sauter,  119 
Mo.  61.5,  24  S.  W.  137;  Mellier  v.  Bart- 
lett,  89  Mo.  134,  1  S.  W.  220;  Pettus  v. 
Elgin,  11  Mo.  411;  Parris  v.  Smith- 
peter,  180  Mo.  App.  466,  166  S.  W. 
655. 

[a]  An  Injunction  to  restrain  a  sale 
under  execution  has  the  effect  of  stay- 
ing the  execution  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute.  Serutchfield  v.  Sauter, 
119  Mo.  615,  24  S.  W.  137. 

[b]  Where  Injunctive  Feature  Is 
Eliminated. — In  a  suit  to  vest  title  in 
plaintiff  and  enjoin  a  sale  on  execution 
against  the  holder  of  the  legal  title, 
the  court  of  the  county  where  the  land 
is  situated  has  jurisdiction  although 
the  execution  issued  from  the  court  of 
another  county  where  this  feature  is 
eliminated  by  refusal  of  the  injunc- 
tion. Serutchfield  D.  Sauter,  119'  Mo. 
615,  24  S.  W.  137. 

[e]  Where  Execution  Is  Levied  in 
Distant  Parish. — Where  the  parish  in 
which  the  execution  is  sought  to  be  en- 
forced is  distant  from  that  in  which 
judgment  is  rendered,  the  owner  of  the 
property  seized  may  bring  his  action 
in  the  county  where  it  is  sought  to  en- 
force th^wrii  iArdnelt'ein  fl.,W|eBfe|',  21 
La.  Antn|  »;,  i^'irt^oVd  W.  Bfi'cWni  2  L'tf, 
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Ann.  323;  Lawes  v.  Chinn,  4  Mart.  N. 
S.  (La.)  388,  personal  property. 

[d]  Where  Property  Exceeds 
Court's  Jurisdiction. — Where  the  value 
of  the  property  seized  on  execution 
from  a  parish  court  exceeds  the  jur- 
isdiction of  such'  court,  the  district 
court  has  jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by  the 
owner  to  enjoin  the  execution.  Mo- 
Donogh  V.  Doyle,  9  Eob.   (La.)  302. 

85.  See  the  title  "Jurisdiction." 

86.  See  generally  the  title  "Juris- 
diction." 

87.  Speyrer  v.  Miller,  108  La.  204, 
32  So.  524,  61  L.  E.  Ai  781  {overruling 
MeGintj'  v.  Eichmond,  27  La.  Ann. 
606) ;  Cushing  v.  Sambcla,  30  La.  Ann. 
426;  Bruneau  v.  Haughton,  16  La.  Ann. 
47. 

88.  Speyrer  v.  Miller,  108  La.  204, 
32  So.  524,  61  L.  E.  A.  781,  note; 
Grangell  v.  Taylor,  105  La.  324,  29  So. 
885,  where  notary  claimed  his  fees  as 
exempt; 

[a]  Where  a  homestead  is  seized 
and  the  seizure  is  enjoined,  the  matter 
in  dispute  in  the  injunction  suit  is  the 
homestead,  and  not  the  amount  of  the 
judgment  sought  to  be  executed;  and 
the  injunction  suit  must  be  filed  in  an- 
other court  than  that  of  the  seizure  if 
the  latter  court  has  not  jurisdiction 
ratione  materiae.  Speyrer  v.  Miller, 
108  La.  204,  32  So.  524,  61 L.  B.  A.  7Sl, 
note. 

89.  La. — Speyrer  «.  Miller,  108  La. 
204,  32  So.  524,  61  L.  E.  A.  781; 
Ehodes  v.  Black,  34  La.  Ann.  406; 
Meyer,  Weiss  &  Co.  v.  Logan,  33  La. 
Ann.  1055;  Thompson  v.  Lsmelle,  32 
La.  Ann.  932;  Testart  v.  Belot,  32  La. 
Ann.  603;  State  v.  Judge,  12  La.  Ann. 


iuii.  uvoj  tjutti^  zi.  duuKB,  -la  ua.  Ann. 
^i  iStrjjnd  17.,  Humtflle,  I  L^  Anini  810i 
^hayc^W  Vi  OsMiWj  i^  mffi  £ii<9^  M^- 
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In  a  suit  by  a  creditor  having  a  lien  on  property  by  a  levy  or  other- 
wise to  enjoin  a  seizure  and  sale  of  that  property  by  another  cred- 
itor, the  test  of  jurisdiction  is  the  amount  of  the  judgment  sought  to 
be  enjoined.^"  If  the  value  of  the  property  is  less  than  the  juris- 
dictional amount,  it  is  not  permissible  to  add  thereto  the  amount  of 
damages  claimed  by  the  defendant  in  the  event  of  dissolution  of  the 
injunction.^^ 

b.  Bond  or  Deposit?^  —  In  certain  eases  an  injunction  may  issue 
without  a  bond,*'  but  it  is  generally  required  as  a  prerequisite  to  the 
issuance  of  a  preliminary  injunction  that  a  good  and  sufficient  bond 
be  filed  or  a  certain  sum  of  money  be  deposited  in  court.**    A  bond 


soudet  V.  Clancy,  Man.  Unrep.  Cas.  38. 
Tex. — Brown  &  Co.  ■;;.  Young,  1  White  & 
W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §1240.  Va.— Snoddy  v.  Has- 
kins,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  363,  query,  as 
the  court,  being  equally  divided  on  the 
question,  settled  the  law  as  to  this 
ease  only. 

[a]  In  an  action  by  tenants  by  en- 
tirety to  enjoin  a  levy  on  lands  of  the 
entirety,  on  an  execution  against  one 
of  the  tenants,  the  amount  involved  is 
the  value  of  the  property  taken.  Wight 
v.  Roethlisberger,  116  Mich.  241,  74  N. 
W.  474. 

[b]  Where  the  plaintiff  asks  an  in- 
junction and  damages,  the  controversy 
involves  the  sura  laid  as  damages  and 
the  ownership  and  possession  of  the 
property.  Bouligny  v.  M.  White  &  Co., 
5  La.  Ann.  31. 

90.  Boss  V.  Prentiss,  3  How.  (XJ.  S.) 
771,  11  L.  ed.  824;  State  ex  rel.  Mac- 
Kenzie  v.  Judges,  etc.,  39  La.  Ann.  508, 
2  So.  68. 

[a]  Upon  eight  judgments  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  against  a  defendant,  each 
less  than  $100,  plaintiff  seized  a  piece 
of  property  worth  several  hundred  dol- 
lars. Subsequently  another  creditor 
seized  the  same  property  on  a  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  for  less 
than  $100.  A  suit  by  the  first  creditor 
to  enjoin  th«  second  was  dismissed  by 
the  court  in  which  it  was  brought  on 
the  ground  that  it  had  no  jurisdiction, 
its  lower  limit  being  $100  and  the 
amount  in  dispute  being  the  amount  of 
the  judgments  sought  to  be  enjoined, 
which  is  less  than  $100.  State  ex  rel. 
MacKenzie  v.  Judges,  etc.,  39  La.  Ann. 
50S,  2  So.  68. 

91.  Thompson  v.  Lemelle,  32  La. 
Ann.  932;  Poree  v.  Valische,  15  La.  Ann, 
292. 

92.  As  to  necessity  for  bond  gener- 
ally, see  13  Standasd  Fboc.  159. 


93,  Cape  Sable  Co's.  Case,  3  Bland 
(Md.)    606,   615. 

[a]  Injunction  will  lie  to  prevent 
the  sale  of  plaintiff's  land  on  a  judg- 
ment against  the  legal  holder  of  the 
estate  without  requiring  bond.  Cross 
V.  Mullikin,  3  Bland  (Md.)  616  note; 
Stewart  v.  Yates,  3  Bland  (Md.)  615 
note;  Hampson  v.  Edelen,  2  Har.  &  J. 
(Md.)  64,  3  Am.  Dec.  530. 

[b]  Only  the  defendant  in  executory 
process  can  enjoin  a  sale  without  bond 
in  Louisiana.  An  intervener  in  a  fore- 
closure proceeding  cannot.  O'Eeilly  v. 
Pietri,  135  La.  1,  64  So.  922. 

94.  Ala. — Halsey  v.  Murray,  112  Ala. 
185,  196,  20  So.  575;  Ex  parte  Pech- 
heimer,  103  Ala.  154,  15  So.  647.  lU. 
Greenberg  v.  Holmes,  100  111.  App.  186. 
Ind.— State  Bank  v.  Macy,  4  Ind.  362. 
la. — Hardin  v.  White,  63  Iowa  633,  16 
N.  W.  580,  19  N.  W.  822.  Ky.— Pell 
V.  Lander,  8  B.  Mon.  554.  La. — ^Spey- 
rer  v.  Miller,  108  La.  204,  32  So.  524, 
61  L.  R.  A.  781.  Mich.— Hinkle  v. 
Baldwin,  93  Mich.  422,  53  N.  W.  534. 
N.  J.— Marlatt  v.  Perrine,  17  N.  J.  JEq. 
49.  N.  Y.— Cook  V.  Dickerson,  2  Sandf. 
691,  3  Code  Eep.  207.  N.  0. — Jackson 
V.  Sloan,  76  N.  C.  306.  Tenn. — Bridges 
V.  Robinson,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  352.  Tex, 
Sanders  v.  Bledsoe  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  173 
S.  W.  539;  Pierson  v.  Connellee  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  145  S.  W.  1039.  Wash. 
Cherrv  v.  Western  Wash.  Ind.  Expo. 
Co.,  11  Wash.  586,  40  Pac.  136. 

fa]  That  the  defendant  is  not  the 
judgment  creditor  does  not  obviate  the 
necessity  of  a  bond  as  a  prerequisite 
for  a  temporary  injunction.  Hinkle  v. 
Baldwin,  93  Mich.  422,  53  N.  W.  534. 

[bl  A  judgment  by  confession  upon 
bond  with  warrant  of  attorney  is  a 
judgment  in  a  personal  action  and  a 
bond  is  necessary  under  a  statute  re- 
quiring a  bond  before  the  issuance  of 
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may  be  required  independently, of  statute,  however.''    The  requisites 
of  the  injunction  bond  is  frequently  regulated  by  statutes.*^ 

e.  Supporting  Affidavits.  —  Supporting  affidavits  are  sometimes 
required.^'' 

d.  Party  Must  Do  Equity.  —  Where  it  appears  that  the  execution 
is  in  part  lawful,  the  debtor  must  offer  to  satisfy  it  to  that  extent, 
before  relief  will  be  granted  as  to  any  illegality  or  excess  in  it.°' 

e.  Parties.  —  dO  In  General.  — The  general  rules  in  equity  as  to 
proper  parties  plaintiff  and  defendant  apply  to  this  proceeding.'" 
All  persons  interested  should  be  made  parties.^ 


an  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  at 
law  in  any  personal  action  after  ver- 
dict or  judgment.  Marlatt  v.  Perrine, 
17  N.  J.  Eq.  49. 

[c]  Where  BiU  Is  by  Owner  Not  a 
Party  to  Judgment. — (1)  A  bill  to  en- 
join the  enforcement  of  an  execution 
against  the  property  of  the  plaintiff, 
a  stranger  to  the  action,  is  not  within 
the  statute  requiring  a  deposit  or  se- 
curity in  an  injunction  suit  to  stay 
proceedings  in  an  action  at  law  (Hege- 
man  v.  Wilson,  8  Paige  (N.  T.)  29), 
(2)  or  a  suit  "to  stay  proceedings  after 
judgment."  Halsey  v.  Murray,  112 
Ala.  185,  20  So.  575. 

95.  Hegeman  v.  Wilson,  8  Paige  (N. 
T.)  29,  where  the  property  levied  on  is 
a  leasehold  premises,  a  planing  mill 
and  machinery  situated  thereon. 

96.  See  generally  the  statutes^  find 
State  Bank  v.  Macy,  4  Ind.  362. 

[a]  tinder  a  statute  requiring  that 
a  bond  given  in  order  to  obtain  an  in- 
junction "to  stay  proceedings  after 
judgment"  should  be  conditioned  to 
pay  the  amount  of  the  judgment  in  the 
event  of  the  dissolution  of  the  judg- 
ment, applies  only  where  an  iijijunction 
is  sought  by  a  defendant  in  a  judg- 
ment and  does  not  apply  to  strangers 
seeking  to  prevent  the  collection  of  the 
judgment  out  of  their  property.  They 
should  execute  the  bond  required  by  a 
statute  providing  for  bonds  in  cases 
ether  than  injunctions  against  judg- 
ments conditioned  for  payment  of  dam- 
ages in  case  of  dissolution  of  the  in- 
junction. Halsey  v.  Murray,  112  Ala. 
185,  20  So.  575.  To  similar  effect,  see 
Hardin  v.  White,  63  Iowa  633,  16  N. 
W.  580,  19  N.  W.  822. 

97.  See  13  Standard  Proc.   154. 

[a]  An  afldavlt  stating  that  "this 
affiant  further  says  that  he  expects 
and  fears  momentarily  that  the  sheriff 
of  C.  county  will  act  under  the  writ  of 
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restitution  described  in  said  bill  of 
complaint"  is  sufficiently  certain.  New 
Music  Hall  Co.  v.  Orpheon  Music  Hall 
Co.,  100  111.  App.  278. 

[b]  An  affidavit  that  the  sheriff 
seized  the  individual  property  of  the 
plaintiff,  without  describing  the  prop- 
erty or  stating  its  value  is  too  vague 
to  authorize  an  injunction.  McBae  v. 
Brown,  12   La.  Ann.   181. 

[c]  Affidavit  should  be  positive  and 
not  upon  information  and  belief. 
American  Nat.  Bank  i).  Strong  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  188  S.  W.  1014. 

[d]  Demurrer  as  Remedy  for  Omis- 
sion.— That  an  amended  complaint,  filed 
by  leave  of  court  after  granting  a  re- 
straining order  upon  a  properly  verified 
complaint,  is  not  supported  by  affidavit 
cannot  be  raised  by  demurrer.  HaU 
V.  Hough,  24  Ind.  273. 

98.  Ga. — ^Wilkinson  v.  Holton,  119 
Ga.  557,  46  S.  E.  620.  Ind.— Eaton  v. 
Markley,  126  Ind.  123,  25  N.  E.  150; 
Eussell  V.  Cleary,  105  Ind.  502,  5  N. 
E.  414;  Baragree  «.  Cronkhite,  33  Ind. 
192.  la. — ^Anamosa  v.  Wurzbacher,  37 
Iowa  25. 

[a]  Notwithstanding  an  agree- 
ment allowing  the  debtor  a,  certain  time 
in  which  to  pay  the  judgment,  the  judg- 
ment creditor,  in  Anamosa  v.  Wurz- 
bacher, 37  Iowa  25,  caused  execution  to 
issue.  After  the  time  for  payment  had 
expired,  the  debtor  sought  to  enjoin 
the  proceedings.  It  was  held  that  he 
had  no  standing  in  court  as  he  had 
made  no  offer  of  performance. 

99.  Titus  c.  Bennet,  8  N.  J.  Eq.  267. 
See  generally  the  titles  "Injunctions;" 
"Parties." 

1.  Scott  V.  Bennett,  6  111.  646.  See 
Pittsmont  Copper  Co.  v.  O'Eourke,  49 
Mont.  281,  141   Pae.  849. 

[a]  A  judgment  debtor  who  has  lost 
his  right  to  redeem  is  not  a  necessary 
party  in  a  suit  to   enjoin  the  sheriff 
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(II.)  Plaintiff. —  The  party  whose  interests  are  to  be  protected  should 
bring  the  action.''  In  an  action  to  restrain  a  sale  of  certain  property 
of  a  judgment  debtor  on  an  execution  against  several  debtors,  his  co- 
debtors  need  not  be  joined.^  And  where  property  is  owned  by  several 
different  parties  in  severalty  and  not  in  common  the  owners  cannot 
unite  in  a  bill  to  enjoin  its  sale.*  In  a  suit  to  enjoin  an  execution  sale 
of  the  trust  estate,  the  trustee  is  the  proper  plaintiff,^  but  if  he  neg- 
lects, refuses  to  act,*  or  has  resigned^  the  cestui  que  trust  may  bring 
the  suit. 

(in.)  Defendant.  —  In  suits  in  equity  to  restrain  the  enforcement 
of  executions  upon  judgments  at  law,  the  plaintiffs  in  execution  are 
generally  held  to  be  necessary  parties  defendant.^    "Where  the  prop- 


from  re-selling  the  property;  nor  need 
a  person  who  has  loaned  the  purchaser 
the  money  to  buy  in  the  property  a 
necessary  party.  Burnham  v.  Both,  244 
111.  344,  91  N.  E.  472. 

[b]  The  creditors  of  a  deceased 
married  woman,  the  owner  of  a  stock 
of  merchandise  seized  on  execution 
against  her  husband  were  allowed,  in 
Weakley  v.  Woodard,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  App. 
086,  to  enjoin  the  execution.  It  was 
held  to  be  no  objection  that  all  the 
creditors  were  not  joined. 

[c]  In  an  action  by  owners  in  en- 
tirety of  land  to  enjoin  a  levy  made 
thereon  under  an  execution  against  the 
husband,  the  wife  is  a  proper  party. 
Wight  V.  Eoethlisberger,  116  Mich.  241, 
74  N.  W.  474. 

[d]  Mortgagees. — ^In  an  action  by  a 
debtor  for  injunction  against  a  judg- 
ment creditor  about  to  sell  under  exe- 
cution property,  upon  which  there  are 
mortgages  which  the  judgment  creditor' 
claims  to  be  fraudulent,  the  mortgagees 
should  be  made  parties  in  order  that 
the  rights  of  all  concerned  may  be  de- 
termined in  one  action.  Gaster  v. 
Hardie,  75  N.  C.  460. 

[e]  The  judgment  debtor  is  a  neces- 
sary party  where  it  is  claimed  the  exe- 
cution issued  for  more  than  is  due. 
Warner  V.  Paine,  3  Barb.  Ch.  (N.  Y.) 
630. 

2.  Marsoudet  v.  Clancy,  Man.  Un- 
rep.  Cas.  (La.)'  38;  F.  &  C.  Turnpike 
Co.  V.  Young,  8  Humph.  (Tenn.)  103, 
state  interested  in  a  turnpike  com- 
pany. 

[a]  The  party  bringing  action  must 
have  an  interest  entitling  him  to  sue. 
Boyer  v.  Cannon,  46  La.  Ann.  767,  15 
So.  86;  Gothard  v.  Eeiley,  14  Tex.  461. 

[b]  A  person  in  Iiis  representative 


capacity  (1)  cannot  enjoin  a  sale  of 
his  individual  property.  Marsoudet  v. 
Clancy,  Man.  Unrep.  Cas.  (La.)  38.  (2) 
But  where  a  party  obtains  an  injunction 
against  an  execution  against  him  as  an 
executor  and  individually,  'it  will  be 
presumed  he  obtained  it  in  both  capac- 
ities.    Davis  V.  Hoopes,  33  Miss.  173. 

3.  Merriman  v.  Walton,  105  Cal. 
403,  38  Pac.  1108,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  50, 
30  L.  E.  A.  786;  McGill  v.  Sutton,  67 
Kan.  234,  72  Pac.  853.  See  Williams 
V.  Bradbury,  9   Tex.  487. 

4.  Baker  v.  Einehard,  Mayer  &  Co., 
11  W.  Va.  238. 

5.  Zimmerman  v.  Makepeace,  152 
Ind.  199,  52  N.  E.  992.  See  generally 
the  title,  "Trusts  and  Trustees." 

6.  Zimmerman  v.  Makepeace,  152 
Ind.  199,  52  N.  E.  992. 

7.  Zimmerman  v.  Makepeace,  152 
Ind.  199.  52  N.  E.  992. 

8.  ,Ark.— King  v.  Clay,  34  Ark.  291. 
Fla.— Mast  v.  Baker,  69  Pla.  585,  68 
So.  769.  lU.— Howell  v.  Poster,  122  111. 
276,  13  N.  E.  527.  Ind.— See  Bishop  v. 
Moorman,  98  Ind.  1,  49  Am.  Eep.  731, 
they  are  proper,  if  not  necessary  part- 
ies. N.  C— Beam  v.  Blanton,  38  N.  C. 
59.  Ohio.— Schubert  v.  Taylor,  10  Ohio 
Dec.  585;  Wittstein  v.  Huntsman,  20 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.)  404.  Pa.— Art- 
man  V.  Giles,  155  Pa.  409,  26  Atl.  668, 
32  W.  N.  C.  361.  Tenn.— Blanton  v. 
Hall,  2  Heisk.  4g3.,  Tex;. — Allen  v. 
Carpenter  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  182  S.  W. 
430;  Eyburn  v.  Getzendaner,  1  Posey 
Unrep.   Cas.  349. 

[a]  The  judgment  creditor  is  a 
proper  but  not  a  necessary  party,  in  an 
action  to  enjoin  a  sheriff  from  Selling 
the  property  of  a  third  person  under 
an  execution  in  a  case  to  which  he  was 
not   a   party.     The    sheriff   may    make 
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erty  of  the  plaintiff  is  levied  upon  under  several  executions  issued 
on  distinct  judgments  against  another  person,  the  plaintiff  may  join 
the  creditors  on  the  different  judgments  as  defendaxits  in  a  suit  to 
restrain  the  sale  of  his  property.^  But  the  joinder  of  execution  cred- 
itors on  distinct  executions  is  not  a  practice  to  be  encouraged.^" 

The  clerk  of  the  court  is  a  mere  minister  of  the  law  and  should  not  be 
made  a  patty.^^ 

Sherifl. —  The  courts  are  in  conflict  as  to  the  necessity  of  making 
the  sheriff  a  party  defendant  in  an  action  to  enjoin  an  execution. 
In  some  states  he  is  the  real  party  defendant.^*  In  others  he  is  a 
proper  party  and  it  is  usual  to  join  him.^'  Some  states  hold  that  the 
sheriff  is  not  a  necessary,"  and  some  that  he  is  not  even  a  proper" 


all  defenses  -which  he  and  the  judg- 
ment creditor  could  make,  either  joint- 
ly or  severally.  Tount  v.  Hoover,  95 
Kan.  752,  149  Pac.  408,  L.  B.  A.  1915F, 
1120;  Barnett  v.  Schad,  73  Kan.  414,  85 
Pac.  411,  91  Pac.  539. 

[b]  Absence  of  Creditor.— The  fact 
that  one  of  the  execution  creditors  ia 
in  a  sister  state  does  not  necessitate 
the  plaintiff  bringing  separate  suits. 
Clegg  V.  Varnell,  18  Tex.  294. 

9.  Clegg  V.  yarnell,  18  Tex.  294. 
[a]     Joining   Creditor   Not   Seeking 

To  Enforce  His  Judgment. — ^A  person 
who  has  a  judgment  against  the  plain- 
tiff's  grantor  and  who  has  made  no 
attempt  to  enforce  his  judgment  on 
plaintiff's  land  is  not  a  proper  party 
defendant  to  a  biU  to  enjoin  an  exe- 
cution sale  on  the  ground  that  it  will 
cloud  plaintiff's  title.  Burt  V.  Cas- 
sety,  12  Ala.  734. 

10.  Oliphint  V.  Mansfield  &  Co.,  36 
Ark.  191;  Speyrer  v.  Miller,  108  La. 
204,  32  So.  524,  61  L.  E.  A.  781. 

[a]  It  can  be  sanctioned  only  in  ex- 
ceptional  cases  where  no  inconvenience 
to  the  defendants  can  be  occasioned 
and  no  complications  can  possibly  arise. 
Speyrer  v.  Miller,  108  La.  204,  32  So. 
524,  61  L.  R.  A.  781. 

11.  Newlin  v.  Murray,  63  N.  C.  566; 
Edney  v.  King,  39  N.  C.  465;  Olin  v. 
Hnngerford,  10  Ohio  268;  Wittstein  v. 
Huntsman,  20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.) 
404. 

12.  Kan. — See  Tount  v.  Hoover,  95 
Kan.  752,  149  Pac.  408,  L.  R.  A.  1915F, 
1120.  Mich. — See  Hinkle  v.  Baldwin, 
93  Mich.  422,  53  N.  W.  534,  where  the 
fiuit  was  against  the  sheriff  and  his 
deputy  only.  B.  I. — Nye  i?.  Nightingale, 
6  R.  I.  439,  holding  he  is  no  formal  or 
unnecessary  party. 

Vol.  XVI 


13.  Ga. — Thomas  v.  Wilkinson,  65 
Ga.  405.  N.  J. — Brooks  v.  Lewis,  13  N. 
J.  Eq.  214.  Ore.— Pursel  v.  Deal,  16 
Ore.  295,  18  Pac.  461.  Tenn.— Weak- 
ley V.  Woodard,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  App.  586. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  a  levy  as 
sheriff  sufficiently  shows  the  suit  is 
against  the  defendant  in  his  official 
capacity.  Wight  v.  Eoethlisberger,  116 
Mich.  241,  74  N.  W.  474. 

14.  Cal. — ^Buffandeau  v.  Edmond- 
son,  17  Cal.  436,  79  Am.  Dee.  139,  query. 
Fla. — Mast  V.  Baker,  69  Ma.  585,  68 
So.  769.  Mo.— Holthaus  v.  Hornbostle, 
60  Mo.  439.  N.  J.— Smalley  v.  Line,  28 
N.  J.  Eq.  348.  Pa.— Natalie  Anthra- 
cite Coal  Co.  V.  Eyon,  188  Pa.  138,  41 
Atl.  462  (holding  sheriff  improperly 
joined);  Artman  v.  Giles,  155  Pa.  409, 
26  Atl.  668,  32  W.  N.  C.  361.  Tenn, 
Bloomstein  v.  Brien,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  778 
(proceeding  to  enjoin  writ  issued  on 
order  of  court  confirming  tax  collector  'a 
report);  Montgomery  v.  Whitworth,  1 
Tenn.  Ch.  174.  See  Weakley  v.  Wood- 
ard, 2  Tenn.  Ch.  App.  586,  holding  the 
sheriff  to  be  a  proper  party. 

[a]  A  decree  against  the  plaintiff  in 
execution  as  sole  defendant  is  as  ef- 
fectual as  though  the  officer  having  the 
process  had  been  made  a  party  and 
included  in  the  decree.  Holthaus  v. 
Hornbostle,  60  Mo.  439. 

[b]  He  Is  at  Most  a  Mere  Formal 
Party. — Buffandeau  v.  Edmondson,  17 
Cal.  436,  79  Am.  Dec.  139;  Eyburn  v. 
Getzendaner,  1  Posey  Unrep.  Cas. 
(Tex.)    349. 

[c]  After  Sale.— See  Luft  v.  Goss- 
rau,  31   111.  App.   530. 

15.  Fla.— Mast  v.  Baker,  69  Pla. 
585,  68  So.  769,  it  is  doubtful  if  he  is 
a  proper  party.     N.  C. — Stout  v.  Mc- 
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party  defendant.  Statutes  sometimes  allow  a  joinder  of  the  sheriff;" 
f .  Bill  or  Complaint.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  The  general  rules  per- 
taining to  bills  or  complaints  in  equity  apply  in  a  suit  to  enjoin  an 
execution  or  the  proceedings  thereunder.^'  The  bill  or  complaint  must 
state  sufficient  facts  to  warrant  equitable  relief,^^  with  directness, 
certainty  and  particularity.^^ 

(II.)    General  Allegations.  —  (A.)    Allegation  of  Judgment  anC  Execution. 
In  a  suit  to  enjoin  a  threatened  sale  on  execution,  the  plaintiff  must 


Neill,  98  N.  C.  1,  3  S.  B.  915;  Newlin 
V.  Murray,  63  N.  C.  566;  Laekay  v. 
Curtis,  41  N.  C.  199;  Edney  v.  King, 
39  N.  C.  465;  Beam  v.  Blanton,  38  N. 
C.  59.  OMo. — Olin  v.  Hungerford,  10 
Ohio  268;  Adams  v.  Boynton,  4  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eeprint)  348.  For  present  law 
in  Ohio,  see  5  Page  &  Adams  Ann. 
Gen.  Code  §11264.  Pa.— Natalie  An- 
thracite Coal  Co.  V.  Eyon,  188  Pa.  138, 
41  Atl.  462,  43  W.  N.  C.  265;  Meyers 
V.  Eauch,  4  Pa.  Dist.  331;  Ashton  v. 
Parkinson,  8  Phila.  338,  28  Leg.  Int.  5. 
Compare  Landell  v.  Harrison,  16  Phila. 
85,  40  Leg.  Int.  4,  holding  a  sheriff 
can  be  enjoined. 

[a]  But  if  there  is  a  fraudulent 
combination  between  th©  sheriff  and 
the  judgment  creditor,  it  may  be  proper 
to  join  the  sheriff.  Olin  v.  Hungerford, 
10  Ohio   268. 

16.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Ohio  Gen.  Code,  §11264. 

17.  Hall  V.  Theisen,  61  Cal.  524. 
See  generally  the  title  "Bills  and  An- 
swers." Sep  also  the  title  "Declara- 
tion and  Complaint." 

[a]  Filing  of  BiU. — After  the  in- 
dorsement of  an  order  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  issue  upon  the  filing  of  the  bill, 
the  bill  should  be  filed  whether  the 
injunction  is  made  use  of  or  not.  If 
not  filed  for  four  months,  it  will  be 
dismissed  with  costs.  Stimson  i).  Bacon, 
9  N.  J.  Eq.  144. 

18.  See  the  following:  Cal. — ^HalJ 
V.  Theisen,  61  Cal.  524.  Colo. — Wyom- 
ing National  Bank  v.  Shippey,  23  Colo. 
App.  225,  130  Pae.  1021.  Ind.— Gold- 
thait  V.  Walker,  134  Ind.  527,  34  N.  E. 
378  (complaint  held  sufS.cient) ;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Deitch,  83  Ind.  131;  Eirst 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Savin,  47  Ind.  App.  266, 
94  N.  E.  347.  Mich. — Manistique  Lum- 
bering Co.  V.  Lovejoy,  55  Mich.  189,  20 
N.  W.  899.  Neb. — Eickards  v.  Coon, 
13  Neb.  420,  14  N.  W.  163.  N.  J. 
Dawes  v.  Taylor,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  40.  N.  C. 
Dupre  V.  Williams,  58  N.  C.  96.  Okla. 
Harris  v.  Smiley,  36  Okla.  89,  128  Pac. 


276.  Tex. — Williams  v.  Bradbury,  9 
Tex.  487;  Coca  Cola  Co.  v.  Allison,  52 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  54,  113  S.  W.  308;  Dem- 
mitt  V.  Garnier,  2  Pos.  Unrep.  Cas.  333. 

[a]  Threatened  levy  must  be  al- 
leged. Ke-tuc-e-mun-guah  v.  McClure, 
122  Ind.  541,  23  N.  E.  1080,  7  L.  E.  A. 
782;  Elson  v.  O'Dowd,  40  Ind.  300; 
Taylor  &  Co.  v.  Clark,  11  La.  Ann.  560, 
568. 

[b]  Violation  of  Agreement  Not  To 
Levy. — ^A  bill  for  an  injunction  for 
violation  of  an  agreement  not  to  levy 
on  plaintiff's  property  must  show  that 
a  levy  has  been  made  or  is  threatened. 
Crook  V.  Lipscomb,  30  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
567,  70  S.  W.  993. 

[e]  Defects  in  the  proceedings  re- 
lied on  must  b©  pointed  out.  Manis- 
tique Lumbering  Co.  v.  Lovejoy,  55 
Mich.  189,  20  N.  W.  899. 

Offering  equity  where  judgment  is 
dormant,  see  infra,  IV,  B,  5,  g,  (III), 
(A). 

[d]  Alleging  Violation  of  Previous 
Injunction. — Dunn  v.  Bank  of  Mobile, 
2   Ala.   152. 

[e]  Interest  of  Plaintiff  in  Property, 
A  petition  to  enjoin  the  sale  of  prop- 
erty seized  as  the  property  of  the  peti- 
tioner and  his  cofdefendant  on  the 
ground  that  the  latter  is  dead  and  a 
sale  without  administration  and  a  re- 
vival of  judgment  is  improper  is  in- 
sufficient where  there  is  no  averment 
that  the  petitioner  has  any  right  or 
interest  in  the  property.  Gotnird  v, 
Eeiley,   14   Tex.   461. 

[f  ]  Execution  Issued  Without  Judg- 
ment.— In  a  complaint  to  enjoin  an 
execution  based  upon  a  mere  finding, 
it  need  not  be  alleged  that  plaintiff 
does  not  owe  the  debt  sued  on;  for  an 
execution  does  not  issue  upon  a  debt 
due,  but  upon  a  judgment  rendered. 
Sare  v.  Butcher,  141  Ind.  146,  40  N. 
B.   749. 

19.  Ashton  V.  Parkinson,  8  Phila. 
(Pa.)'  338,  28  Leg.  Int.  5;  Shannon  v. 
Hay  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  153  S.  W.  360. 
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allege   the '  judgment  and  executionj^"   but  they  need  not  be  made 
exhibits." 

(B.)  As  TO  Legal  Eemedt.22  —  The  bill  must  show  that  the  plaintiff 
pursued  and  exhausted  all  the  legal  remedies  he  has,^^  or  give  a  good 
reason  >why  he  did  not  resort  thereto',^*  as  that  they  are  inadequate 
to  give  the  plain  and  speedy  relief  to  which  he  is  entitled.^^ 

Insolvency  of  Defendant. —  Although  it  is  proper  to  allege  thei  in- 
solvency of  the  defendant  in  a  bill  to  enjoin  a  sale  of  plaintiff's' 
property  under  an  execution  against  a  third  person,^^  its  absence  is 
not  ground  for  demurrer  where  the  bill  states  other  facts  showing 
the  inadequacy  of  the  legal  remedy.^^ 

(C.)  As  TO  Trbepabable  Injoet.  —  The  general  rule  pertaining  to  peti- 
tions for  injunctions,  that  the  plaintiff  must  show  irreparable  injury 
will  be  suffered  if  the  injunction  is  not  granted  applies  to  bills  for 
equitable  relief  against  executions.^^    In  alleging  irreparable  injury, 


20.  Trueblood  v.  Hollingsworth,  48 
Ind.  537.  See  also  Schuyler  v.  Brougli- 
ton,  65  Cal.  252,  3  Pac.  870. 

fa]  Particularity  Required. — (1) 
While  the  plaintiff  need  not  set  forth 
the  judgment  and  execution,  under 
which  the  sale'is  about  to  he  made,  with 
as  much  particularity  as  if  he  claimed 
under  them,  yet  it  is  necessary  to  show 
them  with  sufficient  particularity  to 
give  a  color  of  right  in  the  sheriff  to 
make  the  levy  and  sale.  Trueblood  v. 
Hollingsworth,  48  Ind.  537.  (2)  The 
time  of  rendition  of  judgment  should 
be  alleged.  First  Nat.  Bank  V.  Deitch, 
83  Ind.  131. 

21.  Trueblood  v.  Hollingsworth,  iS 
Ind.  537;   Hall  v.  Hough,  24  Ind.  273. 

22.  See  generally  thfe  title  "Legal 
Remedy." 

23.  Jones  v.  Crowley,  68  Ga.  175; 
Harris  v.  Smiley,  36  Okla.  89,  128  Pac. 
276. 

'  [a]  Exhausting  IiOgal  Bemedy. 
Where  a  party  has  a  remedy  by  offer- 
ing the  sheriff  a  proper  claim  with 
good  security,  it  must  appear  that 
such  a  one  was  offered  and  that  the 
sheriff  without  any  reason  refused  to 
accept  it.  Jones  v.  Crawley,  68  Ga, 
175. 

24.  Ferguson  v.  Herring,  49  Tex. 
126. 

25.  Mont. — Eisenhauer  v.  Quinn,  36 
Mont.  368,  93  Pae.  38.  Okla. — Harris 
V.  Smiley,  36  Okla.  89,  128  Pao.  276, 
Tex. — Mann  v.  Wallis,  Landes  &  Co.,  75 
Tex.  611,  12  S.  W.  1123. 

[a]  Facts  from  which  the  conclu- 
sion can  be  drawn  that  there  is  no  ade- 
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quate  remedy  at  law  must  be  alleged, 
Eisenhauer  v.  Quinn,  36  Mont.  368,  93 
Pac.   38. 

26.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Savin,  47 
Ind.  App.  266,  94  N.  E.  347,  based  on 
Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Engleman,  160  Ind, 
329,  66  N.  E.  892. 

Injunction  against  levy  on  property 
of  stranger  to  the  judgment  or  writ, 
see  supra,  IV,  E,  5,  a,  (III),  (B). 

27.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Savin,  47  Ind. 
App.  266,  94  N.  E.  347.  But  Payne  v. 
Eamsev.  30  Okla.  356,  120  Pac.  595,  and 
Beatty  v.  Smith,  14  S.  D.  24,  84  N.  ^. 
208,  hold  the  complaint  insufficient 
without  an  allegation  of  the  insolv- 
ency of  the  defendant,  for  otherwise 
there  is  no  showing  that  plaintiff  can- 
not obtain  compensation  in  damages  for 
the  sale  of  his  property. 

[a]  In  Kentucky,  an  allegation  of 
insolvency  or  of  other  facts  showing 
that  a  judgment  at  law  would  not  af- 
ford adequate  relief  is  not  necessary 
in  a  petition  to  enjoin  a  sale  of  plain- 
tiff's land  under  an  execution  a,gainst  a 
stranger.  Robinson  v.  Carlton,  123  Ky. 
419,  96  8.  W.  549. 

28.  Mo. — ^Bailey  V.  Wade,  24  Mo. 
App.  186.  Okla. — Payne  v.  Ramsey,  30 
Okla.  356,  120  Pac.  595.  Tex.— Gothard 
V.  Reiley,  14  Tex.  461  (the  plaintiff 
must  suffer  injury) ;  Shannon  v.  Hay 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  153  S.  W.  360. 

[a]  In  a  bill  to  prevent  a  sale  of 
one's  personal  property  on  an  exeou- 
tion  against  another  there  must  be  an 
allegation  of  irreparable  injury.  Du- 
pre  V.  Williams,  58  N.  C.  96. 
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the  party  must  allege  facts,  showing  that  the  acts  stated  will  result 
in  such  injury.^^ 

(III.)  Particular  Allegations.  —  (A.)  "Where  Execution  Issued  on  Dormant 
JuBGMENT.30 — "Where  an  injunction  is  sought  on  the  ground  of  dor- 
mancy of  the  judgment,  the  petitioner  must  allege  facts  showing  the 
issuance  of  the  execution  was  imjproper.^^ 

(B.)    Property  Levied  on  in  Wrong  Order A  complaint  to    enjoin    a 

levy  and  sale  because  other  property  should  have  been  taken  first, 
must  show  the  existence  of  such  other  property,^^  must  identify  it,^" 
and  show  that  it  is  in  the  county  where  the  judgment  was  rendered 
or  otherwise  available  for  levy.^*  In  addition  thereto  the  plaintiff 
must  allege  facts  making  it  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  take  that  prop- 
erty first.^^    If  the  petitioner  is  the  judgment  debtor  claiming  his  per- 


29.  McCormick  v.  Eiddle,  10  Mont. 
467,  26  Pae.  202;  Payne  v.  Kamsey,  30 
Okla.   356,   120   Pac.   595. 

[a]  Irreparable  Injury  a  Conclu- 
sion.— The  mere  statement  that  the  acta 
stated  ■will  result  in  irreparable  loss  is 
a  statement  of  a  conclusion  and  is  in- 
sufficient. Payne  v.  Kamsey,  30  Okla. 
356,  120  Pac.  595. 

[b]  In  Indiana  by  virtue  of  the 
code  only  facts  showing  great  injury 
need  be  alleged.  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Savin,  47  Ind.  App.  266,  94  N".  E.  347. 
See  also  Covert  v.  Bray,  26  Ind.  App. 
671,  60  N.  B.  709. 

30.  Execution  on  dormant  judgment 
as  a  ground  for  injunction,  see  supra, 
IV,  E,  5,  a,  (II),  (C). 

31.  See  Pursel  v.  Deal,  16  Ore.  295, 
18  Pae.  461;  Jordan  v.  Corley,  42  Tex. 
284. 

[a]  Negativing  Previous  Execu- 
tions.— A  petition  alleging  that  the  ex- 
ecution issued  more  than  twelve 
months  after  rendition  of  judgment 
■without  sho^wing  that  it  had  not  been 
preceded  by  the  issuance  of  other  exe- 
cutions is  insufficient.  Jordan  v.  Cor- 
ley, 42  Tex.  284. 

[b]  Defective  Revivor. — A  petition 
in  a  suit  to  enjoin  an  execution  because 
the  judgment  is  dormant  and  that  the 
statute  regulating  the  manner  of  re- 
vi^vor  was  not  complied  with  is  insuffi- 
cient which  alleges  that  personal  serv- 
ice was  not  had,  but  service  by  pub- 
lication ■was  had  and  that  the  motion 
and  affidavit  for  publication  of  sum- 
mons failed  to  assert  that  the  original 
judgment  was  a  lien  on  any  particular 
estate.  The  petition  fails  to  show  that 
the  debtor  did  not  appear  by  himself 
or  attorney  at  the  hearing  of  the  mo- 
tion, or  that  said  proceeding  was  bad 


■without  notice,  or  show  ■whether  or  not 
he  was  at  the  time  a  resident  of  the 
state  or  what  was  the  particular  reason 
for  ordering  publication  of  summons. 
Pursel  V.  Deal,  16  Ore.  295,  18  Pac. 
461. 

Agricultural   Bank  v.   Pallen,   8 
&  M.   (Miss.)   357,  47  Am.  Dec. 


Smed 
92. 
33. 


Gibson     v.     Hughes,     6     How. 
(Miss.)  315. 

[a]  The  property  must  be  identified 
in  such  a  way  as  to  enable  the  creditor 
or  sheriff  to  make  the  levy.  •  Gibson  v. 
Hughes,  6  Ho-w.  (Miss.)  315. 

34.  Elson  V.  O'Dowd,  40  Ind.  300; 
Anderson  v.  Oldham,  82  Tex.  228,  18 
S.  "W.  557;  Smith  v.  Frederick,  32  Tex. 
256;  Denson  v.  Taylor  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
132  8.  W.  811,  bill  by  surety  whose 
property  was  first  taken. 

[a]  A  petition  to  enjoin  a  sale  of 
land  purchased  from  a  testator  on  the 
ground  that  the  testator  has  other  as- 
sets, if  allowable,  must  specifically 
mention  and  point  out  such  assets  and 
show  that  they  are  equally  available 
for  the  payment  of  the  judgment.  Lati- 
mer V.  Ballew,  41  S.  C.  517,  19  S.  E. 
792,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  748. 

[b"l  Sufficient  Allegation. — In  a 
complaint  to  fenjoin  a  sale  of  the  re- 
plevin bail's  property  before  exhaust- 
ing the  personal  property  of  the  prin- 
cipal debtor,  an  averment  that  such 
personal  property  is  subject  to  levy 
and  sale  on  the  execution  is  a  sufficient 
averment  that  it  is  in  the  county.  El- 
son V.  O'Dowd,  40  Ind.  300. 

35.  Denson  v.  Taylor  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  132  S.  "W.  811. 

[a]  Fact  of  Suretyship. — A  petition 
to  enjoin  a  sale  of  a  surety's  property 
ou  the  ground  tliat  it  was  taken  before 
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sonal  property  should  have  been  first  taken,  he  must  allege  that  he 
offered  it  or  designated  it  for  levy'^  or  circumstances  rendering  a 
designation  unnecessary,^^  and  that  he  had  the  personalty  at  the  time 
the  levy  was  made.^* 

If  the  petitioner  complains  that  the  levy  was  made  in  disregard 
of  his  designation,  his  petition  should  show  that  the  property  desig- 
nated is  clear  of  incumbrances  and  not  a  homestead,^"  and  belonged 
to  him.*° 

(C.)  Levy  on  Steanoee's  Peopebtt.  —  The  complaint  of  one  seeking  to 
enjoin  the  seizure  or  sale  of  his  property  on  execution  against  another, 
must  show  that  the  property  is  not  subject  to  the  debt  represented 
by  the  -judgment  and  execution.*^    It  must  show  either  an  actual  or 


that  of  the  principal,  must  show  that 
the  fact  of  suretyship  appears  on  the 
face  of  the  execution  or  the  indorse- 
ment bv  the  clerk.  Denson  v.  Taylor 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  132  S.  W.  811. 

fb]  A  petition  of  a  surety  is  not 
sufficient  where  it  is  not  shown  that 
he  signed  the  obligation  as  security, 
or  that  he  ever  served  the  creditor  no- 
tice, either  written  or  verbal,  demand- 
ing that  he  proceed  against  the  prin- 
cipal.   Dailey  v.  Wynn,  33  Tex.  614. 

36.  Texas  Mexican  By.  Co.  v. 
Wright,  88  Tex.  346,  31  S.  "W.  613,  31 
L.  E.  A.  200;  Anderson  v.  Oldham,  82 
Tex.  228,  18  S.  W.  557;  Stone  v.  Til- 
ley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  95  S.  W.  718,  100 
Tex.  487,  101  S.  W.  201,  10  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  678;  Ellis  v.  Harrison,  24  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  13,  56  S.  W.  592,  57  S.  W. 
084;  Alexander  v.  Banner,  10  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  Ill,  30  S.  W.  563.  See  Cook  v. 
De  la  Garza,  13  Tex.  431. 

fa]  A  petition  which  does  not  al- 
lege that  any  effort  had  been  made  to 
prevent  a  sale  of  any  of  the  property 
levied  on  by  a  tender  to  the  sheriff  of 
other  property  subject  to  execution  or 
that  other  steps  had  been  taken  to  ob- 
tain relief  beJEore  applying  for  an  in- 
junction, is  insufficient.  Alexandsr  v. 
Banner,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  Ill,  30  S.  W. 
563. 

37.  See  Smith  v.  Frederick,  32  Tex. 
256. 

[a]  Knowledge  of  Sheriff.— A  peti- 
tion stating  that  the  petitioner  did  not 
point  out  any  property  to  be  levied  on 
but  that  the  sheriff  knew  that  plaintiff 
had  other  property,  is  insufficient  where 
it  is  not  alleged  that  the  sheriff  knew 
the  location  of  the  other  property  and 
that  he  could  levy  upon  it,  and  where 
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no  property  to  be  levied  on  is  pointed 
out  in'  the  petition.  Smith  v.  Frederick, 
32  Tex.  256. 

38.  Anderson  v.  Oldham,  82  Tex. 
228,  18  S.  W.  557. 

[a]  An  alleviation  that  petitioner 
"has  personal  property  subject  to  exe- 
cution," is  evasive.  Anderson  v.  Old- 
ham, 82  Tex.  228,  18  8.  W.  557. 

39.  Pierson  v.  Connellee  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),   145  S.  "W.  1039. 

40.  Alexander  v.  MuUin,  42  Ind.  398: 
Forbes,  Brooks  &  Co.  v.  Hill,  Ball.  Dig. 
(Tex.)'  486.  ^ 

41.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Deitch,  83 
Ind.  131. 

fa]  An  allegation  that  plaintiff  is 
in_no  way  liable  for  the  debt  is  not 
equivalent  to  saying  the  land  is  in  no 
way  subject  to  the  debt,  that  the  judg- 
ment is  not  a  lien  on  the  land,  or  that 
the  execution  defendant  had  no  inter- 
est in  the  land  at  the  date  of  the  judg- 
ment or  since.  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Deitch,   83   Ind.   131. 

\h]  Showing  Color  of  Title  in 
Former  Trustee. — A  bill  to  enjoin  a 
sale  of  plaintiff's  property  on  execu- 
tion against  a  former  trustee  of  the 
property  should  sufficiently  allege  the 
trust  to  give  it  color  of  right  in  the 
trustee,  otherwise  there  is  nothing  to 
enjoin.  Trueblood  v.  HoUingsworth,  48 
Ind.  537. 

[c]  Negativing  Plaintiff's  Liability 
for  Debt. — In  an  action  to  enjoin  a  sale 
of  plaintiff's  land  under  an  execution 
against  another,  the  plaintiff  need  not 
allege  that  he  was  not  at  the  time  of 
the  rendition  of  the  judgment  in- 
debted to  the  defendant  on  the  demand 
represented  thereby.  Eobinson  v.  Carl- 
ton, 123  Ky.  419,  96  S.  W,  548. 
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thrpatened  seizure,*^  and  he  must  clearly  allege  his  title,*'  and  show 
when  he  acquired  title  to  the  property.**  The  plaintiff  is  sometimes 
reqxiircd  to  allege  that  he  is  a  bona  fide  purchaser.*^  If  the  property 
taken  is  personalty,  he  must  generally  show  that  the  property  is  of 
such  a  character  or  possesses  such  peculiar  value  to  the  owner  that  he 
cannot  be  adequately  compensated  therefor  at  law.** 

(D.)  Where  Levy  and  Sale  Will  Cloud  Title. —  A  petition  to  enjoin 
an  execution  sale  on  the  ground  that  the  sale  will  cast  a  cloud  on 
petitioner's  title  must  allege  facts  showing  that  the  threatened  sale 
will  cast  a  cloud  on  his  title.*'     The  plaintiff  must  show  a  perfect 


42.  Taylor  &  Co.  ■».  Clark,  11  La. 
Ann.  560. 

43.  Ala. — Harton  v.  Enslen,  182  Ala. 
408,  62  So.  696;  Eobinson  v.  Jop- 
Hn,  54  Ala.  70.  Fla. — Benner  v.  Ken- 
dall, 21  Fla.  584.  Md.— Warnick  v. 
Michael,  11  Gill  &  J.  153.  lUass.— Gray- 
son V.  Wilson,  27  Miss.  55.3.  N.  J. 
Johnson  v.  Vail,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  423. 
Tenn. — ^Bryan  v.  Earthman,  6  Yerg.  24; 
Loftin  V.  Espy,  4  Yerg.  84.  Tex. — Hen- 
derson V.  Morrill,  12  Tex.  1. 

But  see  Cooper  v.  Newell,  36  Miss. 
316,  319. 

As  to  allegations  of  title  or  ovmei- 
ship  see  the  title  "Title." 

[a]  Character  of  Title  Necessary. 
An  owner  in  possession  seeking  to  re- 
strain defendants  having  no  title  from 
enforcing  their  execution  against  his 
real  property  need  show  only  a  pre- 
sumptive title, — that  is,  facts  from 
which  title  may  fairly  hff  inferred. 
Moore  v.  Kleppish,  104  Iowa  319,  73 
N.   W.   830. 

fb]  Where  the  owner  claims  under 
a  tax  sale,  he  must  allege  that  the 
statutorv  steps  have  been  taken.  Hall 
V.   Theisen,   61    Cal.   524. 

[e]  When  plaintiff  is  a  married 
woman,  a  bill  containing  an  express 
averment  that  the  title  is  in  her,  and 
that  the  purchase  money  was  paid  out 
of  her  separate  estate  is  not  wanting 
in  equity  because  it  does  not  show  with 
Isgal  precision  how  the  land  originally 
became  her  separate  property.  John- 
son V.  Vail,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  423. 

44.  Eirst  Nat.  Bank  v.  Deitch,  83 
Ind.  131;  Wenzel  v.  Milbury,  93  Md. 
427,  49  Atl.  618,  denying  relief  as 
plaintiff  did  not  show  his  title  to  the 
goods  was  prior  to  the  judgment. 

45.  Petry  v.  Ambrosher,  100  Ind.  510. 
[a]     An  indorser  paid    a    judgment 

ag^iJist  the  maker  and  himself  and  as- 


levied  on  property  of  the  plaintiff. 
The  property,  originally  owned  by  the 
maker,  was  purchased  after  an  examina- 
tion of  the  record  by  the  plaintiff  who 
found  the  judgment  indorsed  "settled 
in  full."  A  bill  by  the  purchaser  foi 
an  injunction  must  allege  that  the 
plaintiff  or  those  through  whom  he 
claims  is  an  innocent  purchaser  for 
value.  Yeates  v.  Mead,  65  Miss.  89,  3 
So.  651. 

[b]  An  owner  who  alleges  himself 
to  be  the  holder  of  a  legal  title  may 
enjoin  a  sale  of  the  property  on  execu- 
tion against  his  grantor  without  alleg- 
ing himself  to  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser. 
Austin  V.  Union  Paving  &  Con.  Co.,  4 
Cal.  App.  610,  88  Pac.  731. 

46.  Lewis  v.  Levy,  16  Md.  85.  And 
see  supra,  IV,  E,  3,  5,  a,  (III),  (B),  (2). 

47.  Purington  v.  Davis,  66  Tex.  455, 
1  S.  W.  343;  Alexander  v.  Banner,  10 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  Ill,  30  S.  W.  563  (hold- 
ing insuf5.eient  a  petition  which  did 
not  show  in  whose  names  the  refiord 
titles  to  the  homesteads  stood  or  how 
the  sale  would  cloud  the  title) ;  Cook 
V.  Texas,  etc.  E.  Co.,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
145,  22  S.  W.  58. 

See  generally  the  title  "Quieting 
Title." 

[a]  Lack  of  Interest  in  Execution 
Defendant. — Under  a  statute  allowing 
an  injunction  where  a  cloud  would  be 
put  on  the  title  of  real  estate  being 
sold  under  execution  against  a  person 
having  no  interest  in  the  property,  a 
bill  must  show  that  such  person  had 
no  interest  in  the  real  estate.  S.  K. 
McCall  Co.  V.  Page  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
155  8.  W.  655. 

[b]  Legal  Conclusion. — The  allega- 
tion that  the  deed  if  executed  will  be 
a  cloud  upon  plaintiff's  title  is  merely 
the  allegation  of  a  legal  conclusion. 
Schnjyla:^  i>j  BrtJugbtonj  03  CM.  WB^  3 
Piatt  m. 
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legal  or  equitable  title  in  himself/*  but  he  need  not  aver  that  he  is  in 
possession  of  the  premises.*' 

(IV.)   Multifariousness.  —  The  bill  should  not  be  multifarious.^* 
(V.)    Prayer.51  —  A  prayer  for  more  relief  than  the  party  is  en- 
titled to  does  not  render  his  petition  demurrable.^^    Where  the  officer 
is  not  a  necessary  party  no  relief  or  decree  need  be  prayed  against 
him.''^ 

(VI.,)  Verification. —  Generally  a  bill  praying  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion must  be  verified."* 

g.  Demurrer.  —  A  demurrer  will  lie  to  the  bill  or  petition,  under 
proper  circumstances." 

h.  Answer.  —  The  necessity  for  ahd  contents  of  an  answer  are 
governed  by  general  rules  elsewhere  treated.'^ 

i.  Cross-Bill,  Cross-Complaint  and  Counterclaim.  —  The  general 
rules  as  to  cross-bill,  cross-complaint  and  counterclaim  apply.^^  Fraud 
in  the  acquirement  by  the  plaintiff  of  the  title  on  which  he  relies  'may 
be  made  the  subject  by  defendant  of  a  cross-bill,  cross-complaint,"^  or 


48.  Duncan  ■».  Robertson,  57  Miss. 
820;  Byrd  v.  Clarke,  52  Miss.  623. 

49.  Bast  Marshfield  Land  Co.  v. 
"Werley,  67  Ore.  57,  135  Pac.  315. 

50.  Clary  v.  Haines,  61  Ga.  520; 
Baker  v.  Rinehard  Mayer  &  Co.,  11 
W.  Va.  238,  holding  bill  not  multi- 
farious. See  generally  tke  title  "Mul- 
tifariousness." 

[a]  A  petition  iiled  by  a  Iiusband 
and  wife  to  enjoin  the  sale  of  property 
levied  on  under  several  executions  upon 
se'veral  judgments  against  the  husband, 
on  the  ground  that  the  property  seized 
is  the  separate  property  of  the  wife 
and  npon  the  ground  that  one  of  the 
executions  issued  upon  a  dormant  judg- 
ment is  not  multifarious.  Clegg  v. 
Varnell,  18   Tex.  294,   305. 

51.  See  generally  the  title  "Prayer." 

52.  UpdegrafE  v.  Lucas,  76  Kan. 
456,  93  Pae.  630,  94  Pac.  121,  13  Ann. 
Cas.  860. 

[a]  Surplusage. — ^In  a  petition  to 
enjoin  execution  upon  a  dormant  judg- 
ment, a  prayer  for  quieting  plaintifE's 
title  and  for  damages  is  surplusage. 
Updegraff  v.  Lucas,  76  Kan.  456,  93 
Pac.  630,  94  Pac.  121,  13  Ann.  Cas. 
860. 

53.  Brooks  v.  Lewis,  13  N.  J.  Eq. 
214. 

Wlien  sheriff  is  necessary  party,  see 
supra,  IV,  E,  5,  f,  (III). 

54.  Manistique  Lumbering  Co.  v. 
Lovejoy,  55  Mich.  189,  20  N.  .W.  899,, 
See  13  Standard  Pboo.  89. 
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55.  See  8i  Standard  Peoc.  480;  13 
Standard  Pkoc.  110. 

[a]  For  Insufficient  Notice  to  Shei- 
iff  of  Plaintiff's  Ownership. — Gray  v. 
Carroll,  144  Iowa  68,  120  N.  "W.   1035. 

56.  See  generally  the  title  "Bills 
and  Answers;"  and  also  the  title  "An- 
swers." 

[a]  The  sheriff  (1)  may  answer  and 
in  some  cases  it  is  proper  that  he  do 
so,  but  it  is  not  necessary  nor  usually 
expedient.  Brooks  v.  Lewis,  13  N.  J. 
Eq.  214.  (2)  A  default  judgment  will 
not  be  rendered  on  the  failure  of  tho 
sheriff  to  answer  in  a  suit  against  the 
creditor  and  sheriff.  James  McCord  Co. 
V.  Rea  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  "W. 
649. 

[b]  Where  the  ground  of  relief  re- 
lates solely  to  the  manner  of  the  levy, 
execution  plaintiffs  who  are  strangers 
to  the  acts  of  the  officer  levying  thfl 
execution  are  not  required  to  answer 
if  tho  officer  does.  Beaird  v.  Eoreman, 
1  111.  385,  12  Am.  Dee.  197. 

I  57.  Pittsmont  Copper  Co.  v.  O  'Rourke, 
49  Mont.  281,  141  Pac.  849.  See  6 
Standard  Proc.  258,  294;  8  Standard 
Proc.  486;  and  the  title  "Set-Off, 
Counterclaim  and  Recoupment." 

'  58.  See  Ford  v.  Douglas,  5  How 
(U.  S.)  143,  167,  12  L.  ed.  89. 

[a]  Cross-Bill. — In  a  suit  by  an  al- 
leged owner  of  land  to  enjoin  a  sale 
of  the  property  on  execution  against 
another,  the   defendant  may  by  cross- 

I  bill  ask  that  plaintiff  be  ■enjoined  from 
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eounterelaim.^^    In  a  suit  to  enjoin  an  execution  issued  on  a  dormant 
judgment  the  defendant  may  ask  that  the  judgment  be  revived.^" 

j.  Notice  and  Citation.  —  The  requisite  notices  and  citations  must 
be  given,**  but  a  want  of  notice  may  be  cured  by  an  appearance  with- 
out  objection.®^ 

k.  Preliminary  or  Conditional  Belief.  —  A  temporary  injunction 
may  issue  in  a  proper  case.°^  Upon  the  dissolution  of  a  temporary 
injunction,  conditions  may  be  imposed,**  or  in  some  jurisdictions,  a 
bond  is  required  pending  a  trial  on  the  merits.*®  An  order  restoring 
the  claimant  to  possession  of  the  seized  property  pending  the  trial, 
may  be  made  in  some  states.** 

1.  Bearing  and  Determination.  —  The  court  having  obtained  juris- 
diction of  the  cause  by  the  application  for  the  injunction  has  the 
authority  to  determine  all  the  ^issues  between  the  parties  and  grant 
complete  relief.*^ 

Court's  Discretion. —  The  granting  or  dissolving  an  injunction  against 
the  enforcement  of   a  judgment  is  within  the   court's  discretion.*^ 


asserting  his  title  because  fraudulent. 
Valentine  v.  McGrath,  52  Miss.  112. 

59.  Pittsmont  Copper  Co. ».  O  'Eourke,. 
49  Mont.  281,  141  Pac.  849. 

60.  Trevino  v.  Stillman,  48  Tex.  561,- 
Clegg  V.  V,arnell,  18  Tex.  294,  305. 

61.  See  Hardy  v.  Donellan,  33  Ind. 
501;  Bouligny  v.  M.  White  &  Co.,  5 
La.  Ann.  31. 

[a]  To  Plaintiff  in  Execution. — ^In  a 
suit  to  enjoin  a  sale  of  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty on  execution  against  another,  the 
plaintiff  in  execution  must  be  cited. 
Bouligny  v.  M.  White  &  Co.,  5  La.  Ann 
31. 

62.  Hardy  v.  Donellan,  33  Ind.  501. 

63.  Idaho. — ^McMahon  v.  Cooper,  23 
Idaho  413,  130  Pac.  456.  N.  J.— Van 
Mater  v.  Holmes,  6  N.  J.  Eq.  575,  593.. 
Pa. — Natalie  Anthracite  Coal  Co.  v. 
Eyon,  188  Pa.  138,  41  Atl.  462. 

[a]  Where  Injury  Can  Be  Avoided 
by  Ids  Pendens. — Where  the  only  in 
jury  that  plaintiff  can  suffer  by  a  sale 
en  the  execution,  that  of  having  a 
cloud  east  on  his  title,  can  be  avoided 
by  filing  a  lis  pendens,  a  preliminarj 
injunction  will  not  issue.  Osborn  v. 
Taylor,  5  Paige   (N.  Y.)    515. 

[b]  The  amount  of  the  bond  must 
be  fixed  by  the  ord^er.  Sanders  v.  Bled 
Boe  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  173  S.  W.  539. 

[c]  The  filing  of  an  answer  deny- 
ing the  equities  of  the  complaint  doe? 
not  require  the  dissolution  of  a  re 
straining  order  as  a  matter  of  course. 
Chaee  v,  JenuingSj  3  Cal.  Unrep.  Gas. 


474,  28   Pac.   681;   Porter  v.  Jennings,. 
89  Cal.  440,  26  Pac.  965. 

64.  Eunyon  v.  Brokaw,  5  N.  J.  Eq, 
340. 

65.  Foster  v.  Shephard,  33  Tex.  687. 

66.  Moore  v.  Diament,  41  N.  J.  Eq. 
612,  7  Atl.  509.  But  see  State  v. 
Judge,  6  La.  Ann.  548,  holding  the 
court  has  no  authority  pending  suit, 
to  order  the  property  to  be  restored 
to  the  claimant. 

67.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Savin,  47 
Ind.  App.  266,  94  N.  E.  347;  Spiller  v. 
HoUinger  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  148  S.  W, 
338.  See  generally  6  Standakd  Peoc, 
773. 

[a]  Ownership. — In  a  suit  to  re- 
strain a  sale  on  the  ground  that  the 
property  seized  belongs  to  the  plaintiff 
instead  of  the  judgment  debtor,  the 
only  issue  that  can  be  made  is  that 
of  ownership.  Basso  v.  Benke'-.  33  La. 
Ann.  432;  Lyons  v.  Cenas,  22  ^^.  Ann. 
113;  McEae  v.  Brown,  12  La.  Ann 
181. 

[b]  Jury  trial  demandable  under  the 
statute.  Edwards  v.  Applegate,  70  Ind. 
325.  See  generally  the  title  "Juries 
and  Jurors." 

68.  Cal. — Porter  v.  Jennings,  89  Cal. 
440,  26  Pac.  965.  Colo.— Crawford  v. 
Lamar,  9  Colo.  App.  83,  47  Pac.  665, 
bill  to  prevent  easting  of  a  cloud  op 
plaintiff's  title.  Ga. — Kendall  v.  Dow, 
46  Ga.  607.  Md.— McCreery  v.  Suther- 
land, 23  Md.  471,  87  Am.  Dec.  578. 

[a]  Where  the  plaintiff  consented! 
to  tlie  sale,  an  injunction  against  sell- 
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In  acting  on  a  bill  to  enjoin  execution,  equity  acts  cautiously,'^  and 
regards  the  rights  of  other  parties  in  the  controversy/"  Actual  injury 
must  be  impending  before  the  court  will  grant  an  injunction.''^  If  it 
appears  that  the  plaintiff  will  not  sustain  substantial  injury  if  the 
injtmetion  is  not  granted,^^  or  if  the  plaintiff  is  in  default,'^  relief 
will  be  denied.  And  if  an  injunction  will  prevent  a  creditor  from 
obtaining  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  to  which  he  is  legally  and 
equitably  entitled,  it  will  not  be  granted.''* 

m.  Decree.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  The  relief  granted  should  be  con- 
sistent with  the  prayer  of  relief,'^  and  should  be  confined  to  the  issues 
made.''^ 

(II.)  Decree  for  Plaintiffs.  —  Where  the  object  of  a  bill  will  be  an- 
swered by  restraining  the  proceeds  of  a  sheriff's  sale  in  his  hands, 
the  sale  ought  not  to  be  enjoined."    The  relief  granted  should  be  con- 


ing will  not  be  continued  to  restrain 
a  removal  of  the  goods  sold  or  a  pay- 
ment over  of  the  proceeds.  Ereemai? 
V.  Freeman,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  44. 

69.  Saffold  V.  Poster,  75  Ga.  233. 

70.  Hastings  v.  Cropper,  3  Del.  Ch. 
165,  where  equity  gave  leave  to  amend 
the  bill  so  as  to  make  it  a  bill  of 
interpleader. 

71.  Elson  V.  O'Dowd,  4a  Ind.  300; 
Hinkle  v.  Baldwin,  93  Mieh.  422,  53 
N,  W.  534. 

[a]  Threatened.  Illegal  Levy. — (1) 
It  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  that  the 
( xecutiou  is  in  the  hands  of  the  ofil- 
cer,  but  there  must  be  proof  that  he 
is  about  to  levy,  or  threatens  to  levy, 
illegally.  Elson  v.  O'Dowd,  40  Ind. 
300.  (2)  An  injunction  to  restrain 
the  sale  of  personal  property  on  execu- 
tion is  properly  refused  where  it  ap- 
pears that  the  complainant  gave  no 
notice  to  the  officer  of  his  claim  to  the 
property  before  filing  his  bill,  and  that 
since  receiving  such  notice  the  officer 
has  taken  no  steps  under  the  ■execution, 
and  on  the  hearing,  disclaims  all  right 
to  the  property  or  intention  to  inter- 
fere with  it  in  any  way.  Hinkle  v. 
Baldwin,  93  Mich,  422,  53  N.  W.  534. 

[b]  Where  the  property  has  been 
returned  to  the  plaintiff  and  disposed 
of  by  him,  the  injunction  will  be  dis- 
solved as  it  can  no  longer  subserve  any 
useful  purpose.  Logan  v.  Toes,  30  Okla. 
65,  118  Pac.  353. 

72.  Boone  v.  Van  Gorder,  164  Ind. 
499,  74  N.  B.  4;  Covert  v.  Bray,  26 
Ind.  App.  671,  60  N.  E.  709;  Morgan 
"■.  WMtesides'  Curator,  14  La.  ,  277 j 
FiTlEon  V.  Datig^r«yiay  2  IlBh  tfa^SO  Ami 
'C:a,  £07.  '^ 
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73.  Jones  v.  Gough  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
175  S.  W.  1107. 

74.  Union  Iron  Wks.  v.  Bassick  M. 
Co.,  10  Colo.  24,  44,  14  Pac.  54. 

75.  Luft  V.  Gossrau,  31  111.  App. 
530;  Kempuer  v.  Ivory  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  29  S.  "W.  538. 

[a]  Under  a  prayer  for  injunction 
and  general  relief  (1)  it  is  proper  to 
decree  a  sale,  subsequent  to  the  filing 
of  the  bill,  void  and  confirm  title  in 
the  plaintiff  (Luft  v.  Gossrau,  31  111. 
App.  530),  (2)  or  to  permit  a  sale 
but  require  that  it  be  made  in  sub- 
ordination to  plaintiff's  lien.  Kempner 
V.  Ivory  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29  S.  W. 
538. 

76.  Ford  v.  Douglas,  5  How.  (U.  S.) 
143,  167,  12  L.  ed.  89;  Gibson  v.  Me- 
Clay,  47  Neb.  900,  66  N.  W.  851. 

[a]  In  an  action  to  enjoin  the  vio- 
lation of  an  agreement  requiring  the 
creditor  to  levy  on  and  exhaust  the 
property  of  a  designated  defendant  be- 
fore resorting  to  that  of  the  others,  a 
decree  restraining  any  levy  against  the 
latter 's  property  until  such  time  as  all 
of  the  other's  property  is  exhausted 
is  too  broad.  It  should  be  confined 
to  the  matters  in  the  present  ease  and 
more  particularly  stop  the  sale  under 
the  existing  execution  and  levy.  Gib- 
son V.  McClay,  47  Neb.  900,  66  N.  W, 
851. 

77.  Morris  Canal;  etc.  Co.  v.  Biddle, 
4  N.  J.  Eq.  222. 

[a]  If  the  property  levied  on  is 
perishable,  the  injunction  order  will  re- 
quire the  sheriff  to  jsell  it  and  deposit 
the  prodsed;^  inbtfitftf.    Hfeath  «;.  Hand, 
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fined  to  the  interests  or  rights  of  the  plaintiff/^    Where  the  execution 
is  excessive,  the  injunction  should  be  confined  to  the  excess/^ 

(m.)  Decree  for  Defendants.  —  A  decree  for  the  defendant  in  a  suit 
by  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  execution  to  prevent  the  sale  of  prop- 
erty alleged  to  be  his,  should  simply  dissolve  the  injunction  and  dis- 
miss the  bill.*" 

No  decree  for  the  debt  of  the  creditor  can  be  rendered  against  a 
complainant  on  dissolving  an  injunction  to  stay  the  sale  of  specific 
property  which  does  not  interfere  with  the  enforcement  of  the  judg- 
ment as  against  other  property  of  the  debtor.*^    • 

Statutes  sometimes  provide  that  on  the  dissolution  of  the  injunc- 
tion the  court  shall  assess  damages,^^  which  must  be  stated  in  the 


78.  Ford  v.  Douglas,  5  How.  (IT.  S.) 
143,  167,  12  L.  ed.  89;  Toung  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  4  Idaho  323,  39  Pae.  557. 

[a]  Where  Plaintiff  Has  Limited 
Interest  in  Premises. — Where  certain 
property  belonging  to  the  community 
between  a  surviving  widow  and  her 
deceased  husband  is  seized  on  execu- 
tion against  her,  one  of  the  heirs  of 
the  deceased  can  enjoin  the"  sale  only 
as  to  his  interest  in  the  property. 
Offutt  V.  Duson,  35  La.  Ann.  986. 

[b]  Where  Debtor  Is  Life  Tenant 
Only. — Where  a  levy  is  made  on  realty 
z,i  that  of  a  defendant  who  is  only  a 
life  tenant,  the  injunction  should  re- 
strain the  sale  of  the  remainder  only. 
Jones  V.  Crawley,   68   Ga.   175. 

79.  Guillory  v.  Latour,  138  La.  142, 
70  So.  66;  Barrow  v.  Robichaux,  14  La. 
Ann.  207;  Rowly  v.  Kemp,  2  La.  Ann. 
360. 

80.  Lovette  v.  Longmire,  14  Ark. 
339. 

[a]  It  is  erroneous  (1)  to  decree  a 
sale  of  the  property  taken  in  execution 
(Lovette  v.  Longmire,  14  Ark.  339. 
See  Valentine  v.  McGrath,  52  Miss.  112, 
118),  (2)  or  render  judgment  for  the 
amount  of  the  judgment  at  law.  Ham- 
mond V.  St.  John,  4  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 
107;  Carlin  v.  Hudson,  12  Tex.  202,  62 
Am.  Dec.  521. 

81.  Hammond  V.  St.  John,  4  Terg. 
(Tenn.)    107. 

82.  Ark. — Stanley  v.  Bonham,  52 
Ark.  354,  12  S.  W.  706;  Fowler  v.  Wil- 
liams, 20  Ark.  641,  647.  111.— Moriarty 
V.  Gait,  125  HI.  417,  17  N.  E.  714. 
Ky. — Civ.  Code,  §295;  Mason,  Gooch  & 
Hoge  Co.  V.  Mechanics'  Lien  &  Trust 
Co.,  118  Ky.  707,  82  S.  W.  290;  Kil- 
patrick  v.  Tunstall,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  80; 
MulhoUand  v.  Troutman's    Admr.^    10 


Ky.  L.  Rep.  263.  La.' — Rivet  v.  George 
M.  Murrell  P.  &  M.  Co.,  121  La.  201, 
46  So.  210,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  320; 
Borron  v.  Sollibellos,  28  La.  Ann.  355; 
Rowly  V.  Kemp,  2  La.  Ann.  360;  Lan- 
dry V.  L  'Eglise,  3  La.  219.  Tex. — Vern. 
Sayles'  Tex.  Civ.  St.,  1914,  art.  4667; 
Fall  V.  Ratliff,  10  Tex.  291;  Perrin  v. 
Stevens  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29  S.  W. 
927;  Citizens  Nat.  Bank  v.  Interior  L. 
&  I.  Co.,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  301,  37 
8.  W.  447. 

[a]  Damages  for  Delay. — (1)  A  stat- 
ute allowing  damages  on  the  dissolu- 
tion of  an  injunction  for  purposes  of 
delay  where  the  collection  of  monej' 
has  been  enjoined  has  reference  to  in- 
junctions to  restrain  the  collection  of 
money,  obtained  by  the  judgment  debt- 
or or  some  one  who  is  a  party  to  the 
proceeding.  The  rendition  of  a  judg- 
ment for  the  amount  of  the  judgment 
at  law  against  an  owner  of  property 
and  his  sureties  seeking  to  enjoin  a 
sale  under  execution  against  another 
is  erroneous.  Carlin  v.  Hudson,  12  Tex. 
202,  62  Am.  Dec.  521,  affirmed  in  Grif- 
fin V.  Chadwick,  44  Tex.  409,  overruling 
Gault  V.  Goldthwaite,  34  Tex.  104. 
(2)  But  in  Perrin  v.  Stevens  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  29  S.  W.  927,  it  was  held  proper 
to  award  the  statutory  ten  per  cent, 
damages- against  the  sureties  on  an  in- 
junction bond  on  dissolving  an  injunc- 
tion against  selling  the  wife's  personal 
property  on  an  execution  against  the 
husband. 

[b]  A  suit  for  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain the  sale  of  certain  property  until 
all  property  of  an  inferior  degree  has 
been  exhausted  is  a  suit  to  restrain 
the  collection  of  money.  Kendrick  v. 
Rice,  16  Tex.  254. 

[c]  Damages  cannot  be  assessed  fox 
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decree,'^  and  in  some  states,  under  certain  circumstances  a  decree  may 
be  rendered  for  the  amount  of  the  judgmeHt.'* 

n.  Appeal.  —  The  generftl  rules  applicable  to  ^peals  from  de- 
crees are  applicable  to  this  proceeding.*"  Where  sfn  injunction  against 
property  seized  under  the  writ  is  perpetuated  in  part  only,  the  cred- 
itor does  not  deprive  himself  from  appealing  therefrom  by  proceeding 
against  the  property  as  to  which  the  injunction  is  dissolved.'*  When 
the  sheriff  is  merely  a  formal  party  -to  the  suit,  he  need  not  be  made 
a  party  to  the  appeal.*^ 

o.    Costs.  —  Costs  are  subject  to  the  discretion  of  the  court.*^ 


the  prevention  of  the  sal©  of  partictilaT 
property,  under  a  statute  authorizing 
assessment  o£  damages  for  the  staying 
of  proceedings  on  the  judpnient.  Stall'- 
ley  V.  Bonham,  52  Ark.  Sblt,  12  S.  W. 
706. 

[d]  In  Ohio  the  statute  provides 
for  a  decree  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  judgment  only  where  it  has  been 
temporarily  completely  enjoined;  if  the 
dissolved  injunction  prohibited  the  en- 
forcement against  specific  property 
only,  the  decree  should  be  for  the  value 
of  the  property  not  exceeding  the 
amount  of  the  judgment,  unless  de- 
fendant has  satisfied  his  judgment  out 
of  other  property.  Teaff  v.  Sewitt,  1 
Ohio  St.  511,  544,  59  Am.  Dec.  &34. 
See  Hillyer  v.  Richards,  13  Ohio  135; 
Portsmouth  &  Columbus  Tp.  Co.  v.  By- 
ington,  12  Ohio  114. 

,[e]  Where  the  creditor  has  not  been 
delayed  an  instant,  a  judgment  for 
damages  should  not  be  awarded.  Kil- 
patrick  v.  Tunstail,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  (Ky.) 
80.  I 

[f]  This  remedy  is  exclusive  of  all 
other  remedies.  Mason,  Gooch  &  Hoge 
Co.  V.  Mechanics'  Lisn  &  Trust  Co., 
118  Ky.  707,  82  S.  W.  290;  Hayden  v. 
Phillips,  89  Ky.  1,  11  S.  W.  951;  Craw- 
ford V.  Woodworth,  9  Bush  (Ky.)  745. 

83.  Clarkson  v.  White,  4  J.  J.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)  529,  20  Am.  Dec.  229,  where  the 
decree  did  not  ascertain  the  amount  of 
the  ten  per  cent. 

84.  See  Teafl?  v.  Hewitt,  1  Ohio  St. 
511,  544,  59  Am.  Dec.  6f34. 

[a]  Where  injunction  against  an 
execution  upon  a  dormant  judgment  is 
sought,  the  court  may  on  dissolution 
of  the  injunction  award  a  judgment 
for  the  amount  of  the  unpaid  dormant 
judgment.  Seymour  v.  Hill,  67  Tex. 
385,  3  8.  W.  313;  Spiller  v.  HoUinger 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  148  S.  W.  338;  War- 
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ren  «.  Kchr,  26  Tei.  Civ.  App.  331,  64 
S.  W.  62. 

85.     See    generally    the    title    "Ap- 


[s]  Jurisdiction  of  an  appeal  from 
ail  order  enjoining  a  levy  upon  plain- 
tiff's real  estate  is  in  the  supreme 
court  in  Indiana.  Wood  «.  Hughes 
(Ind.  App.),  32  N.  E.  594. 

[b]  A  judgment  restraining  the  col- 
lection of  a  fee-bill  is  not  a  judgment 
for  the  reeov^y  of  money  or  property 
and  an  appeal  lies  although  the  value 
in  controversy  be  less  than  $200. 
Shackelford  «.  Phillips,  112  Ky.  563,  66 
S.  W.  419,  68  S.  W.  441. 

[c]  TiUe  to  Land. — A  judgment  en- 
joining thd  sale  of  land  under  execu- 
tion involves  the  title  to  land,  and  an 
appeal  lies  regardless  Of  the  amount  of 
the  execution.  Park  v.  McEeynolds, 
111  Ky.  651,  64  8.  W.  517. 

[d]  rinal  Judgment. — A  judgment 
perpetually  enjoining  a  particular  exe- 
cution but  granting  leave  to  sue  out 
another,  is  final  and  may  be  appealed 
from.  Forbes,  Brooks'  &  Co.  v.  Hill, 
Dall.  Dig.  (Tex.)  486. 

[ej  An  order  of  appeal  in  general 
tetms  granted  on  motion  of  the  defend- 
ant embraces  the  plaintiff  in  the  cause 
and  the  sureties  on  the  injunction  bond. 
Mitchell  V.  Lay,  4  La.  Ann.  514,  the 
silretieS  are  parties  plaintiff  in  the  in- 
junction by  fiction  of  law. 

86.  Mitchell  v.  Lay,  3  La.  Ann. 
593. 

87.  Eschert  v.  Harrison,  Man.  Xlnrep. 
Cas.  (La.)  186. 

88.  Schiffer  «>.  Fort,  1  Posey  tJnrep. 
Cas.  (fex.)  198.  See  generally  5 
Standabd  PeoC.  910. 

[a]  After  Quashal  of  Execution. 
Where  a  plaintiff  seeks  an  injunction 
and  damages,  and  the  defendant  moves 
to  quash  the  execution,  and  the  exe- 
cution  is   quashed   and   the  injunction 
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p.  Abandonment  or  Waiver,  —  A  party  may  abandon  or  waive  his 
injunction.*^ 

q.  Effect  of  Injunction.  —  An  injunction  against  an  execution  oper- 
ates, so  long  as  it  remains  in  force,  as  a  supersedeas  to  the  execution.'" 
It  is  generally  held  to  release  the  levy  made  thereunder,  if  one  has 
been  made,*^  discharge  the  lien  created  thereby,^^  and  authorize  the 
sheriff  to  return  the  goods  to  the  debtor,^^  and  this,  it  has  been  held, 
notwithstanding  the  injunction  has  been  adjudged  to  be  wrongfully 
sued  out.^*  Some  courts  hold  otherwise,  however,  as  to  a  temporary 
injunction.^^ 


dissolved,  costs  should  not  be  awarded 
against  the  plaintiff.  Dearborn  v. 
Phillips,  21   Tex.  449. 

[b]  The  costs  of  a  suit  to  enjoin 
execution  on  a  dormant  judgment  will 
be  taxed  against  the  judgment  cred- 
itor, although  it  appears  that  the  judg' 
ment  was  not  paid  and  a  judgment  was 
rendered  against  the  debtor  for  its 
amount.  Spiller  v.  HoUinger  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  148  S.  W.  338. 

89.  Beard  v.  Gresham,  5  La.  Ann. 
160;  Duckett  v.  Dalrymple,  1  Kieh.  L. 
(S.  C.)   143. 

[a]  By  Giving  Forthcoming  Bond. 
Where  a  party  obtains  an  injunction 
because  of  a  clerical  error  in  the  ad- 
vertisement and  the  sheriff  readver- 
tises  the  property  properly  and  the 
party  executes  a  forthcoming  bond  for 
the  property,  he  thereby  abandons  his 
injunction.  Beard  v.  Gresliam,  5  La. 
Ann.  160. 

90.  Buffandeau  v.  Edmondson,  17 
Cal.  436,  79  Am.  Dee.  139;  Lockbridge 
V.  Biggerstaff,  2  Duv.  (Ky.)-  281,  87 
Am.  Dec.  498;  Keith  v.  Wilson,  3  Mete. 
(Ky.)  201.  But  see  Boyle  v.  Zacharie, 
6  Pet.   (U.  S.)   648,  658,  8  L.  ed.  432. 

[a]  An  injunction  against  an  order 
of  sale  of  specific  property  suspends  the 
operation  of  the  process  until  the  de- 
termination of  the  injunction  suit. 
Seligson  &  Co.  v.  Collins,  64  Tex.  314. 

[b]  A  forthcoming  bond  is  not  for- 
feited for  failure  to  deliver  the  prop- 
erty on  the  day  named  if  the  execution 
is  enjoined  at  that  time.  Hull  v.  Bloss, 
27  W.  Va.  654. 

(e]  Writs  of  venditioni  exponas  is- 
suing during  the  pendency  of  an  in- 
junction against  the  collection  of  the 
execution  are  without  effect.  Newlin 
V.  Murray,  63  N.  C.  566. 

91.  Ky. — Lockridge  v.  Biggerstaff,  2 
Duv.  281,  87  Am.  Dec.  498;  Keith  v. 
Wilson,  3  Mete.  201;  Eldridge  v.  Cham- 


bers, 8  B.  Mon.  411.  S.  C— Mitchell 
t'.  Anderson,  1  Hill  69,  26  Am.  Dec. 
158.  Tenn. — Telford  v.  Cox,  15  Lea 
298;  Overton  v.  Perkins,  Mart.  &  Terg. 
367.  Tex. — Turley  v.  Brewster,  33  Tex. 
188. 

[a]  This  is  true  whether  the  injunc- 
tion is  sued  out  by  the  debtor  or  by 
a  third  person.  Telford  v.  Cox,  15  Lea 
(Tenn.)   298. 

[b]  When  an  officer  returns  an  exe- 
cution levied  and  stopped  by  injunc- 
tion, the  return  of  itself  imports  a 
cessation  of  the  levy  and  a  release  of 
the  property.  Keith  c.  Wilson,  3  Mete. 
(Ky.)  201;  Eldridge  v.  Chambers,  8  B. 
Mon.  (Ky.)  411;  Ela  v.  Welch,  9  Wis. 
395. 

92.  Ky. — Lockridge  v.  Biggerstaff,  2 
Duv.  281,  87  Am.  Dec.  498;  Keith  v. 
Wilson,  3  Mete.  201;  Eldridge  v.  Cham- 
bers, 8  B.  Mon.  411;  Mason  v.  Holmes, 
4  Bibb  263.  Tenn. — Eocco  v.  Parczyk, 
9  Lea  328;  Overton  v.  Perkins,  Mart. 
&  Yerg.  367.  See  Conway  v.  Jett,  3 
Yerg.  481,  24  Am.  Dec.  590,  holding 
the  release  of  the  lien  depends  upon 
the  security  for  the  debt.  If  none  is 
given  the  principle  of  the  text  does 
not  apply.  Tex. — Snow  v.  Nash,  50  Tex. 
216. 

93.  Ohio. — Bisbee's  Lessee  v.  Hall,  3 
Ohio  449.  Tenn. — Rocco  v.  Parczyk,  9 
Lea  328.  Tex. — Turley  v.  Brewster,  33 
Tex.  188. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  it  would  ruin 
both  the  debtor  and  creditor  if  the 
sheriff  should  be  required  to  hold  the 
goods  until  the  termination  of  the  suit 
in  chancery.  Telford  v.  Cox,  15  Lea 
(Tenn.)    298. 

94.  Lockridge  v.  Biggerstaff,  2  Duv. 
(Ky.)  281,  87  Am.  Dec.  498;  Keith  v. 
Wilson,  3  Mete.  (Ky.)   201. 

95.  La. — Lamorere  v.  Succession  of 
Cox,  32  La.  Ann.  246.  Md.— See  An- 
derson V.  Tydings,  8  Md.  427,  443,  63 
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An  injunction  preventing  the  sale  of  a  particular  piece  of  prop- 
erty does  not  prevent  the  execution  of  the  judgment  against  other 
property.^^  The  enforcement  of  an  execution  upon  a  forfeited  forth- 
coming bond  is  not  inhibited  by  an  injunction  against  an  execution 
upon  a  judgment  at  law.^^  And  an  injunction  restraining  a  particular 
execution  does  not  prevent  suing  out  an  alias  and  enforcing  it."^ 

The  sheriff  has  no  more  authority  or  justification  for  proceeding  in 
violation  of  the  injunction  than  if  he  acts  after  the  execution  has 
been  quashed."^  But  it  has  been  held  that  a  sale  in  violation  of  a 
preliminary  injunction  restraining  the  enforcement  of  a  judgment  is 
not  void.^  A  judgment  at  law  is  not  merged  in  an  injunction  bond 
given  in  an  injunction  suit  against  enforcing  an  execution  issued 
thereon.^ 

On  the  dissolution  of  the  injunction  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  stand 


Am.   Dec.   708.     Minn. — Knox.  v.  Ean- 
dall,  24  Minn.  479. 

[a]  It  is  the  duty  of  a  sheriff,  on 
service  of  a.  temporary  injunction  on 
him,  "to  note  that  fact  on  the  exe* 
cution,  and  desist  from  all  further 
proceedings  under  it,  retaining,  how- 
ever, his  levy;  and  if,  at  the  end  of 
sixty  days  from  the  receipt  of  the  exe- 
cution by  him,  no  notice  of  the  dis- 
solution of  the  injunction  reached  him, 
then  he  should  have  returned  the  same, 
detailing  the  facts  in  his  return;  but 
if,  during  the  life  of  the  execution, 
it  had  been  relieved  from  the  injunc- 
tion, then  the  sheriff  should  have  ad- 
vertised the  property  again  under  his 
original  levy,  and  have  proceeded  to 
sell  in  the  ordinary  way."  An  ad- 
journment of  the  sale  pending  the  in- 
junction is  irregular  although  by  chance 
it  was  to  a  day  which  accorded  with 
the  vacation  of  the  injunction.  Pet- 
tingill  V.  Moss,  3  Minn.  222,  74  Am. 
Dec.  747.  To  similar  effect,  Cochrane 
v.  Bank  of  United  States,  11  Bob.  (La.) 
64. 

[b]  No  further  notice  of  seizure  is 
necessary  on  the  dissolution  where  the 
property  was  under  valid  seizure  when 
the  execution  was  enjoined.  M,cMicken 
.V.  Morgan,  9  La.  Ann.  208. 

[c]  Where  the  return  day  expires 
pending  the  injuiiction,  a  levy  cannot 
be  made  thereafter  on  dissolution  of 
the  injunction.  Dugat  v.  Babin,  8  Mart. 
N.  S.    (La.)    391. 

96.  Ala. — Halsey  v.  Murray,  112 
Ala.  185,  196,  20  So.  575.  Ark.— Stan- 
ley V.  Bonham,  52  Ark.  354,  12  S.  W. 
706.     Ind 


Shanklin  v.  Sims,  110  Ind, 


143,  11  N.  E.  32;  State  Bank  v.  Macy, 
4  Ind.  362.  la. — Hardin  v.  White,  63 
Iowa  633,  16  N.  W.  580,  19  N.  W.  822; 
Lockwood  V.  Kitteringham,  42  Iowa 
257.  Tes. — Seligson  &  Co.  v.  Collins, 
64  Tex.  314;  Fannin  County  Bank  v. 
Lowenstein  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  54  S.  W. 
316. 

97.  Davis  v.  Dixon's  Admr.,  1  How. 
(Miss.)  64,  26  Am.  Dec.  695. 

98.  Byrne,  Vance  &  Co.  v.  Mithoff, 
24  La.  Ann.  297. 

[a]  But  a  new  seizure  is  necessary. 
Cochrane  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  11 
Bob.  (La.)  64. 

99.  Buffandeau  v.  Edmondson,  17 
Cal.  436,  79  Am.  Dec.  139;  Citizens' 
Bank  v.  Webre,  44  La.  Ann.  1081,  11 
So.  706. 

[a]  Violation  of  Spirit  of  Injunc- 
tion.— Where  three  days  before  the  ex- 
piration of  an  execution,  a  party 
brought  suit  to  enjoin  the  enforcement 
of  a  fraudulent  judgment,  praying  an 
injunction  against  proceeding  furthei 
in  the  collection  of  the  execution  issued 
on  the  said  judgment,  a-  decree  ren- 
dered in  conformity  with  the  prayer, 
disregarding  its  strict  letter,  enjoins 
the  enforcement  of  the  judgment  and 
any  act  of  the  sheriff  in  enforcing  the 
judgment  is  a  violation  of  the  spirit 
of  the  injunction.  Campbell  v.  Tar- 
bell,  55  "Vt.  455. 

[b]  Sheriff  Is  Mere  Trespasser. 
Buffandeau  v.  Edmondson,  17  Cal.  436, 
79  Am.  Dec.  139;  Turner  v.  Gatewood, 
8  B.  Mon.   (Ky.)   613. 

1.  Bagley  v.  Ward,  37  Cal.  121,  138, 
99  Am.  Dec.  256. 

2,  Austin  V.  Townes,  10  Tex,  24, 
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upon  the  same  grounds  they  did  at  the  granting  thereof.^ 

F.  Equitable  Relief  Against  Judgment.  —  Eelief  in  equity 
against  the  judgment  itself  is  fully  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work/ 

G.  Audita  Querela.  —  The  use  of  audita  querela  as  a  method  of 
obtaining  relief  against  an  execution  will  be  found  treated  in  another 
article.® 

H.  Bill  To  Quiet  Title,  —  Under  some  circumstances  relief 
against  an  execution  may  be  secured  by  means  of  a  bill  to  quiet  title." 

I.  Trespass  To  Try  Title.  —  Relief  against  execution  in  actions 
in  the  nature  of  trespass  to  try  title  will  be  treated  elsewhere  in  the 
work.^ 


3.  Duekett  v.  Dalrymple,  1  Rich.  Li, 
(S.  C.)'  143;  Gibbes  v.  Mitchell,  2  Bay 
(S.  C.)  120;  Overton  v.  Perkins,  Mart. 
&'Yerg.  (Tenn.)  367.  But  see  Launtz 
V.  Gross,  16  111.  App.  329. 

[a]  Dissolution  After  Sale  Under 
Junior  Execution. — (1)  When  an  in- 
junction against  a  senior  execution  is 
dissolved  before  sale  under  a  junior 
execution,  the  senior  execution  is  en- 
titled to  be  first  paid  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale.  Duekfltt  v.  Dalrymple, 
1  Eich.  L.  (S.  C.)  143.  (2)  But  if  the 
sale  is  made  while  the  senior  execution 
is  enjoined,  the  proceeds  must  be  ap- 
plied to  the  junior  execution.  Mitchell 
V.  Anderson,  1  Hill  (S.  C.)  69,  26  Am. 
Dec.  158.  But  see  Lynn  v.  Gridley, 
Walk.  (Miss.)  548,  12  Am.  Dec.  591 
holding  (3)  a  sale  under  a  junior  exe- 
cution while  a  senior  execution  is  en- 
joined does  not  affect  the  lien  acquired 
by  the  senior  execution,  and  when  the 
injunction  is  dissolved,  the  property  is 
liable  to  a  levy  under  the  senior  exe- 
cution. 


[b]  The  subseqtuent  reinstatement 
of  the  injunction  does  not  relate  back 
and  render  an  execution  issued  in  the 
interim  irregular.  Young  v.  Davis,  1 
Mon.    (Ky.)    152. 

4.  See  15  Standakd  Peoc.  256,  et 
seq. 

5.  See  the  title  "Audita  Querela." 

6.  See  generally  the  title,  "Quiet- 
ing Title,"  and  Eucker  v.  Dooley,  49 
ni.  377;  Stout  V.  Cook,  37  111.  283.  But 
see  Wells  v.  Bower,  126  Ind.  115,  25  N. 
E.  603. 

[a]  A  bill  to  remove  a  cloud  on  title 
does  not  operate  to  put  a  complainant 
in  possession  of  property;  hence  a  bill 
seeking  to  set  aside  an  execution  sale 
will  not,  on  demurrer,  be  allowed  to 
stand  as  a  bill  to  remove  a  cloud,  since 
an  action  of  ejectment  would  still  be 
necessary,  and  two  suits  cannot  be  al- 
lowed where  one  would  suflSce.  McCud- 
den  V.  Wheeler  &  Wilson  Mfg.  Co.,  23 
B.  I.  528,  51  Atl.  48. 

7.  See  the  title  "Trespass  To  Try 
Title." 
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CEOSS-BEFEBEXCES : 


Judgments ; 

Judgments  and  Decrees, 
Enforcement  of: 


Revivor ; 
Scire  Facias. 


For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Ppoc.  747,  et  seq. 

For  farther  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

L  NECESSITY  FOR.  — Where  a  judgment  has  become  dormant 
through  the  failure  of  the  owner  thereof  to  take  out  execution  thereon 
within  the  period  limited  for  issuing  the  same  as  of  course,  the  same 
must  he  revived  before  an  execution  will  issue  thereon;^  but  a  dor- 
mant judgment  being  evidence  of  the  validity,  character  and  amount 
of  the  creditor's  claim,  and  res  judicata  as  to  all  these  matters,  an 
action  may  be  maintained  thereon,  where  no, lien  is  sought  to  be  en- 
forced thereby,  without  the  necessity  of  revival.^  In  many  jurisdic- 
tions no  execution  can  issue  upon  a  judgment  after  the  death  of  the 
plaintiff  therein  until  the  judgment  has  been  revived  in  favor  of  the 


1.  See  tie  following:  U.  S.^Jphn- 
son  V.  Glover,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  678,  13 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,385;  Jackson  v.  Bank 
of  United  States,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  1, 
13  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,131.  Ala.— McCall  v. 
Eickarby,  85  Ala.  152,  4  So.  414;  Jew- 
ett  V.  Hoogland,  SO  Ala.  716;  Van 
Cleave  v.  Haworth,  5  Ala.  188.  Ark. 
Hanley  v.  Carneal,  14  Ark.  524;  Brack- 
en V.  Wood,  12  Ark.  605.  lU.— McH- 
wain  V.  Karstens,  152  HI.  135,  38  N. 
E.  555;  Weis  v.  Tiernan,  91  111.  27. 
la. — Denegre  v.  Haun, '  13  Iowa  240. 
Miss. — Bacon  v.  Red,  27  Miss.  469.  N.  J. 
Seely  v.  Norris,  3  N.  J.  L.  624.     Tex. 


North  V.  Swing,  24  Tex.  193.  Wash. 
Hewitt  V.  Boot,  31  Wash.  312,  71  Pac. 
1021;  Hardin  v.  Day,  29  Wash.  664,  70 
Pac.   lip. 

See  also  15  Standard  Peoo.  752,  et 
seq. 

Effect  of  supersedeas  or  stay,  see  15 
Standard  Proc.  756,  et  seq. 

2.  Ga. — Lockwood  v.  Barefield,  7 
Ga.  393.  Me.— Noble  v.  Herrill,  48  Me. 
140.  N.  J.— State  v.  Hamilton,  16  N. 
J.  L.  153.  Ohio. — Goodin  v.  McArthur, 
7  Ohio  Dec.  611,  4  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  215. 
E.  I. — Arkansas  City  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Hazie,  56  Atl.  1032.     S.  C— Lawton 
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legal  representatives  of  the  deceased/  though  in  other  states  the  rigor 
of  the  common-law  rule  has  been  relaxed.*  So  also,  the  death  of  the 
judgment  debtor  prior  to  the  issuance  of  execution  suspends  the  right 
to  issue  the  same  until  the  judgment  is  revived  aga_inst  the  personal 
representatives  or  the  heirs  or  devisees  of  the  debtor,^  though,  in  the 
absende  of  a  statute  to  the  contrary,  if  the  execution  is  in  the  hands 
of  the  sheriff  prior  to  the  debtor's  death,  the  levy  and  sale  may  be 
completed  mthout  a  revival  of  the  judgment.^  Upon  the  death  of  a 
part  only  of  the  defendants,  execution  may  nevertheless  issue  without 
a  revivor,  though  it  can  be  enforced  only  against  the  survivors;'  it 


V.  Perry,  40  S.  C.  255,  18  S.  B.  861. 

3.  See  the  following:  Ala.— Cot- 
tingham  v.  Smith,  152  Ala.  664,  44  So. 
864.  Kan. — Emrich  v.  Heilbrun,  74 
Kan.  282,  86  Pac.  145;  Mawhinney  v. 
Doaue,  40  Kan.  681,  20  Pao.  488.  N.  J. 
Harwood  v.  Murphy,  13  N.  J.  L.  193. 
N.  D. — Daisy  EoUer  Mills  v.  Ward,  6 
N.  D.  317,  70  N.  "W.  271.  Tenn.— Ehodes 
V.  Crutchfield,  7  Lea  518;  Gregory  v. 
Chadwell,  3   Coldw.   390. 

See  also  15  Standakd  Peoc.  764,  et 
Beq. 

4.  See  the  following:  Cal. — Sherwin 
V.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  168  Cal.  722,  145 
Pac.  92.  Ga. — Hatcher  v.  Lord,  115  Ga. 
619,  41  S.  E.  1007,  61  L.  E.  A.  353- 
Miss. — ^Hughes  v.  "Wilkinson's  Lessee, 
37  Miss.  482;  Amnions  v.  Whitehead, 
31  Miss.  99.  Mo. — Gaston  v.  White, 
46  Mo.  486;  Simmons  v.  Heman,  17  Mo. 
App.  444.  Pa. — Berryhill  v.  Wells,  5 
Binn.  56. 

See  also  15  Standard  Peoc.  765,  et 
seq. 

5.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Collier 
V.  Windham,  27  Ala.  291,  62  Am.  Dec. 
767.  Ark. — Cunningham  v.  Burk,  45 
Ark.  267.  111. — Meyer  v.  Mintonye,  106 
111.  414;  Goran  &  Co.  v.  Pittenger,  92  111. 
241;  Scammon  v.  Swartwout,  35  111.  326 , 
Turney  v.  Young,  22  111.  253.  Ind. 
State  V.  Michaels,  8  Blackf.  436.  Ky. 
Partin  v.  American  Assn.,  156  Ky.  323, 
160  S.  W.  1057;  Huston  v.  Duncan,  1 
Bush  205;  Calloway  v.  Eubank,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  280.  Md.— Polk  v.  Pendleton, 
31  Md.  118.  Miss. — Andrews  v.  Ander- 
son, 16  So.  346;  Faison  v.  Johnson,  70 
Miss.  214,  12  So.  152;  Smith  v.  Win- 
ston, 2  How.  601;  Hubert  v.  Williams, 
Walk.  175;  Wilson  v.  Kirkland,  Walk. 
155;  Hicks  V.  Murphy,  Walk.  66.  Mo. 
Knley  v.  Caldwell,  1  Mo.  512.  N.  Y. 
Ullman-Einstein  Co.  v.  Crimmins,  166 
App.  Div.  731,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  251. 
N.  C— Barfield  v.  Barfield,   113   N.   C. 

Vol.  XVI 


230,  18  S.  B.  505;  Aycock  v.  Harrison, 
71  N.  C.  432;  Jordan  v.  Pool,  28  N.  C. 
288;  Wood  v.  Harrison,  18  N.  C.  356; 
Den  V.  MoCuUough,  4  N.  C.  684.  Ohio. 
Cartney's  Lessee  v.  Eeed,  5  Ohio  221. 
Pa. — McMurray's  Admr.  v.  Hopper,  43 
Pa.  468;  Colborn  v.  Trimpey,  36  Pa. 
463;  Bomberger  i).  Raymond,  12  Pa. 
Co.  ,Ct.  460;  Davey's  Estate.,  9  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  125.  Tenn. — Dunham  v.  Har- 
vey, 111  Tenn.  620,  69  S.  W.  772; 
Harman  v.  Hann,  6  Baxt.  90;  Ashworth 
*.  Dernier,  1  Baxt.  323;  Overton  v. 
Perkins,  10  Yerg.  328;  Gwin  v.  Latimer, 
4  Yerg.  22.  Tex.— Cain  v.  Woodward, 
74  Tex.  549,  12  S.  W.  319.  W.  Va. 
Maxwell  v.  Leeson,  50  W.  Va.  361,  40 
S.  B.  420,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  875. 

See  also  15  Standard  Peoc.  767,  et 
seq. 

6.  See  the  following:  Ind. — ^Blumen- 
thal  V.  Tibbits,  160  Ind.  70,  66  N.  E. 
159.  Md. — Hanson  v.  Barnes'  Lessee, 
3  Gill  &  J.  359,  22  Am.  Dee.  322.  Mass. 
Grovenor  v.  Gold,  9  Mass.  209,  214.  Miss. 
Thompson  v.  Ross,  26  Miss.  198.  N.  J. 
Wait's  Exr.  v.  Savage  (N.  J.  Eq.),  15 
Atl.  225,  13  Cent.  Eep.  348.  N.  0, 
Parish  v.  Turner,  27  N.  C.  279;  Mc- 
Carson's  Admrs.  v.  Eichardson,  18  N. 
C.  561.  Pa. — Deering  v.  Wisler,  21  Pa. 
Co.  Ct,  156;  Davey's  Estate,  9  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  125.  Va.— Trevillian 's  Exrs.  v. 
Guerrant,  31  Gratt.  (72  Va.)  525.  Eng. 
Ilorton  V.  Euesby,  Comb.  33,  90  Eng. 
Reprint  326;  Parkes  1).  Mosse,  Cro.  Eliz.  - 
181,  78  Eng.  Eeprint  437;  Vincent  v. 
Dale,    1    Dyer    76b,    73    Eng.    Eeprint 

i-Oo, 

See  also  15  Standard  Prog.  770,  et 
eeq. 

7.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Erwiu 
V.  Dundas,  4  How.  58,  11  L.  ed.  875. 
Ala. — Thompson,  c.  Bondurant,  15  Ala. 
346,  50  Am.  Dee.  136.  Ga.— Brown  «. 
Barnes,  99  Ga.  1,  26  S.  E.  86.  InJ. 
Carnahan  v.  Brown,  6  Blackf.  93.     Ky, 
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muist  be  revived  before  it  can  be  enforced  against  the  estate  of  the 
deceased.^  Where  a  judgment  is  recovered  by  several,  and  one  or 
more  of  them  dies,  execution  may  be  issued  in  favor  of  the  survivors 
without  a  revivor." 

Where  an  execution  has  issued  but  was  not  productive  of  full  satis- 
faction of  the  judgment,  the  judgment  may  be  revived.^" 

II.  WHAT  JUDGMENTS  MAY  BE  REVIVED.  — A  void  judg- 
ment will  not  be  revived.^^  But  if  the  judgment  or  decree  be  a  sub- 
sisting and  valid  one,^^  which  was  originally  enforcible  by  an  execu- 


People's  Bank  of  Kentucky's  Assignee 
V.  Barbour,  124  Ky.  539,  99  S.  W.  608; 
i'leece  v.  Goodrum,  1  Duv.  306;  Daviess 
V.  Womack,  8  B.  Mon.  383;  Mitchell's 
Heirs  v.  Smith's  Heirs,  1  Litt.  243; 
Johnston  v.  Lynch,  3  Bibb  334.  Miss. 
Bowen  v.  Bonner,  45  Miss.  10;  Wade 
V.  Watt,  41  Miss.  248;  Davis  v.  Helm, 
3  Smed.  &  M.  17.  Mo. — Hardin  v.  Me- 
Canse,  53  Mo.  255.  N.  Y. — ^Day  v.  Riee, 
19  Wend.  644;  Lucas  v.  Johnson,  6 
How.  Pr.  121.  Term. — Cheatham  v. 
Brieu,  3  Head  552;  Cabiness  v.  Gar- 
rett, 1  Yerg.  491.  Tex. — Chandler  v, 
Hudson,  11- Tex.  32.  W.  Va.— Holt  V. 
Lynch,  18  W.  Va.  567. 
See  also  15  Standard  Pboc.  774. 

8.  See  the  following:  N.  Y. — ^Wood- 
cock V.  Bennet,  1  Cow.  711,  13  Am. 
Dee.  568.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Vanderslice,  8 
Serg.  &  E.  452.  Tenn. — Beams  v.  Me- 
Kail,  9  Humph.  542;  Overton  V.  Per- 
kins, 10  Yerg.  328.  Bng.^Trethewy  v. 
Aekland,  2  Wms.  Saund.  48,  51,  not© 
4,  85  Eng.  Reprint  649;  Smarte  v.  Ed- 
sun,  1  Lev.  30,  83  Eng.  Reprint  282. 

See  also  15  Standard  Proc.  774. 

[a]  The  surviving  defendant  can- 
not complain  of  the  procedure  to  revive 
a  judgment  rendered  necessary  by  the 
death  of  a  joint  defendant.  Crawford 
V.  Eastman,  150  111.  App.  241. 

9.  See  15  Standard  Proc.   767. 

10.  Stille  V.  Wood,  1  N.  J.  L.  118; 
Stewart  v.  Peterson,  63  Pa.  230. 

11.  Ala. — Cottingham  v.  Smith,  152 
Ala.  664,  44  So.  864.  Ga.— Bell  v.  Ver- 
del,  140  Ga.  768,  79  S.  E.  849;  Cheek 
V.  Taylor,  22  Ga.  127.  lU.— Butler  v. 
Nohe,  98  HI.  App.  624.  La. — In  re 
Fourth  Drainage  District,  37  La.  Ann. 
916;  Conery  v.  Eotchford,  34  La.  Ann. 
520;  Laurent  v.  Beelman,  30  La.  Ann. 
363.  Mo.— Phelps  v.  Hawkins,  6  Mo. 
197.  Neb. — ^Minnesota  Thresher  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  L'Heureux,  82  Neb.  692,  118 
N.  W.  565  (it  is  impossible  to  impart 
any  vitality  to  a  void  judgment  by  re- 


vivor proceedings);  Enewold  v.  Olsen, 
39  Neb.  59,  57  N.  W.  765,  42  Am.  St. 
Rep.  557,  22  L.  E.  A.  573.  Pa.— Hartle 
V.  Long,  5  Pa.  491. 

[a]  A  judgment  -which  has  been  re- 
versed cannot  be  revived.  Mills  v. 
Conner,  1  Blackf.   (Ind.)   7. 

[b]  Where  no  entry  appears  of  rec- 
ord attesting  the  rendition  of  a  judg- 
ment, in  a  summary  proceeding,  there 
is  no  basis  upon  which  proceedings  for 
revival  can  be  predicated.  Brown  v. 
Coward,  3  Hill  (S.  C.)  4. 

12.  U.  S.— Davis  v.  Davis,  174  Fed. 
786,  98  C.  C.  A,  494;  Lafayette  v.  Won- 
derly,  92  Fed.  313,  34  C.  C.  A.  360; 
Wonderly  v.  Lafayette  County,  74  Fed. 
702.  Ark. — Trapnall  v.  Richardson,  13 
Ark.  543,  58  Am.  Dec.  338;  Fowler 
V.  Thurmond,  13  Ark.  259;  Hubbard 
V.  Bolls,  7  Ark.  442.  Cal. — Doehla  v. 
Phillips,  151  Cal.  488,  91  Pac.  330. 
Ga. — Hagins  v.  Blitch,  6  Ga.  App.  839, 
65  S.  E.  1082.  Md.— Lambson  v.  Mof- 
fett,  61  Md.  426.  Neb.— Young  v.  City 
of  Brocken  Bow,  94  Neb.  470,  143  N. 
W.  742.  N.  J.— Stille  v.  Wood,  1  N. 
J.  L.  118.  N.  Y. — Harmon  v.  Dedriek, 
3  Barb.  192.  Pa. — Stewart  v.  Peterson, 
63  Pa.  230;  Masser  v.  Dewart,  46  Pa. 
534;  Boyer  v.  Eees,  4  Watts  (Pa.)  201. 
Tenn. — Rogers  v.  Hollingsworth,  95 
Tenn.  357,  32  S.  W.  197.  Va.— Series 
V.  Cromer,  88  Va.  426,  13  S.  E.  859; 
Richardson's  Admr.  v.  Prince  George 
Justices,  11  Gratt.  (52  Va.)   190. 

[a]  A  judgment  which  has  been 
paid  or  satisfied  cannot  be  revived. 
Henry  &  Coatsworth  Co.  v.  Halter,  58 
Neb.  685,  79  N.  W.  616. 

[b]  A  judgment  for  alimony  may 
be  revived  after  the  death  of  the  plain- 
tiff. Chumos  V.  Chumos,  93  Kan.  33, 
143  Pac.  420. 

[e]  A  judgment  for  slander  is  still 
a  subsisting  obligation  after  the  de- 
fendant has  been  discharged  in  bank- 
ruptcy, and  may   be   revived.     Parker 
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tion,"  or  is  subject  to  revival  under  the  statute,"  it  may  be  revived.^" 

III.  GROUNDS  FOR.  ItEVIVAL.  —  Where  property  is  sold  which 
was  not  subject  to  the  .exeeution/*  or  where  a  purchaser  of  property 
under  an  execution  sale  fails  to  recover  possession  because  of  ir- 
regularities in  the  sale,^'  or  where  the  creditor  gets  nothing  by  a  sale 
under  his  execution,  on  account  of  the  failure  of  the  debtor's  title,^' 
or  where  the  judgment  has  become  dormaut,^^  or  has  lost  its  lien,  or 
is  about  to  lose  it,^"  or  has  been  satisfied  by  an  unauthorized  set-off,^^ 
it  is  sufficient  ground  for  the  revival  of  the  judgment. 

IV.  JURISDICTION  OP  PROCEEDINGS  TO  REVIVE.  — Gen- 
erally a  judgment  can  be  revived  only  in  the  court  in  which  it  was 
rendered.^^ 


V.  Bratton,  120  Md.  438,  87  Atl.  756. 

13.  Ala. — Turner  v.  Dupree,  19  Ala. 
198.  Ga.— Hortop  v.  Clark,  40  Qra.  412. 
Me. — Kennebec  PurchS/se  v.  Davis,  1 
Greenl.  309. 

14.  Lafayette  v.  Wopderly,  :82  Fed. 
313,  34  C.  C.  A.  360. 

15.  Ala. — Sharp  «.  Herrin,  32  Ala, 
502.  Ark.^Ouijningfhp.in  v.  Burk,  45 
Ark.  267;  Eddins  v.  Giraddy,  ,28  Ark. 
500.  ,  111.— Albin  v.  People,  46  III.  872. 
Ky. — Hughes  v.  Shreye,  3  Mete.  547. 
Miss. — Torr&mee  v.  Kerr,  27  Miss.  786; 
McCoy  V.  Nicholsj  4  How.  81.  S.  <3. 
State  Bank  v.  McEae,  2  Speers  639. 

IB.  MergUire  v.  0'Donn«U,  139  Cal. 
6,  72  Pac.  337,  96  Am.  St:  Eep.  91; 
Cross  V.  Zane,  47  Csl.  60:2;  Utah  Na- 
tional Bank  of  Ogden  v.  Beardsley,  ID 
TJtah  404,  37  Pac.  586. 

17.  Bitter  v.  Henshaw,  7  Iowa  -97; 
Utah  National  Bank  of  Ogden  v. 
Beardsley,  10  Utah  404,  .37  Pae.  586. 
Corn-pare  Cunningham  v.  Doran,  18  111. 
385. 

18.  Cantwell  v.  McPherson,  3  Idaho 
321,  29  ,Pac.  102;  Edde  -u.  Cowan,  1 
Sneed   (Tenn.)   290. 

19.  Masterson  v.  OunjdifE,  58  Tex. 
472;  Dewitt  v.  Jones,  17  Tex.  620. 

20.  Masteison  v.  Cundiff,  ,58  Tex. 
472. 

21.  McEoberts  v.  Lyon,  79  Mich.  25, 
44  N.  W.   160. 

22.  Ala. — Griffin  1).  Spence,  69  Ala. 
393 ;  Barron  v.  Pagles,  6  Ala.  422.  Ark. 
Blackwell  v.  State,  3  Ark.  330.  Conn. 
Jarvis  i}.  Eathburn,  Kirby  220.  Ga. 
Funderburk  v.  Smith,  74  Ga.  515;  Dick- 
inson" V.  Allison,  10  Ga.  557.  111. 
Challenor  v.  Niles,  7«  111.  78.  Ind. 
Thompson  v.  Parker,  83  Ind.  96;  Con- 
ner V.  Neff,  2  Ind.  Agp.  364,  27  N.  E. 
045.     la. — Carnes  v.  Grandall,  4  Iowa 
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151,  Kati.— Berkley  if.  Tootle,  62  Kan. 
701,  64  Pac.  i620.  iia. — Chapman  v.  Nel- 
son, 31  La.  Ann.  341;  New  Orleans 
Canal  &  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Pike,  28  La.  Ann. 
896;  Wa*t  *  Co.  v.  Hendry,  ;2,3  La. 
Ann.  594.  Me. — State  v.  Brown,  41  Me. 
535;  Vallance  p.  Sawyer,  4  Me.  62; 
Mitchell  v.  Osgood,  4  Greenl.  124.  Mass. 
Osgood  V.  Thurston,  23  Pick.  110.  IVEcll. 
McEo:beits  v.  Lyon,  79  Mich.  ^25,  44  N. 
W.  1-60.  jMc— Wolz  V.  Venard,  253 
Mo.  67,  161  S.  W.  760;  Wilson  v.  Tier- 
nan,  3  Mo.  577.  Neb. — J.  I.  Case 
Thresh.  Mach.  Co.  v.  Bdmisfcen,  S5  Neb. 
272,  122  N.  W.  891;  Moline,  Milburn 
&  Stoddard  Co.  v.  Van  Boskirk,  78 
Neb.  728,  111  N.  "W.  605;  Hunter  v. 
Leahy,  18  Neb.  80,  24  N.  W.  680. 
N.  H.— State  «.  Kinne,  39  N.  H.  129. 
N.  J.— Tindall  v.  Carspn,  16  N.  J.  L. 
94;  Boylan  v.  Anderson,  3  N.  J.  L. 
529.  N.  Y.— McGill  v.  Perrigo,  9 
Johns.  259.  N.  O.— Griffls  v.  McNeill, 
61  N.  C.  175.  Ohio. — Taylor  0.  Bontie, 
5  Ohio  Dee.  137,  3  Am.  L.  Eee.  220. 
Pa. — McMurray's  Admrl  v.  Hopper,  43 
Pa.  468;  In  re  Dougherty's  Est.,  9 
Watts  &  S.  189, 42  Am.  Dec.  326.  S.  C. 
Grimke's  Exrs.  v.  Mayrant,  2  Brev. 
202.  Tenn. — Mcintosh  v.  Paul,  6  Lea 
45.  Tex.— Schmidtke  «.  Miller,  71  Tex, 
103,  «  S.  W.  -638;  Masterson  v.  Cun- 
diff, 58  Tex.  472;  Perkins  v.  Hume,  10 
Tex.  50;  Carothers  v.  Lange  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  55  S.  W.  580;  City  Nat.  Bank 
'■.  Swink  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  49  S.  W. 
130.  Vt.— Gibson  v.  Davis,  22  Vt.  374; 
Carlton  v.  Young,  1  Aik.  332. 

[a]  A  ■writ  of  scire  facias  (1)  to 
revive  a  judgment  must  issue  from  the 
court  wherein  the  judgment  was  ren- 
dered (Ark. — ^Fowler  v.  Thurmond,  13 
Ark.  259.  HI.— Challenor  v.  Niles,  78 
111.  78.    1%, — ^Mudga  v.  Livermore,  148 
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Judgments  of  Inferior  Courts.  —  Judgments  of  justices  of  the  peace 
and  other  inferior  courts  may  be  revived  by  superior  courts  to  which 
they  are  transferred  by  transcript,^^  even  where  they  have  become 
dormant  before  transfer.^* 

V.  PARTIES  TO  PROCEEDINGS  TO  REVIVE.  — A.  In  Whose 
Favor  Judgment  Revived.  —  The  judgment  plaintiff,^^  or  his  attorney 
of  record/®  or  trustee  in  bankruptcy,^^  or  administrator  or  personal 
representative,  in  case  of  his  death,^^  may  maintain  proceedings  for 
the  revival  of  a  judgment,  as  may  a  surety,^®  or  joint  defendant,^" 
who  has  paid  the  judgment. 

In  the  absence  of  a  statute  authorizing  the  assignee  of  a  judgment 
to  bring  proceedings  for  its  revival  in  his  own  name,^^  such  pro- 
ceedings must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  judgment  plaintiff.'^ 


Iowa  472,  123  N.  W.  199.  N.  Y.— Ham- 
mond V.  Harris,  2  How.  Pr.  115.  N.  C. 
Lee  V.  Eure,  82  N.  C.  428.  Pa. — White 
V.  Guthrie,  2  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  7),  (2)  unless 
transferred  from  an  inferior  to  a  high- 
er court.  Lubker  v.  Grand  Detour  Plow 
Co.,  53  Neb.  Ill,  73  N.  W.  457;  Miller 
V.  Fees,  3  Pa.  L.  J.  243,  2  Clark  27. 

[b]  Where  a  county  court  is  abol- 
islied,  and  seven  y-ears  later  another 
court  is  created  by  special  act  of  the 
legislature,  without  provision  for  suc- 
cession to  the  former,  a  judgment  of 
the  former  cannot  be  revived  by  the 
latter.  Kinard  v.  Mangham,  135  Ga. 
25,  68  8.  E.  788. 

23.  D.  C. — Green  v.  Mann,  19  App. 
Cas.  243.  Ga. — Kinard  v.  Mangham, 
135  Ga.  25,  68  S.  E.  788.  Neb.— Gar- 
rison V.  Aultman,  20  Neb.  311,  30  N. 
W.  61;  Dennis  v.  Omaha  Nat.  Bank, 
19  Neb.  675,  28  N.  W.  512.  Pa.— Smith 
V.  Wehrly,  157  Pa.  407,  27  Atl.  700; 
Brannau  v.  Kelley,  8  Serg.  &  E.  479; 
Beichenbauch  v.  Arnold,  4  Pa.  L.  J. 
325,  2  Clark  527.  Tex.— Ende  v.  Spen- 
cer, 38  Tex.  114. 

24.  Purer  v.  Holmes,  73  Neb.  593, 
102  N.  W.   764. 

25.  Copes  V.  Fnltz,  1  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)  623;  Kincade  v.  Cunningham, 
118  Pa.  501,  12  Atl.  410. 

[a]  A  public  officer,  in  whose  tame 
a  judgment  has  been  rendered,  must 
prosecute  proceedings  for  its  revival, 
and  not  the  municipality.  Calais  v. 
Bradford,  51  Me.  414. 

26.  Martinez  v.  Vivos,  32  La.  Ann. 
305,  having  a  lien  on  the  judgment  for 
his  services  in  proenring  the  same. 

27.  Brown  v.  Wygant,  163  U.  S.  618, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  1159,  41  L.  ed.  284. 

28.  Ala.— Baker  v.  Ingersoll,  37  Ala. 


503.  in.— Challenor  D.  Niles,  78  III. 
78;  Durham  v.  Heaton,  28  III.  264,  81 
Am.  Dec.  275.  Kan. — Chumos  v.  Chu- 
mos,  93  Kan.  33,  143  Pae.  420.  N.  D. 
Daisy  Boiler  Mills  v.  Ward,  6  N.  D. 
317,  70  N.  W.  271.  Pa.— McKinney  v. 
Mehaffey,  7  Watts  &  S.  276. 

[a]  Proceeding  to  revive  cannot  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  judgmfent 
creditor  after  his  death.  Goreth  v. 
Shipherd,  92  App.  Div.  611,  86  N.  T. 
Supp.  849. 

29.  Peters  v.  McWilliams,  36  Ohio 
St.  155;  Daily  v.  Brownfield,  20  Pa. 
41. 

30.  Huckaby  v.  Sasser,  69   Ga.  603. 
[a]     A   surviving  partner    (1)   may, 

in  his  own  name,  revive  a  judgment 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  partnership. 
Linn  v.  Downing,  216  111.  64,  74  N.  E. 
729,  affirming  116  111.  App.  454.  (2)  It 
is  otherwise,  however,  where  his  name 
does  not  appear  in  the  action  or  judg- 
ment record  as  a  partner  or  party  to 
the  suit.  Boyd  v.  Platner,  5  Mont.  226, 
2  Pac.  346. 

31.  la. — ^Wright  v.  Parks,  10  Iowa 
342.  Mo. — Eeyburn  •;;.  Handlan,  165 
Mo.  App.  412,  147  8.  W.  846.  Mont. 
Haupt  V.  Burton,  21  Mont.  572,  55  Pac. 
110,  69  Am.  8t.  Rep.  698.  Neb.— Brunke 
V.  Gruben,  84  Neb.  14,  120  N.  W.  435. 
Va,.—In  re  Ernst,  164  Pa.  87,  30  Atl. 
371. 

32.  Ark.— Brearly  v.  Peay,  23  Ark. 
172.  Ga.  —  Macon  v.  Bibb  County 
Academy,  7  Ga.  204.  Ind.— Forbes  v. 
Tiffany,  4  Ind.  204.  La.— Marbury  ■  v. 
Pace,  30  La.  Ann.  1330;  Watt  &  Co. 
V.  Hendry,  23  La.  Ann.  594.  Mich. 
McEoberts  v.  Lyon,  79  Mich.  25,  44 
N.  W.  160.  Mo. — Goddard  v.  Delaney, 
181  Mo.  564,  80  S.  W.  886;  Bick  v.  Tan- 
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Revival  may  be  had  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in  interest,  however, 
if  the  judgment  creditor  is  dead.^^ 

B.  Against  Whom  Revived.  —  1.  Generally.  —  It  is  necessary 
that  all  parties  against  whom  a  judgment  was  rendered  shall  be 
named  as  parties  in  a  proceeding  for  its  revival.''*  And  if  a  party 
is  dead,  his  personal  representatives  should  be  made  parties  defend- 
ant,^^ as  should  also  heirs  or  devisees  taking  realty  sought  to  be 
bound  by  the  judgment.^"  It  is  otherwise,  however,  where  there  is 
personal  estate  to  satisfy  the  judgment  debt.^' 

It  is  not  necessary  to  make  a  naked  trustee  a  party  to  such  pro- 
ceedings.^^ 

Terre-Tenants. —  In  a  proceeding  to  revive  a  judgment  so  as  to  enforce 
its  lien  against  land  held  by  a  terre-tenant,  he  should  be  made  a 
party  thereto.'^ 


zey,  181  Mo.  515,  80  S.  W.  902; 
Strother  v.  Hilliker,  120  Mo.  App.  165, 
96  S.  W.  482.  Ohio.— Welsh  v.  Childs, 
17  Ohio  St.  319.  Tex. — Bludworth  v. 
Poole,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  551,  53  S.  W. 
717.  W.  Va.— "Wells  v.  Graham,  39  W. 
Va.  605,  20  S.  E.  576. 

33.  Moline,  Milburn  &  Stoddard  Co. 
V.  Van  Boskirk,  78  Neb.  728,  111  N.  W. 
605. 

[a]  The  equitable  owner  of  a  judg- 
ment ma,y  bring  proceedings  for  its 
revival.  Clark  v.  Digges,  5  Gill  (Md.) 
109. 

34.  TJ.  S. — Grantland  v.  Memphis,  12 
Fed.  287.  Cal. — Osborn  v.  Wainwright, 
52  Cal.  312.  Ga. — ^Funderburk  v.  Smith, 
74  Ga.  515.  Pa. — Messmore  v.  Wil- 
liamson, 189  Pa.  73,  41  Atl.  1110,  69 
Am.  St.  Eep.  791;  Conyngham V.Walter, 
95  Pa.  85;  Callahan  v.  Fahey,  10  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  488;  Heller  v.  Jones'  Lessee, 
4  Bin.  61.  Tenn. — Wessell  v.  Gross 
(Tenn.   Ch.  App.),  57  S.  W.  372. 

35.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — United 
States  V.  Houston,  48  Fed.  207.  Ala. 
Fitzpatrick  v.  Edgar,  5  Ala.  499.  Ark. 
Powell  V.  Macon,  40  Ark.  541.  Del. 
Wilson  V.  Furey,  3  Penne.  278,  51  Ati; 
875.  Ga. — Wright  v.  Harris,  24  Ga. 
415.  111. — Cunningham  v.  Doran,  18  111. 
385.  Ind.— Graves  v.  Skeels,  6  Ind.  107. 
Kan. — Halsey  v.  Van  Vliet,  27  Kan. 
474.  Md.— Tiers  v.  Codd,  87  Md.  447, 
39  Atl.  1044.  Pa. — Messmore  v.  Wil- 
liamson, 189  Pa.  73,  41  Atl.  1110,  69 
Am.  St.  Eep.  791;  Grover  v.  Boon,  124 
Pa.  399,  16  Atl.  885;  Middleton's  Exrs. 
V.  Middleton,  106  Pa.  252;  McMillan  v. 
Eed,  4  Watts  &  S.  237;  Specht  v.  Sipe, 
15  Pa.  Super.  207;  Brown  v.  Webb, 
1  Watts  411;  Eighter  v.  Eittenhouse, 
3  Eawle  273.     S.  C. — Cheraw,  etc.  B. 
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Co.  V.  Marshall,  40  S.  C.  59,  18  S.  E. 
247;  Leitner  v.  Metz,  32  S.  C.  383,  10 
S.  E.  1082.  Oan.— Eobinson  v.  Ghis- 
holm,  27  Nova  Scotia  74. 

See  also  infra,  V,  B,  3,  note  44. 

[a]  A  judgment  may  be  revived 
against  the  personal  representative 
alone,  for  purpose  of  lien  and  execu- 
tion. Middleton's  Exrs.  v.  Middleton, 
106  Pa.  252. 

'  36.  U.  S.— Walden  v.  Craig,  14  Pet. 
147,  10  L.  ed.  393.  Ala.— Ogden  v. 
Smith,  14  Ala.  428;  Fitzpatrick  0!.  Edgar, 
5  Ala.  499.  Del. — Wilson  v.  Furey,  3 
Penne.  278,  51  Atl.  875.  lU.— Eeynolds 
V.  Henderson,  7  111.  110.  Ind. — Graves 
V.  Skeels,  6  Ind.  107.  Md.— Tessier  v. 
Wyse,  3  Bland  28.  Miss. — Langston  v. 
Abney,  43  Miss.  161.  Mo. — Stewart  v. 
Gibson,  71  Mo.  App.  232;  Clifton  v. 
Anderson,  40  Mo.  App.  616.  Ohio. 
Douglas  V.  Waddle,  8  Ohio  209;  Miami 
Exporting  Co.  v.  Halley's  Heirs,  7 
Ohio  (pt.  1)  11.  Pa.— Collins  v.  Phil- 
lips, 236  Pa.  386,  84  Atl.  854;  Mess- 
more V.  Williamson,  189  Pa.  73,  41  Atl. 
1110,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  791;  Appeal  of 
Williamson,  1  Monag.  241,  17  Atl.  8; 
McMurray's  Admr.  v.  Hopper,  43  Pa. 
468;  Kessler's  Appeal,  32  Pa.  390; 
Hauek  v.  Gundaker,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  12; 
Gray's  Estate,  3  Del.  Co.   325. 

[a]  Where  the  judgment  became  a 
lien  on  the  lands  of  the  defendant  be- 
fore his  d^ath,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
bring  in  the  heirs.  Colenburg  v.  Ven- 
ter, 173  Pa.  113,  33  Atl.  1046. 

37.  Strong  v.  Lee,  44  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  60. 

38.  Bowers  v.  Harner,  3  Phila.  (Pa.) 
146. 

39.  Del. — Wilson  v.  Furey,  3  Penne. 
278,  51  Atl.  875.    Ind.— Hill  v.  Sutton, 
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2.  Executors  and  Administrators.  —  In  the  event  the  original 
judgment  debtor  is  dead,  the  action  or  proceedings  for  the  revival  of 
the  judgment  should  be  brought  against  his  personal  representatives,^" 
unless  the  subject-matter  of  the  judgment  is  land  over  which  the 
executor  or  administrator  has  no  control.*^ 

3.  Joint  Defendants.  —  In  a  proceeding  to  revive  a  judgment 
recovered  against  joint  defendants,  all  of  such  defendants  must  be 
made  parties  thereto,*^  unless  there  is  statutory  authority  to  the  con- 
trary.*^ In  the  event  one  of  the  joint  defendants  is  dead,  it  is  proper 
to  make   his  personal  representatives,**  or   heirs  at   law  and   terre- 


47  Ind.  592.  la. — Von  Puhl  i).  Eucker, 
6  Iowa  187.  Md.— Wright  v.  Eyland, 
92  Md.  645,  48  Atl.  163,  49  Atl.  1009, 
53  L.  E.  A.  702;  Tiers  v.  Codd,  87  Md. 
447,  39  Atl.  1044.  See  Murphy's  Les- 
see V.  Cord,  12  Gill  &  J.  182.  N.  Y, 
Campbell  v.  Eawdon,  18  N.  T.  412; 
Morton's  Exrs.  v.  Croghan's  Terre- 
Tenants,  20  Johns.  106.  Pa. — Uhler  v. 
Moses,  200  Pa.  498,  50  Atl.  231  (re- 
versing 10  Pa.  Super.  194);  Landon  v. 
Brown,  160  Pa.  538,  28  Atl.  921;  Long 
V.  McConnell,  158  Pa.  573,  28  Atl.  233; 
M«inweiser  v.  Hains,  110  Pa.  468,  2 
Atl.  431;  Kindt's  Appeal,  102  Pa. 
441;  Porter  v.  Hitchcock,  98  Pa.  625; 
McCray  v.  Clark,  82  Pa. '457;  Nyman's 
Appeal,  71  Pa.  447;  Sames'  Appeal, 
26  Pa.  184;  Nicholas  v.  Phelps,  15  Pa. 
36;  Geiger  v.  Hill,  1  Pa.  509;  Eoberts 
V.  Williams,  5  Whart.  170,  34  Am.  Dec. 
549;  Lusk  v!  Davidson,  3  Penr.  &  W. 
229;  Baum  v.  Custer,  10  Sad.  199,  13 
Atl.  771;  Stevenson  v.  Black,  1  Sad. 
117,  1  Atl.  312;  Barrel]  v.  Adams,  26 
Pa.  Super.  635;  Suter  v.  Pindley,  5  Pa. 
Super.  163;  Com.  v.  Eogers,  4  Clark 
208;  Duncan  v.  Flynn,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
321;  Day  v.  Willy,  3  Brewst.  43.  Tex. 
Eobertson  v.  Coates,  65  Tex.  37. 

Contra.  —  XJ.  S.  —  Jackson  v.  Bank 
of  United  States,  5  Cranch  C.  C. 
1,  13  Fed.  Cas.  No,.  7,131.  Ky. 
Williams  v.  Fowler,  3  Mon.  316;  Luns- 
ford  V.  Turner,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  104,  20 
Am.  Dee.  248;  Thompson  v.  Dougherty, 
3  J.  J.  Marsh.  564.  W.  Va.— Maxwell 
V.  Leeson,  50  W.  Va.  361,  40  S.  E. 
420,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  875. 

[a]  Not  necessary  to  join  terre- 
tenants  unless  the  original  defendant 
is  dead.  Jackson  v.  ShafEer,  11  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  513. 

40.  Ark. — Powell  v.  Macon,  40  Ark. 
fAl.  Ga. — Wright  v.  Harris,  24  Ga. 
415.  Kan.— Halsey  v.  Van  Vliet,  27 
Kan.  474.  Pa.— Brown  V-  Webb,  1  Watta 


411;  Eighter  v.  Eittenhouse,  3  Eawle 
273.  S.  C— Cheraw,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Mar- 
shall, 40  8.  C.  59,  18  S.  E.  247;  Leit- 
ner  v.  Metz,  32  S.  C.  383,  10  S.  E. 
1082. 

41.  Walden  v.  Craig,  14  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
147,  10  L.  ed.  393;  Tessier  v.  Wyse, 
3  Bland  (Md.)  28.  Compare  Stewart  v. 
Gibson,   71   Mo.  App.  232. 

42.  U.  S.— Walden  v.  Craig,  14  Pet. 
147,  10  L.  ed.  393.  Alk.— Bolinger  v. 
Fowler,  14  Ark.  27.  D.  C. — Simpson 
v.  Minnix,  30  App.  Cas.  582.  Ky. — Mur- 
ray's Admr.  v.  Baker,  5  B.  Mon.  172, 
Miss. — McAfee  v.  Patterson,  2  Smed.  & 
M.  593.  Neb.— Fox  v.  Abbott,  12  Neb. 
328,  11  N.  W.  303.  Pa.— Grenell  v. 
Sharp,  4  Whart.  344.  Tex. — Carson  v. 
Moore,  23  Tex.  450;  Eowland  v.  Har- 
ris (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  34  S.  W.  295. 
Eng. — Sainsbury  v.  Pringle,  10  B.  &  C. 
751,  21  E.  C.  L.  317;  Panton  v.  Hall, 
2  Salk.  598,  91  Eng.  Eeprint  507. 

Contra,  Vredenburgh  v.  Snyder,  6 
Towa  39. 

[a]  Plaintiff  is  confined  to  the  rec- 
ord, unless  the  loss  of  a  part  thereof 
is  shown,  in  showing  who  were  de- 
fendants. Lyle  V.  Bradford,  7  Mon. 
(Ky.)   111. 

43.  Greer  v.  State  Bank,  10  Ark. 
455;  Eichardson  v.  I^ainter,  80  Kan. 
574,  102  Pac.  1099,  133  Am.  St.  Eep. 
224.  But  see  Hanson  v.  Jacks,  22  Ala. 
549. 

44.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Houston, 
48  Fed.  207.  Kan. — Eichardson  v. 
Painter,  80  Kan.  574,  102  Pac.  1099. 
Ky. — Gray's  Admrs.  v.  McDowell,  5  T. 
B.  Mon.  501;  Murray's  Admr.  v.  Baker, 
5  B.  Mon.  172;  Mitchell's  Heirs  v. 
Smith's  Heirs,  1  Litt.  243.  Ohio. 
Zanesville  Canal  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Admr. 
of  Granger,  7  Ohio  165.  Pa. — ^Dowling 
V.  McGregor,  91  Pa.  410;  Com.  v. 
Mateer,  16  Serg.  &  E.  416;  Callahan  v. 
Fahey,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  488.    Tex.— Hen- 
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tenants.^5  parties  defendant  with  the  surviving,  defendants,  or  the 
creditor  may  elect  to  proceed  against  the  estate  of  the  decedent 
alone,*"  or  only  against  the  surviving  joint  defendants.*'  If  the  judg- 
ment is  both  joint  and  several,  it  may  be  revived  against  one  only.** 

VI.  ACTIONS  OR  PROCEEDINGS  FOR  REVIVAL.  — A.  Gen- 
erally. —  The  common  law  right  to  bring  an  action  of  debt  on  a  judg- 
ment may  usually  be  exercised  independently  of  any  other  remedy 
for  the  revival  of  judgments.*^  Various  remiedies  are  provided  by 
the  statutes  for  the  revival  of  judgmentSj^"  such  as  a  separate^^  action 


derson  v.  Vanhook,  24  Tex.  358;  Row- 
land V.  Harris  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  34  S. 
W.  295. 

Contra,  Stoner  v.  Stroman,  9  Watts 
&  S.  (Fa.)  85. 

45.  Ark. — Bolinger  v.  Fowler,  14 
Ark.  27.  Del.— Hallowell  v.  Brown,  8 
Houst.  500,  32  Atl.  392.  111. — Eastman 
17.  Crawford,  126  111.  App.  320.  Ky. 
Calloway 's  Heirs  v.  Eubank,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  280;  Griffith's  Heirs  v.  Wilson, 
1  J.  J.  Marsh.  209. 

46.  Ark. — Finn  v.  Crabtree,  12  Ark. 
597.  Del. — Burton  v.  Rodney,  5  Harr. 
441.  Ga. — ^Wright  v.  Harris,  24  Ga. 
415.  W.  Va. — Greathouse  v.  Morrison, 
68  W.  Va.  714,  70  S.  E.  710. 

47.  U.  S. — tlnited  States  v.  Houston, 
48  Fed.  207.  Ark.— Hubbard  v.  Bolls,  7 
Ark.  442.  Cal.— Doehla  v.  Phillips,  151 
Cal.  488,  91  Pac.  330.  Kan.— Richard- 
son V.  Painter,  80  Kan.  574,  102  Pae. 
1099.  Ky.— Huey's  Admr.  v.  Redden 's 
Heirs,  3  Dana  488.  La. — Hammett  v. 
Sprowl,  31  La.  Ann.  325.  Mo. — Glid- 
den-Felt  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  163  Mo. 
App.  488,  143  S.  W.  1111.  W.  Va. 
Greathouse  v.  Morrison,  68  W.  Va.  714, 
70  S.  E.  710. 

48.  Patterson  v.  Walton,  119  N.  C. 
500,  26  S.  E.  43. 

49.  Idaho. — ^Bashor  v.  Beloit,  20 
Idaho  592,  119  Pae.  55.  la.— Mc- 
Glassen  v.  Wright,  10  Iowa  591;  Games 
V.  Crandall,  10  Iowa  377;  -Haven  v. 
Baldwin,  5  Iowa  503.  Kan. — Baker  i>. 
Hummer,  31  Kan.  325,  2  Pac.  808.  La. 
Pillet  V.  Edgar,  4  Rob.  724.  Mo.— Bick 
V.  Vaughn,  140  Mo.  App.  595,  120  S. 
W.  618.  Mont. — Haupt  v.  Burton,  21 
Mont.  572,  55  Pao.  110,  69  Am.  St. 
Rep.  698.  Neb.- Young  v.  City  of 
Broeken  Bow,  94  Neb.  470,  143  N.  W. 
742.  N.  D.— Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ryan, 
23  N.  D.  482,  137  N.  W.  449,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914D,  741,  Tex. — Tarlton  v.  Weir, 
1  White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas.,  §142. 

[a]    Such  is  proper  remedy  where 
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judgment  is  against  one  or  more  of 
several  defendants.  Ky. — Coleman  v. 
Edwards,  2  Bibb  595.  Tex. — Carson  v. 
Moore,  23  Tex.  450.  Va. — Preston  v. 
National  Exch.  Bank,  97  Va.  222,  33 
S.  E.  546. 

Scire  facias  as  concurrent  remedy, 
see  infra,  VI,  B,  1. 

50.  See    generally   the   statntea, 

51.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  U.  S.^Shainwald  v. 
Lewis,  46  Fed.  839;  Mitc-hell  &  Ram- 
melsburg  Furniture  Co.  v.  Sampson,  45 
Fed.  111.  Ala.— Reynolds  v.  Crook,  95 
Ala.  570,  11  So.  412.  Oolo.— La  Fitte 
V.  Salisbury,  43  Colo.  248,  95  Pae.  1065, 
Ga.— Code,  1911,  §5973;  Hagins  v. 
Blitch,  6  Ga.  App.  839,  65  S.  E.  1082. 
Idaho. — Bashor  v.  Beloit,  20  Idaho  592, 
119  Pac.  55.  Ind. — ^Bruce  v.  Osgood, 
154  Ind.  375,  56  N.  E.  25;  Cox  v.  Stout, 
85  Ind.  422;  Faulkner  v.  Xarrabee,  76 
Ind.  154;  Wyant  v.  Wyant,  38  Ind. 
48;  Flynn  V.  Northam,  44  Ind.  App. 
333,  89  N.  E.  326.  Kan.— Reeves  V. 
Long,  63  Kan.  700,  66  Pae.  1030.  La. 
Bertron  v.  Stewart,  43  La.  Ann.  1171, 
10  So.  295;  Burbridge  v.  Chinn,  34  La. 
Ann.  681;  Levy  v.  Calhoun,  34  La.  Ann. 
413;  Patrick's  Succession,  30  La.  Ann, 
1071;  Smith  v.  Palfrey,  28  La.  Ann. 
615;  Drogre  v.  Moreau,  21  La.  Ann. 
639;  Reynolds  v.  Horn,  4  La.  Ann 
187;  Weiller  v.  Blanks,  1  McGloin  296; 
Joyce  V.  Kearney,  McGloin  243.  Me. 
Piscataquis  v.  Kingsbury,  73  Me.  326. 
Mont. — Haupt  v.  Burton,  21  Mont.  572, 
55  Pac.  110,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  698.  Neb. 
Young  V.  City  of  Broeken  Bow,  94 
Neb.  470,  143  N.  W.  742;  Claik  v.  Com- 
mercial Nat.  Bank,  68  Neb.  764,  94 
N.  W.  958.  N.  Y.— Wallace  v.  Swinton, 
64  N.  Y.  188;  Strang  v.  Lee,  2  Thomp. 
&  C.  441;  Goreth  v.  Shipherd,  92  App, 
Div.  611,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  849.  N.  C, 
Jeffreys  v.  Yarborough,  16  N.  C.  506. 
N.  D.— Merchants '  Nat.  Bank  v.  Braith- 
waite,  7  N.  D.  358,  75  N.  W.  244,  66 
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for  that  purpose,  a  bill  of  revivor  or  supplemental  petitlon,^^  a 
motion  to  revive,  made  upon  proper  notice  to  the  adverse  party,"^ 
an  affidavit,^*  a  suggestion,^^  a  summons  to  show  cause  why  the  judg- 
ment should  not  be  revived  or  enforced,^*'  a  writ  of  scire  facias,^'  or 
some  other  proceeding  invoking  judicial  action,  whereby  the  adverse 
party  is  put  upon  notice  and  given  an  opportunity  to  resist  the 
application."* 

In  a  court  of  chancery,  a  decree  may,  in  the  absence  of  statute  to  the 
contrary,  be  revived  by  a  bill  of  revivor.^^ 


Am.  St.  Eep.  653.  Oklai— ■Wilson  *. 
McOornack,  10  Okla.  180,  61  PaC.  I06&. 
Tex. — Bridge  v.  Samuelson,  73  Tex.  522, 
11  S.  W.  539;  Carson  v.  Moore,  23  Tex. 
450;  Huston  v.  Been,  19  Tex.  236. 
UtaB. — Davidson  v.  Hunter,  22  Utah 
117,  61  Pac.  556.  Wash.— Meikle  v, 
Cloquet,  44  Wash.  513,  87  Pac.  841; 
Sears  v.  Kiltxoume,  28  Wash.  194,  68 
Pae.  450.  V^is. — ^Ingrahan^  v.  Cham- 
pion, 84  Wis.  235,  54  N.  W.  398.  Can. 
Caspar  v.  Keachie,  41  U.  C.  Q.  B.  599. 
[a]  Action  necessary  in  the  case  ol 
a  foreign  judgment,  or  where  the  judg- 
ment debtor  is  dead.  Beckham's  Suc- 
cession, 16  La.  Ann.  352. 

52.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Cal. — Doehla  v.  Phillips, 
151  Cal.  488,  91  Pac.  330.  Jdaho. 
Bashor  v.  Beloit,  20  Idaho  S&2,  119 
Pac.  55.  Heb. — Moline,  Milburn  & 
Stoddard  Co.  v.  Van  Boskirk,  78  Web. 
728,  111  N.  W.  605;  Keith  v.  Bruder, 
77  Neb.  215,  109  N.  W.  172.  Okla. 
Noyes  v.  French,  20  Okla.  515,  94  Pac. 
546. 

53.  See  generally  the  statutes^  and 
the  following:  CaL — Doehla  v.  Phillips, 
151  Cal.  488,  91  Pac.  330;  Hitchcock 
V.  Caruthers,  100  Cal.  100,  34  Pae.  627; 
Cortez  V.  San  Francisco  Superior  Ct., 
86  Cal.  274,  24  Pac.  1011,  21  Am.  St. 
Eep.  37.  Idaho. — ^Bashor  v.  Beloit,  20 
Idaho  592,  119  Pac.  55.  Kan.— Schultz  v. 
American  Clock  Co.,  39  Ka,n.  334,  18  Pae. 
221;  Gruble  v.  Wood,  27  Kan.  535;  Al- 
ford  V.  Hoag,  8  Kan.  App.  141,  54  Pac, 
1105;  Selders  v.  Boyle,  5  Kan.  App. 
451,  49  Pac.  320.  Miss. — Chew  v.  Peale, 
12  Smed.  &  M.  700.  Neb.— St.  Paul 
Harvester  Co.  v.  Mahs,  82  Neb.  336, 
117  N.  W.  702.  N.  a.— J.  S.  Martin  & 
Co.  u.  Briscoe,  143  N.  C.  353,  55  S.E. 
782,  motion  upon  affidavit  and  notice. 
Ohio. — Neracher  v.  Geier,  12  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  259,  4  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  559. 

54.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Byan,  23  N.  D. 


482,  137  N.  1\r.  449,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D, 
741. 

55.  Dibble  v.  Norton,  44  Miss.  158. 
[a]    An  administrator  de  bonis  non 

may,  under  a  Missisaippi  statute,  upon 
the  death,  resignation  or  removal  of 
any  executor  or  administrator,  by 
proper  suggestion  to  the  court  of  the 
death  of  his  predecessor  have  any  judg- 
ment recovered  by  such  predecessor 
revived  in  his  own  name  as  successor 
Without  a  scire  facias  proceeding  there- 
for.   Dibble  V.  Norton,  44  Miss.  158. 

56.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Neb. — Garrison  v.  Ault- 
man,  20  Neb.  311,  30  N.  W.  61.  N.  Y, 
Mills  V.  Thursby,  12  How.  Pr.  385,  2 
Abb.  Pr.  432.  ».  C. — Ex  parte  Gra- 
ham, 54  S.  C.  163,  32  S.  E.  67;  Wither- 
spoon  V.  Twitty,  43  S.  C.  348,  21  S.  E. 
256;  Rowland  «.  Shockley,  43  S.  C.  246, 
21  S.  E.  21;  Lawton  v.  Perry,  40  S.  C. 
255,  18  S.  E.  861;  Leitner  v.  Metz,  32 
S.  C.  383,  10  S.  E.  1082;  Adams  v. 
Richardson,  32  S.  C.  139,  10  S.  E.  931; 
McDowall  V.  Reed,  28  S.  C.  466,  6  S.  B. 
300;  Cash  v.  Lyle,  2  Brev.  (S.  C.) 
18S. 

57.  See  infra,  VI,  B. 

58.  U.  S. — Brockway  v.  Oswego,  40 
Fed.  612;  Devereaux  v.  Brownsville,  29 
Fed.  742.  Ga.— Welch  v.  Butler,  24  Ga. 
445.  111.— Ludwig  V.  Huck,  45  111. 
App.  651.  Kan. — Kothman  v.  Skaggs, 
29  Kan.  5.  N.  Y. — Lyons  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Schuler,  115  App.  Div.  859,  101  N, 
T.  Supp.  62.  Okla. — Neal  v.  Le  Breton, 
14  Okla.  538,  78  Pae.  376.  Can.- Le- 
furgey  i).  Harrington,  36  Nova  Scotia 
88. 

fa]  A  decree  for  the  sale  of  lands 
will  revive  a  judgment.  Anderson  v. 
Banghman,  69  S.  0.  38,  48  S.  E.  38. 

59.  m. — Cunningham  v.  Doran,  18 
HI.  385.  Ky.— Logan  v.  Cloyd,  1  A.  K. 
Marsh.  201.  N.  0. — Jeffreys  v.  Yar- 
borough,  16  N.  C.  506.  OMo.— Curtis 
V.  Hawn,  14  OMo  185. 
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Joinder. —  A  proceeding  to  correct  a  judgment  may  be  joined  with 
one  to  revive  it.^" 

B.  SciKE  Facias  To  Eevivk"  —  1.  Generally.  —  In  many  juris- 
dictions, the  proper  method  of  reviving  a  judgment  is  by  writ  of 
scire  facias  to  the  adverse  party  to  show  cause  why  the  judgment 
should  not  be  revived  and  its  lien  continued.'^  This  remedy  is  gen- 
erally available  for  the  revival  of  judgments  in  the  federal  courts."^ 
Such  proceeding  is  regarded  as  a  continuation  of  the  original  action, 
rather  than  in  the  nature  of  a  new  suit.°* 


60.  Taylor  v.  Doom,  43  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  5&,  95  S,  W.  4.  See  also  infra, 
VI,  B,  1,  note  65. 

61.  As  to  scire  facias  generally,  see 
the  title  "Scire  Facias." 

62.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  TJ.  S. — Davis  v.  Davis, 
174  Fed.  786,  98  C.  C.  A.  494;  Collin 
County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hughes,  152  Fed. 
414,  81  C.  C.  A.  556;  Wonderly  v. 
Lafayette  County,  74  Fed.  702;  Offutt 
V.  Henderson,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  553,  18 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,451.  Ark.— Wald- 
stein  V.  "Williams,  101  Ark.  404,  142 
S.  W.  834,  87  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1162. 
D.  C— Collins  v:  McBlair,  29  App.  Cas. 
354.  Fla. — Union  Bank  v.  Powell's 
Heirs,  3  Fla.  175,  52  Am.  Dee.  367. 
Ga. — Atwood  v.  Hirsch  Bros.,  123  Ga. 
734,  51  S.  E.  742;  Hagins  v.  Blitch,  6 
Ga.  App.  839,  65  S.  E.  1082.  lU.— Bank 
of  Eau  Claire  v.  Eeed,  232  HI.  238,  83 
N.  E.  820.  la. — Carnes  v.  Crandall,  4 
Iowa  151.  Me. — Kennebec  Purchase  v. 
Davis,  1  Greenl.  309.  Md. — Brooks  v. 
Preston,  106  Md.  693,  68  Atl.  294.  Mo. 
Garner  v.  Hays,  3  Mo.  436;  Glidden- 
Felt  Mfg.  Co.  ■;;.  Robinson,  163  Mo. 
App.  488,  143  S.  W.  1111;  Bick  v. 
Dixon,  148  Mo.  App.  703,  129  S.  W. 
254  (only  mode  in  Missouri) ;  Bick  v. 
Vaughn,  140  Mo.  App.  595,  120  8.  W. 
618;  Holt  V.  Mansfield,  83  Mo.  App. 
191;  Armstrong  v.  Crooks,  83  Mo.  App. 
141.  N.  C. — Kingsbury  v.  Hughes,  61 
N.  C.  328;  Lewis  v.  Fagan,  13  N.  C. 
298.  Pa.— Jn  re  Miller's  Estate,  243 
Pa.  328,  90  Atl.  77;  Keystone  Brewing 
Co.  V.  Schermer,  241  Pa.  361,  88  Atl. 
657;  City  Bldg.,  etc.  Assn.  v.  Nickey, 
21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  226.  Tenn.— Keith  v. 
Metcalf,  2  Swan  74.  Tex. — Collin  Coun- 
ty Nat.  Bank  v.  Hughes  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  154  8.  W.  1181;  Delaune  v. 
Beaumont  Irr.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
136  S.  W.  518;  Coleman  v.  Zapp  (Tex. 
Civ.    App.V,   135    S.    W.    730.      Va. 
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White's  Admr.  v.  Palmer,  110  Va.  490, 
66  S.  E.  44. 

63.  Davis  v.  Davis,  174  Fed.  786,  98 
C.  C.  A.  494;  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A. 
556.  See  generally  the  title  "Scire 
Facias." 

64.  U.  S.— Davis  V.  Packard,  7  Pet. 
276,  8  L.  ed.  684;  Fitzhugh  v.  Blake,  2 
Cranch  C.  C.  37,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,840; 
Davis  V.  Davis,  174  Fed.  786,  98  C.  C. 
A.  494;  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hughes,  152  Fed.  414,  81  C.  C.  A.  556; 
Lafayette  v.  Wonderly,  9t  Fed.  313,  34 
C.  C.  A.  360;  Hatch  v.  Eustis,  1  Gall. 
160,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,207;  Fitzhugh 
V.  Blake,  2  Cranch  C.  C.  37,  9  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4,840.  Ala. — Baker  v.  Inger- 
soU,  37  Ala.  503;  Hanson  v.  Jacks,  22 
Ala.  549.  Ark. — Waldstein  v.  Williams, 
101  Ark.  404,  142  S.  W.  834,  37  L.  R. 
A.  (N.  S.)  1162;  Calhoun  v.  Adams,  43 
Ark.  238;  Hauly  v.  Adams,  15  Ark.  232; 
Blackwell  v.  State,  3  Ark.  320.  Conn. 
Ensworth  v.  Davenport,  9  Conn.  390. 
Fla.— Brown  v.  Harley,  2  Fla.  159.  Ga. 
Funderburk  v.  Smith,  74  Ga.  515; 
Dickinson  v.  Allison,  10  Ga.  557;  Chap- 
man V.  Taliaferro,  1  Ga.  App.  235,  58 
S.  E.  128.  Haw. — Punilama  v.  Mele,  16 
Hawaii  48.  111. — Smith  v.  Stevens,  133 
III.  183,  24  N.  E.  511;  Challeuor  v. 
Niles,  78  111.  78;  People  v.  Compher,  14 
111.  447.  Compare  Gibbons  v.  Good- 
rich, 3  111.  App.  590,  holding  that  scire 
facias  is  an  action  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute  of  limitations.  la. — Den- 
egre  v.  Haun,  13  Iowa  240.  Me. — Adams  , 
V  Rowe,  11  Me.  89,  25  Am.  Dee.  266. 
Md. — Brooks  v.  Preston,  106  Md.  693, 
68  Atl.  294;  Kirkland  v.  Krebs,  34  Md. 
93;  Bridges  v.  Adams,  32  Md.  577; 
Huston  V.  Ditto,  20  Md.  305.  Mass. 
Gray  v.  Thrasher,  104  Mass.  373;  Corn- 
stock  V.  Holbrook,  16  Gray  111.  Miss. 
Vick  V.  Chewning's  Heirs,  31  Miss. 
201;  Douthit  v.  State,  30  Miss,  133. 
Mo.— Peak  v.   Peak,   181    8.   W.   394; 
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The  remfedy  by  scire  facias  may  be  pursued  concurrently  with  other 
remedies.*^     It  may  be  issued  while  the  right  of  execution  exists.'* 

2.  How  Writ  Obtained.  —  A  writ  of  scire  facias  to  revive  a  judg- 
ment may  issue  upon  praecipe  or  motion,  which  is  not  treated  as  a 
petition,  nor  subject  to  the  rules  of  pleading  applicable  thereto,^^  or 
upon  the  parol  application  of  the  judgment  creditor,  to  the  clerk 
of  the  court  having  custody  of  the  record,  in  vacation,*^  and  no  order 
of  the  court  is  necessary  to  authorize  its  issue,®'  except  in  a  few 
states  where,  after  a  judgment  has  reached  a  certain  age,  leave  of 
court  must  be  first  obtained  upon  an  application  supported^"  by  an 


Sutton  V.  Cole,  155  Mo.  206,  55  S.  W. 
1052  (overruling  Milsap  v.  "Wildman,  5 
Mo.  425);  ElUs  «.  Jones,  51  Mo.  180; 
Humphreys  v.  Lundy,  37  Mo.  320;  State 
V.  Eandolph,  22  Mo.  474;  Glidden-Felt 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Eoblnson,  163  Mo.  App. 
488,  143  S.  W.  1111;  Bick  v.  Vaughn, 
140  Mo.  App.  595,  120  S.  W.  618;  Long 
V.  Thormond,  83  Mo.  App.  227,  231; 
Kratz  V.  Presiton,  52  Mo.  App.  251.  Neb. 
Moline,  Milburn  &  Stoddard  Co.  v.  "Van 
Boskirk,  78  Neb.  728,  111  N.  "W.  605; 
Bankers  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bobbins,  59 
Neb.  170,  80  N.  W.  484;  Eaton  v.  Hasty, 
6  Neb.  419,  29  Am.  Bep.  365.  N.  Y. 
Dickey  v.  Craig,  5  Paige  283;  McGill 
V.  Perrigo,  9  Johns.  259.  Ohio. — Wolf 
«.  Pounsford,  4  Ohio  397.  Pa.— Bldred 
V.  Hazlett's  Heirs,  38  Pa.  16;  Irwin  v. 
Nixon's  Heirs,  11  Pa.  419,  51  Am.  Dec. 
559.  S.  C. — Ingram  v.  Belk,  2  Strobh. 
207,  47  Am.  Dec.  591.  Tex. — Schmidtke 
V.  Miller,  71  Tex.  103,  8  S.  W.  638; 
Masterson  v.  Cundiflf,  58  Tex.  472;  Hop- 
kins V.  Howard,  12  Tex.  7;  Perkins  v. 
Hume,  10  Tex.  50;  Collin  Cou^ity  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Hughes  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  154 
S.  W.  1181;  Delaume  v.  Beaumont  Irr. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  136  S.  W.  518; 
Coleman  v.  Zapp  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  135 
S.  W.  730.  Vt. — State  Treasurer  v. 
Poster,  7  Vt.  52.  Va.— White's  Admr. 
V,  Palmer,  110  Va.  490,  66  S.  E.  44; 
LaveU  v.  McCurdy's  Exrs.,  77  Va, 
763. 

Contra,  Greenway  v.  Dare,  6  N.  J.  L. 
305;  Bilbo  v.  Alden,  4  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
81;  Bank  of  the  State  v.  Vance's  Admr., 
9  Yerg.  (Tenn.)  471,  modifying  Carter 
V.  Carriger's  Admr.,  3  Yerg.  (Tenn.) 
411,  24  Am.  Dee.  585.  See  generally 
the  title  "Scire  Facias." 

[a]  Scire  facias  to  revive  a  judg- 
ment may  be  regarded  as  a  suit  there- 
on, when  it  is  not  the  proper  mode 
of  revival.  Hanson  v.  Jacks,  22  Ala 
549, 

ss 


65.  U.  S.— Lafayette  v.  Wonderly,  92 
Fed.  313,  34  C.  C.  A.  360,  with  action 
of  debt.  Ark. — ^Brearly  v.  Peay,  23 
Ark.  172.  Mo. — Garner  v.  Hays,  3  Mo. 
436.  Tex. — Houston  v.  Emery,  76  Tex, 
282,  13  S.  W.  264. 

[a]  Notice  of  a  motion  to  amend 
the  judgment  may  be  united  with  a 
scire  facias  to  revive  the  same  judg- 
ment.    Glass  V.  Glass,  24  Ala.  468. 

66.  TT.  S. — ^Brown  v.  Chesapeake,  etc. 
Canal  Co.,  4  Fed.  770,  4  Hughes  584, 
Ala.— Ogden  v.  Smith,  14  Ala.  428, 
Ga.— Fulcher  v.  Mandell,  83  Ga.  715,  10 
S.  B.  582.  Md. — Lambson  v.  MofEett, 
61  Md.  426.  Miss. — Vick  v.  Chewning, 
31  Miss.  201.  Mo. — Goddard  v.  De- 
laney,  181  Mo.  564,  80  S.  W.  886. 

67.  Eeyburn  v.  Handlan,  165  Mo. 
App.  412,  147  S.  W.  846;  Bick  v. 
Vaughn,  140  Mo.  App.  595,  120  S.  W. 

68.  Ga.— Hill  &  Co.  v.  Neal,  52  Ga. 
618. 

92.  Ky, — ^Edwards  v.  Coleman,  2  A.  K, 
Marsh.  249.  Pa. — Chambers  v.  Carson, 
2  Whart.  365;  Lesley  v.  Nones,  7  Serg, 

6  E.  410. 

69.  Ga.— Hill  &  Co.  v.  Neal,  52  Ga. 
92.  Ky. — Edwards  v.  Coleman,  2  A.  K. 
Marsh.  249.  Pa. — Chambers  ■;;.  Carson, 
2  Whart.    (Pa.)    365;  Lesley  v.  Nones, 

7  Serg.  &  E.  410. 

70.  Del. — ^Buker  v.  Carroll,  1  Penne. 
112,  39  Atl.  784.  Mo.— Kincaid  v.  Grif- 
fith, 64  Mo,  App.  673.  Neb.— Purer  v. 
Holmes,  73  Neb.  393,  102  N.  W.  764. 
N.  J.— Pears  v.  Baohe,  1  N.  J.  L.  206. 
N.  Y.— State  Bank  v.  Eden,  17  Johns. 
105;  Lansing  v.  Lyons,  9  Johns.  84, 
N.  C— Hinton  v.  Oliver,  19  N.  C.  519. 
Tenn. — Whitworth  v.  Thompson,  8  Lea 
480;   Keith  v.  Metcalf,  2  Swan  74. 

[a]  Where  affidavit  is  required  to 
revive  a  judgment  after  the  lapse  of 
twenty  years,  the  objection  to  revival 
without   affidavit   may    be    cured    by 
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affidavit  that  the  judgment    remains    unsatisfied,    unless    this    pro- 
cedure is  avoided  by  agreement  of  the  parties/^ 

3.  Form  and  Sufficiency  of  Writ/^  —  a.  Generally.  —  A  scire 
facias  to  revive  a  judgment,  being  a  judicial  writ,  must  pursue  the 
nature  of  the  judgment."  It  should  show  the  court  from  which  it 
issues,^*  and  to  which  it  is  made  returnable ;'°  name  the  court  wherein 
the  judgment  sought  to  be  revived  was  rendered,^"  and  the  term 
thereof;''  describe  the  parties  to  be  charged;"'  accurately  set  forth 
and  describe  the  judgment  upon  which  it  is  founded,'^  as  to  amount 
and  date  of  recovery,'"  the  parties  named  therein,'^  and  state  the 


amendment.     Fogg   v.   Gibbs,   8   Baxt. 
(Tenn.)    464. 

71.  Lyon  v.  Cleveland,  170  Pa.  611, 
33  Atl.  143,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  782,  30 
L.  R.  A.  400;  Landon  v.  Brown,  160 
Pa.  538,  28  Atl.  921. 

[a]  Consent  to  the  revival  of  a 
judgment  will  operate  to  estop  the  de- 
fendant from  afterwards  objecting  to, 
or  defending  against  such  revival.  Mc- 
Lain  v.  Parker,  88  Kan.  717,  129  Pac. 
1140. 

[b]  Amicable  Scire  Facias.  —  In 
Pennsylvania  the  practice  permits  a 
judgment  to  be  revived  by  a  written 
consent  thereto,  or  agreement,  in  the 
nature  of  a  writ  of  scire  facias  with 
confession  of  the  judgment  set  out, 
signed  by  the  person  to  be  bound  by 
the  revival,  which  must  be  docketed, 
but  requires  no  judicial  action  to  give 
it  the  force  and  effect  of  a  judgment 
of  revival  on  scire  facias  proceedings. 
Lyon  V.  Cleveland,  170  Pa.  611,  33 
Atl.  143,  50  Am.  St.  r3p.  782,  30  L. 
R.  A.  400;  Landon  v.  Brown,  160  Pa. 
538,  28  Atl.  921;  Yeager's  Appeal,  129 
Pa.  268,  18  Atl.  137;  Nyman's  Appeal, 
71  Pa.  447;  Edwards'  Appeal,  66  Pa. 
89;  Diese  v.  Packler,  58  Pa.  109;  In  re 
Sames'  Appeal,  26  Pa.  184;  Reed's  Ap- 
peal, 7  Pa.  65;  McCleary's  Appeal,  1 
Watts  &  S.  299;  Stark  v.  Overfleld,  1 
C.  PI.  36;  Armstrong  v.  Barrowcliff,  1 
C.  PI.  31;  Campbell's  Appeal,  22  Pa. 
Super.  432;  Dreifus  v.  Denmark,  11 
Phila.  612;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Mereer,  11 
Phila.  226. 

72.  See  generally  the  title  "Sdra 
Facias." 

73.  Ark. — Calhoun  v.  Adams,  43 
Ark.  238.  Tex. — Carson  v.  Moore,  23 
Tex.  450.  Va. — ^White's  Admr.  v. 
Palmer,  110  Va.  490,  66  S.  E.  44.     ' 

74.  Anthony  v.  fiumphries,  9  Ark. 
176. 
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Jurisdiction  of  proceedings  to  revive, 

see  supra,  IV. 

75.  Anthony  v.  Humphries,  9  Ark. 
176. 

76.  Ala. — Duncan  v.  Hargrove,  18 
Ala.  77.  Ky. — Wood  v.  Coghill,  7  Mon. 
601;  Coleman  v.  Edwards,  4  Bibb  347. 
Pa. — Miller  v.  Pees,  3  Pa.  L.  J.  243,  2 
Clark  27. 

77.  Coleman  v.  Edwards;  4  Bibb 
(Ky.)  347;  Wood  v.  CoghiU,  7  Mon. 
(Ky.)  601. 

78.  Pickett  v.  Pickett,  1  How. 
(Miss.)  267;  Dougherty  v.  Hurt's 
Heirs,  6  Humph.   (Tenn.)   430. 

Parties  to  proceedings  to  revive,  see 
supra,  V. 

79.  U.  S.— Green  v.  Watkins,  6 
Wheat.  (U.  S.)  260,  5  L.  ed.  256.  Ala. 
Toulmin  v.  Bennett,  3  Stew.  &  P.  220. 
Ky. — ^Ward  v.  Prather's  Admr.,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  4.  Md. — McKnew  v.  Duvall,  45 
Md.  501;  Warfield  v.  Brewer,  4  GiU 
265.  N.  C— Barrow  v.  Arrenton,  23 
N.  C.  223.  Ohio.— Wolf  v.  Pouusford, 
4  Ohio  397.  Pa. — ^Landon  v.  Brown, 
160  Pa.  538,  28  Atl.  921;  Eichter  v. 
Cummings,  60  Pa.  441;  Arrison  v. 
Com.,  1  Watts  374.  S.  C— Cash  v. 
Lyle,  2  Brev.  183.  Tes. — Carson  ». 
Moore,  23  Tex.  450;  Davidson  v.  State, 
20  Tex.  649;  Delaune  v.  Beaumont  Irr. 
Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  136  S.  W.  518. 
trtali.^JDavidson  v.  Hunter,  23  Utah 
117,  61  Pac.  556. 

What  judgments  may  be  revived,  see 
supra,  H. 

80.  TJ.  S. — Brown  v.  Chesapeake,  etc. 
Canal  Co.,  4  Fed.  770,  4  Hughes  584. 
Ala.— Barron  v.  Tart,  19  Ala.  78.  Ark. 
Bolinger  v.  Fowler,  14  Ark.  27.  Ohio. 
Wolf  V.  Pounsford,  .4  Ohio  397.  Pa. 
Deitrich's  Appeal,  107  Pa.  174;  Park 
V.  Webb,  3  Phila.  32.  S.  C— Porter 
V.  Brisbane,  1  Brev.  456.  Va. — White's 
Admr,  v.  Palmer,  110  Va.  490,  66  S.  E, 
44. 

81.  Ind.— Allen  v.  Chadsey,  1  Ind. 
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demand  against  which  defendant  is  cited  to  show  cause,'^  without 
substantial  variance  from  the  judgment  to  be  revived.^^ 

The  writ  must  state  facts  sufficient  to  show  grounds  for  its  is- 
suance,** and  show  plaintiff's  right  of  recovery  against  the  parties 
sought  to  be  charged  with  the  lien  of  the  judgment,*^  in  the  manner 
of  a  declaration,  that  the  defendants  may  properly  plead  thereto.** 
Where  these  are  heirs  or  terre-tenants,  the  lands  sought  to  be  sub- 
jected to  the  lien  of  the  judgment  should  be  particularly  described 
in  the  writ.*^ 

b.  Amendment  of  Writ,  —  A  variance  in  the  writ  of  scire  facias 
which  is  merely  formal,  or  an  irregularity  which  does  not  affect  the 


399,  1  Smith  200.  Pa.— Deitiich 's  Ap- 
peal, 107  Pa.  174.  Va.— White's  Admr. 
■K.  Palmer,  110  Va.  490,  66  S.  E.  44; 
Richardson  v.  Prince  George  Justices, 
11  Gratt.  (52  Va.)  190. 

82.  Ala. — Glass  v.  Glass,  24  Ala. 
468.  D.  C.^Starkweatber  v.  West  End 
Nat.  Bank,  21  App.  Gas.  281.  Pa. 
In  re  Cake,  186  Pa.  412,  40  Atl.  568; 
Cornelius  v.  Junior,  5  Phila.  171.  Tenn. 
Frierson  v.  Harris,  5  Coldw.  146,  94 
Am.  Dee.  220. 

83.  Neb. — ^Lubker  v.  Grand  Detour 
Plow  Co.,  53  Neb.  Ill,  73  N.  W.  457. 
Pa. — In  re  Dougherty's  Est.,  9  Watts 
&  S.  189,  42  Am.  Dec.  326.  Tex.— De- 
laune  v.  Beaumont  Irr.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  136  S.  W.  518. 

84.  Ala.— Miller  v.  Shackelford,  16 
Ala.  95.  Aik.^Hicks  v.  State,  3  Ark. 
313.  Fla. — Union  Bank  v.  Powell's 
Heirs,  3  Fla.  175,  52  Am.  Dec.  .367; 
Brown  v.  Harley,  2  Fla.  159.  lU.— Wil- 
son V.  School  Trustees,  138  HI.  285,  27 
N.  E.  1103;  Smith  v.  Stevens,  133  HI. 
183,  24  N.  E.  511;  Albin  v.  People,  46 
111.  372.  Ind.— Davidson  v.  Alvord,  3 
Ind.  1;  Graham  v.  Smith,  1  Black.  414; 
Lasselle  v.  Godfrey,  1  Blaekf .  297.  Ky. 
Wood  V.  Coghill,  7  Mon.  601;  Dozier 
V.  Gore,  1  Litt.  163;  Huey's  Admr.  v. 
Eedden's  Heirs,  3  Dana  488;  Griffith's 
Heirs  v.  Wilson,  1  J.  J.  Marsh.  209. 
Md.— Nesbit  v.  Manro,  11  Gill  &  J. 
261;  Warfield  v.  Brewer,  4  Gill  265. 
Mo. — Bick  V.  Vaughn,  140  Mo.  App. 
595,  120  S.  W.  618.  Ohio.— Hough's 
Lessee  u.  Norton,  9  Ohio  45;  Weaver 
V.  Eeese,  6  Ohio  418;  Union  Bank  v, 
Meigs'  Admx.,  5  Ohio  312;  Wolf  v. 
Pounsford,  4  Ohio  397;  McVickar  v. 
Ludlow's  Heirs,  2  Ohio  246.  Pa.— Hum- 
mel V.  Lilly,  188  Pa.  463,  41  Atl.  613, 
68  Am.  St.  Eep.  879.  Tex. — Waller  v. 
Huff,  9  Tex.  530;  Henry  v.  Eed  WateJ 


Lumb.  Co.,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  179,  102 
S.  W.  749.  Va.— Gedn«y  v.  Com.,  14 
Gratt.  (55  Va.)  318;  Evans  v.  Free- 
land,  3  Munf.  (17  Va.)  119. 

Grounds  for  revival,  see  supra,  III. 

85.  XJ.  S. — Wonderly  v.  Lafayette 
County,  74  Fed.  702.  111.— Wilson  v 
School  Trustees,  144  111.  29,  33  N.  E. 
194;  Smith  v.  Stevens,  133  111.  183,  24 
N.  E.  511.  Ind.— Walker  v.  Hood,  5 
Black.  266;  Graham  v.  Smith,  1  Blaekf. 
414.  Ky. — Huey's  Admr.  v.  Eedden's 
Heirs,  3  Dana  488.  Md. — Warfield  v. 
Brewer,  4  Gill  265.  Pa. — ^McKiuney  v. 
Mehaffey,  7  Watts  &  S.  276;  Campbell's 
Estate,  22  Pa.  Super.  432.  S.  C— Whit- 
ing V.  Pritchard,  1  Eich.  L.  304.  Tenn. 
Carson  v.  Eichardson,  3  Hayw.  231; 
Keith  V.  Metcalf,  2  Swan  74.  Tex. 
Henry  v.  Eed  Water  Lumb.  Co.,  46 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  179,  102  S.  W.  749. 
Vt.— Gibson  v.  Davis,  22  Vt.  374.  Va. 
Eogers  v.  Denham,  2  Gratt.  (43  Va.) 
200. 

86.  TT.  S. — Winder  v.  Caldwell,  14 
How.  (U.  S.)  434,  14  L.  ed.  487;  Way- 
man  V.  Southard,  10  Wheat.  1,  6  L.  ed. 
253.  Ind. — ^Lasselle  v.  Godfrey,  1 
Blaekf.  297.  Mich. — McEoberts  v.  Ly- 
on, 79  Mieh.  25,  44  N.  W.  160.  Va. 
Gedney  v.  Com.,  14  Gratt.  (55  Va.) 
318. 

[a]  It  should  be  sufficiently  certain 
to  enable  the  court  to  give  judgment. 
Pickett  V.  Pickett,  1  How.  (Miss.) 
267. 

That  writ  serves  purpose  of  declara- 
tion, see  infra,  VI,  B,  5. 

87.  Ala. — Ogden  v.  Smith,  14  Ala. 
428.  Md.— Bish  v.  Williar,  59  Md.  382. 
Ohio. — ^Union  Bank  v.  Meigs'  Admx., 
5  Ohio  312.  S.  O.— Whiting  v.  Pritch- 
ard, 1  Eich.  L.  304. 

Compare  Commercial  Bank  v.  Ken- 
dall, 13  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  278. 
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jurisdiction,  is  not  a  fatal  defect,  and.  if  not  waived,  may  be  amended 
in  conformity  with  the  judgment.*^ 

4.  Service  and  Return  of  Writ.^®  —  The  writ  of  scire  facias  must 
be  served  upon  all  persons  sought  to  be  bound  by  the  proceedings,^" 
to  make  the  judgment  rendered  therein  binding  upon  them;^^  a  fail- 
ure of  service  upon  the  defendant,^^  or  a  joint  defendant,^^  will  in- 
validate the  judgment  of  revival."* 

Personal  service  must  be  had  where  the  defendant  is  within  the 
jurisdiction,"^  as  in  the  case  of  a  summons ;"°' but  constructive  service 


See  the  title  "Scire  Facias,"  in  a 
later  volume  of  this  work. 

88.  U.  S. — Wonderly  v.  Lafayette 
County,  74  Fed.  702.  Ark. — Ward  v. 
Sturdivant,  96  Ark.  434,  132  S.  W. 
204;  Anthony  v.  Humphries,  11  Ark. 
663.  D.  O. — Starkweather  v.  West  End 
Nat.  Bank,  21  App.  Gas.  281.  Ga. 
Shepherd  v.  Eyan,  53  Ga.  563.  Ind. 
Davidson  v.  Alvord,  S  Ind.  1,  amend- 
ment permitted  at  any  time  before 
judgment.  Ky. — Patrick  v.  Woods,  3 
Bibb  232;  Constantine  v.  Major,  6  J.  J. 
Marsh.  621;  Thompson  v.  Dougherty,  3 
J.  J.  Marsh.  564.  Md. — Garey  v. 
Sangston,  64  Md.  31,  20  Atl.  1034. 
Miss. — Locke  v.  Brady,  30  Miss.  21. 
Mo. — Eeyburn  v.  Handlan,  165  Mo. 
App.  412,  147  S.  W.  846.  N.  C— Wil- 
liams V.  Lee,  4  N.  C.  578.  Pa. — Camp- 
bell's Appeal,  118  Pa.  128,  12  Atl.  299; 
McMurray's  Admrs.  v.  Hopper,  43  Pa. 
468;  Dickersou's  Appeal,  7  Pa.  255; 
In  re  Dougherty 's  Est.,  9  Watts  &*  S. 
189,  42  Am.  Dec.  326;  Maus  v.  Maus, 
5  Watts  315.  S.  C. — Smith  v.  Brisbane, 
2  Bay  557.  Tenn. — Whitworth  v. 
Thompson,  8  Lea  480;  Bryant  v.  Smith, 
7  Coldw.  113.  Tex. — Polnac  v.  State, 
46  Tex.  Crim.  70,  80  S.  W.  381;  Henry 
V.  Bed  Water  Lumb.  Co.,  46  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  179,  102  S.  W.  749;  Smith,  v. 
Boatman  Sav.  Bank,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
115,  20  S.  W.   1119. 

[a]  The  writ  may  be  amended  as 
to  amount,  when  correct  in  every  other 
particular.  Schmidt  «.  Zeigler,  30  Pa. 
Super.  104. 

89.  Service  of  process  generally,  see 
the  title  "Service  of  Process  and 
Payers." 

90.  Ark.— Greer  v.  State  Bank,  10 
Ark.  455.  Ga. — Phillips  v.  Wait,  106 
Ga.  589,  32  S.  E.  842;  Donaldson  «. 
Dodd,  79  Ga.  763,  4  S.  E.  157.  Pa. 
White  V.  Harden,  154  Pa.  387,  26  Atl. 
312;  Dickerson's  Appeal,  7  Pa.  253; 
In  re  Dohner,  1  Pa.  101.  Tenn.— Criitoh- 
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field  V.  Stewart,  10  Terg.  287;  Roberts 
V.  Busby,  3  Hayw.  299. 

Parties    to    proceedings    to    revive, 

see  supra,  V.  ' 

91.  Ga.— Donaldson  v.  Dodd,  79  Ga. 
763,  4  S.  B.  157.  Kan.— Solders  v. 
Boyle,  5  Kan.  App.  451,  49  Pac.  320; 
Gruble  v.  Wood,  27  Kan.  535.  Vt. 
Betts  V.  Johnson,  68  Vt.  549,  35  Atl. 
489;  Eice  v.  Talmadge,  20  Vt.  378. 

92.  Owens  v.  Henry,  161  U.  S.  642, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  693,  40  L.  ed.  837;  Planters' 
Bank  v.  Chester,  11  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
578;  Simmons  v.  Wood,  6  Terg.  (Tenn.) 
518.    .     •■ 

93.  Ga. — Fundcrburk  v.  Smith,  74 
Ga.  515.  lU. — Eastman  v.  Crawford, 
126  111.  App.  320.  Ky. — Case  v.  Day, 
9  B.  Mon.  47;  Lynch  v.  Sanders,  9  Dana 
59;  Williams  v.  Fowler,  3  Mon.  316. 
Va. — Early  v.  Clarkson  's  Admr.,  7  Leigh 
(34  Va.)  83. 

94.  Issuance  of  alias  and  pluriea 
writs  upon  failure  of  service,  see 
infra,  VI,  B,  9. 

95.  Ga.— Phillips  v.  Wait,  106  Ga, 
589,  32  S.  E.  842;  Dickinson  v.  Al- 
lison, 10  Ga.  557,  personal  service  by 
the  sheriff.  la. — Mudge  v.  Livermore, 
148  Iowa  472,  123  N.  W.  199.  Kan. 
Mendenhall  v.  Eobinson,  56  Kan.  633,  ■ 
44  Pac.  610.  N.  Y.— Feeter  v.  Mc- 
Combs,  1  Wend.  19.  Vt.— Betts  v. 
Johnson,   68   Vt.  549,  35  Atl.  489. 

[a]  Service  of  writ  by  leaving  a 
copy  at  the  most  notorious  place  of 
abode  of  the  defendant  was  held  to 
be  insuflcient  in  Atwood  v.  Hirsch 
Bros.,  123  Ga.  734,  51  S.  E.  742. 

96.  Ga. — Phillips  v.  Wait,  106  Ga. 
589,  32  S.  E.  842.  Kan.— Gruble  v. 
Wood,  27  Kan.  535.  Mo.^-Andrews  v. 
Buckbee,  77  Mo.  428.  Okla. — Wilson 
V.  McCornack,  10  Okla.  180,  61  Pac. 
1068.  Pa. — ^Buchanan  v.  Specht,  1  Phila. 
252. 

See  generally  the  title  "Service  of 
Process  and  Fapws.'^ 


JUDGMENTS  AND  DECREES,  REVIVAL  OF. 


517 


may  be  had  upon  a  non-resident  defendant.^''  At  common  law,  two 
returns  of  nihil  habet  are  equivalent  to  personal  service  of  the  writ.'^ 

Eeturn.99  —  The  facts  of  the  service  should  be  set  out  in  the  officer 's 
return  thereof  as  fully  and  accurately  as  may  be  done.^  The  return 
may  be  corrected  so  as  to  make  it  conform  to  the  truth.^  ' 

5.  Pleadings.  —  a.  Generally.  —  In  a  proceeding  to  revive  a  judg- 
ment, the  writ  of  scire  facias  ser\'es  the  double  purpose  of  a  declara- 
tion and  a  summons;*  a  petition  or  declaration  to  revive  is  unneces- 
sary.* 


97.  U.  S.— Crawford  v.  Foster,  84 
Fed.  939,  28  C.  C.  A.  576,  56  U.  S. 
App.  231.  See  Mitchell  &  Eammels- 
burg  Furniture  Co.  v.  Sampson,  45  Fed. 
HI.  Ark. — ^Waldstein  v.  Williams,  101 
Ark.  404,  142  S.  W.  834,  37  L.  K.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1162.  Ind.— Walker  v.  Hood, 
5  Blackf.  266.  la. — Mudge  v.  Liver- 
more,  148  Iowa  472,  123  N.  W.  199. 
Kan.— Ow  v.  Dalhoff,  90  Kan.  329,  133 
Pac.  569;  Hartz  v.  Fitts,  89  Kan.  751, 
132  Pac.  1187.  Mass. — Comstock  v.  Hol- 
brook,  16  Grray  111.  S.  O. — Treasurers 
V.  Tarrant,  1  Hill  7. 

[a]  Defendant  Bemoving  From  Jut- 
isiUctaon. — Service  by  publication  ia 
good  against  a  defendant  who  was 
personally  served  in  the  original  action, 
where  he  has,  during  the  interim, 
moved  from  the  jurisdiction.  Collin 
County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hughes  (Tex. 
Civ.  AppO,  154  S.  W.  1181. 

[b]  A  curator  ad  hoc  may  be  ap- 
pointed in  Louisiana  upon  whom  serv- 
ice may  be  had,  where  defendant  re- 
sides in  another  state.  Bertron  v. 
Stewart,  43  La.  Ann.  1171,  10  So.  295. 

98.  XT.  S. — Brown  v.  Wygant,  163 
U.  S.  618,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1159,  41  L.  ed. 
284;  Davis  v.  Davis,  164  Fed.  281. 
Ha. — ^Barrow  v.  Bailey,  5  Fla.  9.  HI, 
Choate  v.  People,  19  HI.  63;  Sans  v. 
People,  8  111.  327.  Mo. — Kratz  v.  Pres- 
ton, 52  Mo.  App.  251.  N.  Y.— Cum- 
ming  V.  Eden,  1  Cow.  70.  Ohio. — Dun- 
levy  V.  Eoss,  Wright  287.  Pa. — Miner 
V.  Graham,  24  Pa.  491;  Chambers  v. 
Carson,  2  Whart.  9;  Warder  v.  Tainter, 
4  Watts  270.  Eng. — ^Bromley  v.  Little- 
ton, Yelv.  112,  80  Eng.  Eeprint  76. 

99.  See  generally  the  title  "Re- 
turns." 

1.  Ky.^Bruce  v.  Colgan,  2  Litt.  284. 
Md. — Thomas  v.  Farmers '  Bank,  46  Md. 
43,  Pa. — Chahoon  v.  Hollenbaek,  16 
Serg.  &  E.  425,  16  Am.  Dee.  587.  S.  O, 
Ingram  v.  Belk,  2  Strobh.  207,  47  Am, 
Deo.  S91. 


2.  U.  S. — Mandeville  v.  McDonald, 
3  Craneh  C.  C.  631,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,013.  Md.— Berry  v.  Griffith,  2  Har. 
&  G.  337,  18  Am.  Dec.  309.  Tex.— Pol-- 
nac  V.  State,  46  Tex.  Grim.  70,  80  S. 
W.  381. 

3.  Ark. — Calhown  v.  Adams,  43  Ark 
238.  111.— Farris  v.  People,  58  111.  26. 
Md.— Bish  V.  Williar,  59  Md.  382;  Bowie 
V.  Neale,  41  Md.  124;  Nesbit  v.  Manro, 
11  Gill  &  J.  261.  Tenn.— State  v.  Eob- 
inson,  8  Terg.  370i  Va. — White's 
Admr.  v.  Palmer,  110  Va.  490,  66  S.  E 
44. 

Form  and  sufficiency  of  writ  of  snire 
facias,  see  supra,  VI,  B,  3. 

4.  Ark. — Calhoun  v.  Adams,  43  Ark. 
238.  Fla. — Brown  v.  Harley,  2  Fla.  159. 
Mo. — Garner  v.  Hays,  3  Mo.  436;  Bick 
v.  Vaughn,  140  Mo.  App.  595,  120  S. 
W.  618;  Merchants'  Mut.  Ins.  Cq.  v. 
Hill,  17  Mo.  App.  590.  Tex.— Hopkins 
V.  Howard,  12  Tex.  7;  Polnac  v.  Sta,te, 
46  Tex.  Crim.  70,  80  S.  W.  381,  judg- 
ment revived  on  mere  motion.  Va. 
White's  Admr.  v.  Palmer,  110  Va.  490, 
66  S.  E.  44  (writ  of  scire  facias  is  the 
only  pleading  in  the  proceeding) ;  Mc- 
Veigh V.  Bank  of  Old  Dominion,  76  Va. 
267;  Williamson  v.  Crawford,  7  Gratt. 
(48  Va.)  202,  last  two  cases  hold  that 
neither  a  declarf^tion  nor  rule  to  plead 
are  necessary.  Eng. — Blake  v.  Dode- 
mead,  2  Str.  775,  93  Eng.  Eeprint  840. 

[a]  It  is  entirely  proper  that  a 
petition  should  be  filed;  but  is  not  a 
pleading  any  more  than  a  petition  for 
a  habeas  corpus  or  a  mandamus  is  a 
pleading.  It  is  like  the  petition  in 
proceedings  by  habeas  corpus,  merely 
a  suggestion  to  the  court  of  the  facts 
upon  which  the  petitioner  predicates 
his  right  to  have  the  scire  facias  issue. 
Such  a  suggestion  may  be  made  ore 
tenus.  It  is  in  no  sense  a  pleading, 
or  the  foundation  of  an  action.  Mer- 
chants' Mut.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Hill,  17  Mo. 
App.  590. 
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b.  Plea  or  Answer  and  Defenses  Raised  Thereby.  —  While  a  pro- 
ceeding by  scire  facias  to  revive  a  judgment  is,  according  to  the 
weight  of  authority,  a  continuation  of  the  former  proceeding,^  it 
partakes  sufficiently  of  the  nature  of  an  original  action  to  entitle 
the  defendant  to  appear  and  plead  thereto.^  Indeed,  a  defendant  is 
bound  to  plead  all  matters  of  defense  that  he  has  just  as  he  would 
in  an  ordinary  suit/ 

A  defendant  may  plead  nul  tiel  record.^    He  may  also  plead'  pay- 


5.  See  supra,  VI,  B,  1. 

6.  See  the  following:  Alfc. — ^Hubbard 
V.  Bolls,  7  Ark.  442.  lU.— Eeed  v. 
Waterbury  Nat.  Bank,  135  111.  App. 
165.  Md.— Brooks  v.  Preston,  106  Md. 
693,  68  Atl.  294;  Gott  v.  State,  44  Md. 
319.  Mo.— Glidden-Felt  Mfg'^  Oo.  v. 
Eobinson,  163  Mo.  App.  488,  143  S. 
W.  1111;  Biek  v.  Vaughn,  140  Mo.  App. 
595,  120  Si  W;  618;  Long  v.  Thormond, 
83  Mo.  App;  227,  231;  Armstrong  v. 
Crooks,  83  Mo.  App.  141. 

[a]  The  plea  is  to  the  writ  of  scire 
facias,  and  not  to  the  petition  there- 
for. Glidden-Felt  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Eobin- 
son, 163  Mo.  App.  488,  143  S.  W.  1111. 

7.  Ward  v.  Sturdivant,  96  Ark.  434, 
132  S.  W.  204. 

8.  See  the  following:  XT.  S. — Bergen 
V.  Williams,  4  McLean  125,  3  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  1,340.  D.  C. — Harper  v.  Cunning- 
ham, 8  App.  Cas.  430.  Ga. — Hagins 
V.  Blitch,  6  6a.  App.  839,  65  S.  E. 
1082.  HI. — Bank  of  Eau  Claire  v.  Eeed, 
232  III.  238,  83  N.  E.  820;  Waterbury 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Eeed,  231  lU.  246,  83 
N.  E.  188;  Greenfl  v.  Schwing,  187  111. 
App.  635;  Eeed  v.  Bank  of  Eau  Claire, 
136  HI.  App.  378;  Eeed  v.  Waterbury 
Nat.  Bank,  135  111.  App.  165.  Md. 
Hager  v.  Cochran,  66  Md.  253,  7  Atl. 
462.  Mo. — George  v.  Middough,  62  Mo. 
549;  Jeffries  v.  Wright,  51  Mo.  215; 
Watkins  v.  State,  7  Mo.  334;  Glidden- 
Felt  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Eobinson,  163  Mo. 
App.  488,  143  S.  W.  1111.  Neb.— St. 
Paul  Harvester  Co.  v.  Mahs,  82  Neb. 
336,  117  N.  W.  702;  Enewold  v.  Olsen, 
39  Neb.  59,  57  N.  W.  765,  42  Am.  St. 
Eep.  557,  22  L.  E.  A.  573.  Ore.— Mc- 
Cracken  v,  Swartz,  5  Ore.  62.  Pa. 
Dowling  V.  McGregor,  91  Pa.  410. 

See  generally  the  title  "Nul  Tiel 
Record. " 

[a]  Under  such  a  plea,  the  defend- 
ant may  show  (1)  that  the  judgment 
is  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  when 
apparent  from  the  record.  TJ.  S. — Board 
of  Comrs.  of  Hertford  pounty  v.  Tome, 
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153  Fed.  81,  82  C.  C.  A.  215;  King 
V.  Davis,  137  Fed.  198.  Ark, — Anthony 
V.  Humphries,  9  Ark.  176.  Del. — Fran- 
kel  V.  Satterfield,  9  Houst.  201,  19  Atl. 
898.  D.  C. — Harper  v.  Cunningham,  8 
App.  Cas.  430.  Ga.— Bell  v.  Verdel,  140 
Ga.  768,  79  S.  E.  849;  Austell  v.  Lang- 
ston,  133  Ga.  738,  66  S.  E.  917;  Thomas 
V.  Towns,  66  Ga.  78.  lU. — Eeed  v.  Bank 
of  Eau  Claire,  136  111.  App.  378.  La. 
In  re  Board  of  Admrs.  Fourth  Drainage 
District,  37  La.  Ann.  916.  Neb. — St. 
Paul  Harvester  Co.  v.  Mahs,  82  Neb. 
336,  117  N.  W.  702;  Wittstruck  v. 
Temple,  58  Neb.  16,  78  N.  W.  456; 
Enewold  v.  Olsen,  39  Neb.  59,  57  N. 
W.  765,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  557,  22  L.  E. 
A.  573.  Ohio. — Meyer  v.  Zane,  3  Ohio 
305.  Pa. — Barber  v.  Chandler,  17  Pa. 
48,  55  Am.  Dec.  533.  Tex. — Ulmer  v. 
Prankland  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W. 
766.  (2)  And  may  tak«  advantage  of 
a  fatal  variance  between  the  writ  and 
the  judgment  to  be  revived,  but  not 
of  variance  which  is  merely  formal. 
See  the  following:  Ala. — ^Duncan  v. 
Hargrove,  22  Ala.  150;  Barrow  v. 
Pagles,  6  Ala.  462.  Mo. — Glidden-Felt 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Eobinson,  163  Mo.  488,  143 
S.  W.  1111.  N.  J.— Phillips  V.  Hunt, 
1  N.  J.  L.  137.  Pa.— Peterson  v.  Loth- 
rop,  .  34  Pa.  223 ;  In  re  Dougherty  'a 
Estate,  9  Watts  &  S.  189,  42  Am.  Dec. 
326;  Hersch  v.  Groff,  2  Watts  &  S. 
449;  Walker  v.  Pennell,  15  Serg.  &  E. 
68;  Miller  v.  Fees,  3  Pa.  L.  J.  243,  2 
Clark  27.  Tex. — Booth  v.  Pickett,  53 
Tex.  436.  (3)  That  the  judgment  was 
interlocutory  and  not  final  may  be 
shown  under  such  plea  also.  Clark  v. 
Digges,  5  Gill  (Md.)  109.  See  also 
the  title  "Nul  Tiel  Record." 

9.  See  the  following:  Del. — ^De  Ford 
v.  Green,  1  Marv.  316,  40  Atl.  1120. 
Pla. — Dickerson  v.  Campbell,  47  Fla. 
147,  35  So.  986,  110  Am.  St.  Eep.  116. 
III.— Bank  of  Eau  Claire  v.  Eeed,  232 
ni.  238,  83  N.  E.  820;  Greene  v. 
Schwing,  187  111.  App.  635.    La.— Hay- 
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ment  of  the  judgment.  He  cannot  plead  nil  debit,  however.^"  But 
while  the  defendant  is  limited  to  these  two  pleas  on  the  general  issue,^^ 
he  may  interpose  certain  special  pleas  or  defenses.^^  But  he  cannot 
plead  matters  which  were  only  appropriate  defenses  in  a  proceeding 
to  open  the  original  judgment/^  or  which  might  have  been  pleaded 


&en  15.  Sheriff,  43  La.  Ann.  385,  8  So. 
919.  Md.— Blackburn  v.  Beall,  21  Md. 
208.  Neb. — St.  Paul  Harvester  Co.  v. 
Mahs,  82  Neb.  336,  117  N.  W.  702; 
MeCormick  v.  Carey,  62  Neb.  494,  87 
N.  W.  172.  N.  C— Ballard  v.  Averitt, 
1  N.  C.  147,  3  N.  C.  110.  Ohio.— Ross 
V.  Gilmore,  3  Ohio  63;  Nestlerode  v. 
Foster,  8  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  70,  4  Ohio  Cir. 
I»ee.  385.  Ore. — McCraeken  v.  Swartz, 
5  Ore.  62.  Pa. — Smith  v.  Coray,  196 
Pa.  602,  46  Atl.  855;  Phillips  v.  Beatty, 
135  Pa.  431,  19  Atl.  1020;  Cowling  v. 
McGregor,  91  Pa.  410;  Curry  v.  Mor- 
rison, 40  Pa.  Super.  301;  Philadelphia 
V.  Peyton,  25  Pa.  Super.  350.  Tenn, 
Cowan  V.  Shields,  1  Overt.  64. 
See  generally  the  title  "Payment." 
[a]  Under  this  plea  the  defendant 
may  show  (1)  any  satisfaction  or  re- 
lease of  the  judgment.  Ark. — Calvert 
V.  Stone,  10  Ark.  491.  D.  0. — Stark- 
weather V.  West  End  Nat.  Bank,  21 
App.  Cas.  281.  111. — Greene  v.  Schwing, 
187  m.  App.  635.  Md.— Booth  v.  Camp- 
bell, 15  Md.  569.  N.  J.— Earle's  Admr. 
V.  Earle,  20  N.  J.  L.  347.  N.  Y.— Velie 
V.  Myers,  14  Johns.  162.  Pa. — Smith 
V.  Coray,  196  Pa.  602,  46  Atl.  855. 
See  also  11  Enct.  of  Ev.  652.  (2)  Oi 
an  accord  and  satisfaction.  McCul- 
lough  V.  Franklin  Coal  Co.,  21  Md. 
256;  Steltzer  v.  Steltzer,  10  Pa.  Super. 
310.  (3)  Advantage  may  also  be  taken 
of  the  presumption  of  payment  arising 
from  lapse  of  time.  Ark. — Ringgold 
i\  Randolph,  16  Ark.  212.  Del.— De 
Ford  V.  Green,  1  Marv.  316,  40  Atl. 
1120.  Neb. — ^Wittstruck  v.  Temple,  58 
Neb.  16,  78  N.  W.  456.  Pa. — Van  Loon 
V.  Smith,  103  Pa.  238;  Steltzer  v. 
Steltzer,  10  Pa.  Super.  310;  Green  v. 
Plattsburg,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  335. 

10.  Bergen  v.  Williams,  4  McLean 
125,  3  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,340. 

11.  111. — ^Bank  of  Eau  Claire  v.  Reed, 
232  ni.  238,  83  N.  B.  820;  Reed  v. 
Waterbury  Nat.  Bank,  135  111.  App. 
165.  Neb. — St.  Paul  Harvester  Co.  v. 
Mahs,  82  Neb.  336,  117  N.  W.  702. 
Ore. — McCraeken  v.  Swartz,  5  Ore.  62. 
Pa. — ^Bowling  v.  McGregor,  91  Pa.  410. 

[a]  Defendant  cannot  plead  general 
denial  oi  each  and  every  allegation  of 


the  writ  not  admitted  in  his  answer. 
Wonderly  v.  Lafayette  County,  77  Fed. 
665. 

12.  iSee  McLeod  v.  Williams,  122 
N.  C.  451,  30  S.  E.  129,  and  generally 
the  cases  mfra,  this  section. 

[a]  Statute  of  Limitations. — U.  S. 
Offutt  V.  Henderson,  2  Cranch  C.  C. 
553,  18  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,451. 
Md. — Jones  v.  George,  80  Md.  294,  30 
Atl.  635;  Beanes  v.  Hamilton,  3  Gill 
275.  N.  M. — Browne  v.  Chavez,  9  N. 
M.  316,  54  Pac.  234.  N.  C— Lytle  v. 
Lytle,  94  N.  C.  683;  McDonald  v.  Dick- 
son, 85  N.  C.  248. 

See  generally  the  title  "Limitation 
of  Actions." 

[b]  The  plaintiff's  incapacity  to 
maintain  the  proceeding  may  be 
pleaded.  Brown  v.  Delafield,  1  App. 
Cas.    (D.   C.)    232. 

[e]  Abatement  by  Death  cf  a  De- 
fendant.— Where  the  oficer's  return 
discloses  the  fact  that  one  or  more 
of  the  defendants  is  dead,  a  plea  in 
abatement  is  the  proper  method  of 
taking  advantage  of  this  fact;  and  the 
plaintiff  may  join  issue  on  this  plea 
and  have  the  facta  ascertained  by  a 
jury.  Walden  v.  Craig,  14  Pet.  (U.  S.) 
147,  10  L.  ed.  393.  As  to  pleas  of 
abatement  generally,  see  1  Standard 
Proc.  25,  et  seq. 

[d]  Where  Judgment  Entered  Upon 
Power  of  Attorney  To  Confess  Same. 
In  a  proceeding  to  revive  a  judgment 
which  was  entered  upon  a  power  of 
attorney  to  confess  judgment,  a  plea 
is  sufficient  which  states  that  the  de- 
fendant had  never  been  served  with 
process,  had  never  authorized  anyone 
to  appear  for  him,  or  had  never  author- 
ized anyone  to  empower  anyone  else 
to  appear  for  him  and  confess  judg- 
ment, and  had  never  waived  service 
of  process  or  submitted  himself  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Harper  v. 
Cunningham,  8  App.  Cas.  (D.  C.)   430. 

[e]  Pendency  of  an  action  of  debt 
on  the  judgment  cannot  be  set  up  as 
a  defense.  Lafayette  v.  Wonderly,  92 
Fed.  313,  34  C.  C.  A.  360. 

13.  Schmidt  v.  Zeigler,  30  Pa.  Super. 
104. 
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to  a  former  scire  facias,"  or  matters  which  he  might  have  pleaded 
in  the  original  action  in  which  the  judgment  was  obtained  ;^°  nor  can 
he  plead  an  assignment  of  the  judgment" 


14.  Wilson  V.  Hurst,  Pet.  C.  C.  441, 
30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,809. 

15.  See  the  following:  XT.  S.— Dick- 
son V.  Wilkinson,  3  How.  57,  11  L. 
ed.  491;  United  States  v.  Thompson, 
Gilp.  614,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,487; 
Penn  v.  Klyne,  Pet.  C.  0.  446,  19  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  10,936.  Ala.— Betancouit  v. 
Eberlin,  71  Ala.  461;  Dunca,n  v.  Har- 
grove, 22  Ala.  150;  Miller  v.  Shackel- 
ford, 16  Ala.  95.  Conn.— Bradford  v. 
Bradford,  5  Conn.  127;  Bobbins  v. 
Bacon,  1  Root  548;  Hubbard  v.  Man- 
ning, Kirby  256.  D.  C— Willett  v.  Ot- 
terbaek,  »  Mackey  324;  Loeber  v. 
Moore,  9  Mackey  1.  Ga. — Camp  v. 
Baker,  40   6a.  148;   Weaver  v.  Webb, 

5  Ga.  App.  726,  60  S.  E.  367.  lU. 
Bank  of  Eau  Claire  v.  Eeed,  232  111. 
238,  83  N.  E.  820;  Eeed  «.  Waterbury 
Nat.  Bank,  135  HI.  App.  165.  la. 
Vredenburgh  v.  Snyder,  6  Iowa  39. 
Ky. — Harpending  v.  Wylie,  13  Bush 
158.  La. — MeCutchen  v.  Askew,  34  La. 
Ann.  340;  McStea  v.  Eotehford,  Brown 

6  Co.,  29  La.  Ann.  69;  Carondelet 
Canal  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  De  St.  Eomes, 
23  La.  Ann.  437.  Mo. — Smith  v.  Eaton, 
36  Me.  298,  58  Am.  Dec.  746.  Md. 
Moore  v.  Garrettson,  6  Md.  444;  Kemp 
V.  Cook,  6  Md.  305.  Mass. — Stephens 
V  Howe,  127  Mass.  164;  Thayer  v. 
Tyler,  10  Gray  164;  Springfield  Card 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  West,  1  Cuah.  388;  Sigour- 
ney  v.  Stockwell,  4  Mete.  518.  Miss. 
Eoberts  v.  Weiler,  55  Miss.  249;  Pol- 
lard V.  Eckford,  50  Miss.  631;  Bowen 
V.  Bonner,  45  Miss.  10;  Langston  v. 
Abney,  43  Miss.  161;  Anderson  v.  Wil- 
liams, 24  Miss.  684;  Mathews  v.  Mosby, 
13  Smed.  &  M.  422.  Mo. — Eiley  v.  Mc- 
Cord,  24  Mo.  265;  Watkins  v.  State,  7 
Mo.  334;  GUdden-Felt  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Eobinson,  163  Mo.  App.  488,  143  S.  W. 
1111.  Neb. — ^American  Freehold  Land 
Mortg.  Co.  V.  Smith,  84  Neb.  237,  120 
N.  W.  1113;  St.  Paul  Harvester  Co. 
V.  Mahs,  82  Neb.  336,  117  N.  W.  702, 
Stover  V.  Stark,  61  Neb.  374,  85  N.  W. 
286,  87  Am.  St.  Eep.  460;  Bankers 
Life  Ins.  Co.  ■».  Bobbins,  59  Neb.  170, 
80  N.  W.  484;  Enewold  v.  Olsen,  39 
Neb.  59,  67  N.  W.  765,  42  Am.  St. 
Eep.  557,  22  L.  E.  A.  573;  Wright  v. 
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Sweet,  10  Neb.  190,  4  N.  W.  1043; 
Gillette  V.  Morrison,  7  Neb.  263.  N.  Y. 
McFarland  v.  Irwin,  8  Johns.  77.  N.  C. 
Ferebee  v.  Doxey,  28  N.  0.  448. 
Ohio. — Nestlerode  v.  Foster,  8  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  70,  4  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  385.  Ore. 
McCracken  v.  Swartz,  5  Ore.  62,  65. 
Pa. — Keystone  Brewing  Co.  v.  Scher- 
mer,  241  Pa.  361,  88  Atl.  657;  Weber 
V.  Detwiller,  5  Sad.  555,  8  Atl.  910; 
Pittsburgh,  etc.  B.  Co.  v.  Marshall,  85 
Pa.  187;  Weaver  v.  Wible,  72  Pa.  469; 
Carr  v.  Townsend's  Exrs.,  63  Pa.  202; 
MeVeagh  v.  Little,  7  Pa.  279;  David- 
son v.  Thornton,  7  Pa.  128;  Alden  v. 
Bogart,  2  Grant  Cas.  400;  Curry  v. 
Morrison,  40  Pa.  Super.  301;  Bickel 
V.  Cleaver,  13  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  314;  Car- 
desa  V.  Humes,  5  Serg.  &  E.  65;  Mul- 
ligan V.  Devlin,  12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  465; 
Wurzberger  v.  Carroll,  8  Knlp  266; 
Johns  V.  Beinhart,  10  Lane.  Bar  105. 
S.  0.— Koon  V.  Ivey,  8  Eieh.  L.  37; 
Lynch 's  Exrs.  v.  Inglis's  Exrs.,  1  Bay 
449.  Tenn.— Bell  v.  Williams,  4  Sneed 
196;  Love  v.  Allison,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  111. 
Tex. — Baxter  v.  Dear,  24  Tex.  17,  76 
Am.  Dee.  89;  Gatesville  City  Nat. 
Bank  V.  Swink  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  49 
S.  W.  130.  Va.— May  v.  North  Carolina 
State  Bank,  2  Eob.  56,  40  Am.  Dec 
726.  W.  Va.— Maxwell  c.  Leeson,  50 
W.  Va.  361,  40  S.  E.  420,  88  Am.  St. 
Eep.  875.  Eng.— Baylis  v.  Hayward,  4 
Ad.  &  El.  256,  1  Har.  &  W.  609,  5  L. 
J.  K.  B.  52,  5  N.  &  M.  613,  31  E. 
C.  L.  127,  111  Eng.  Eeprint  783; 
Cook  v.  Jones,  2  Oowp.  727,  98  Eng. 
Eeprint  1330;  Aliens  v.  Andrews,  Cro. 
Eliz.  283,  78  Eng.  Eeprint  538;  Thomas 
i.  Williams,  3  Dowl.  P.  C.  655. 

[a]  Coverture,  or  other  disability 
of  defendant,  cannot  be  set  up  as  a 
defense.  Lauer  v.  Ketner,  162  Pa,  265, 
29  Atl.  908,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  833;  Tay- 
lor V.  Harris,  21  Tex.  438. 

[b]  A  plea  of  false  return  of  serv- 
ice in  the  original  action,  cannot  be 
set  up  in  a  scire  facias  to  revive.  Eeed 
V.  Waterbury  Nat.  Bank,  135  HI.  App. 
165. 

16.  Greene  v.  Sehwing,  187  111.  App. 
635. 
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The  personal  representative  can  only  plead,  as  a  general  rule,  what 
his  testate  or  intestate  could  have  pleaded.^'  But  an  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator may  plead  that  the  assets  have  heen  fully  administered," 
or  that  he  has  no  assets  belonging  to  the  defendant's  estate,^^  or  that 
there  are  prior  liens  against  them,^"  or  that  he  has  not  aecounted,^^ 
or  that  he  has  not  been  legally  appointed.^^ 

An  heir  may  generally  make  any  defense  that  might  have  been  made 
by  the  executor  or  administrator.^^  He  may  plead  an  assignment  of 
the  obligation  sued  on  to  one  of  the  heirs,  after  death  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  consequent  extinction  of  the  remedy  at  law;^*  and  he 
may  plead  that  no  lands  have  descended.^" 

A  terre-tenant  may  plead  that  the  land  has  been  discharged  from  the 
lien  of  the  judgment,  or  that  it  was  never  a  lien  upon  his  land;^° 
and  that  there  are  other  terre-tenants  in  the  same  county  not  sum- 
moned.^' 

An  affidavit  of  defense  is  required  uiider  the  practice  of  some  states.''^ 

c.  Replication.^^  —  Where  a  good  plea  or  answer  is  filed  by  the 
defendant,  it  is  necessary  that  a  replication  shall  be  filed  by  the 
plaintiff,  joining  issue  thereon,*" 


Eight  of  assignee  to  revive  judg- 
ment, see  supra,  V,  A. 

17.  McKnight  v.  Craig's  Admr.,  6 
Cranch   (U.  S.)   183,  3  L.  ed.  193. 

[a]  A  plea  by  an  executor  that 
there  are  terre-tenants  will  not  oblige 
plaintiff  to  sue  out  a  scire  facias 
against  them.  Wilson  v.  Watson,  Pet. 
C.  C.  269,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,847. 

18.  Fulcher  v.  Mandell,  83  Ga.  715, 
10  S.  B.  582;  Tanner  v.  Freeland,  1  Har. 
&  M.  34. 

19.  Fulcher  v.  Mandell,  83  Ga.  715, 
10  S.  E.  582. 

[a]  A  plea  of  puis  darrein  con- 
tinuance that  since  the  issuance  of  the 
scire  facias  the  estate  has  been  de- 
clared insolvent,  is  a  good  defense  by 
a  personal  representative.  Hatch  v. 
Eustis,  1  Gall.  160,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
6,207;  Burk's  Admr.  v.  Jones,  13  Ala. 
167. 

20.  Fulcher  v.  Mandell,  83  Ga.  715, 
10   S.   B.   582. 

21.  Clark  v.  Sexton's  Exrs.,  23 
Wend.  (N.  T.)  477. 

22.  Cofan  V.  Cottle,  9  Pick.  (Mass.) 
287. 

23.  As  to  defenses  which  personal 
representatives  may  make,  see  supra, 
this  section. 

[a]  That  the  estate  has  been  de- 
clared insolvent,  is  no  answer  to  a 
scire  facias  issued  against  an  heir  at 
law.  Commercial  Bank  v.  Kendall,  13 
Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  278. 


24.  Sneed  v.  Mayfield's  Heirs,  Cooke 
(Tenn.)  60. 

25.  Wilkinson  v.  Allen,  11  Ala.  128; 
Reynolds  v.  Dishon,  3  111.  App.  173. 

26.  Hammond  v.  McCIure,  9  Sad. 
597,  14  Atl.  412;  Colwell  v.  Basley,  83 
Pa.  31;  Silverthorn  v.  Townsend,  37 
Pa.  263. 

27.  Mandeville  v.  McDonald,  3 
Cranch  C.  C.  631,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9,013. 

28.  Loeber  v.  Moore,  9  Mackey  (D. 
C.)  1;  Oil  City  v.  Hartwell,  164  Pa. 
348,  30  Atl.  268;  Smtth  v.  Smith,  135 
Pa.  48,  21  Atl.  168;  Hitchcock  v.  Wash- ' 
burn,  9  Pa.  Dist.  272;  Gamon  v.  Mc- 
Cappin,  2  Pa.  Bist.  363;  Tracy  v. 
Tracy,  18  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  398;  Kinports 
V.  Kinports,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  610;  Rail- 
road Co.  V.  Slemmer,  6  W.  N.  C.  (Pa.) 
451. 

Ai&davlts  of  defense,  see  generally 
the  title  "Afadavlts  of  Merits  and  De- 
fense." 1 

[a]  A  plea  or  affidavit  Of  defense 
by  a  terre-tenaht  that  he  has  nfiver 
held,  and  does  not  hold,  any  real  prop- 
erty which  he  derived  either  directly 
or  indirectly  from  the  defendant  is 
sufficient.  Hanhauser  v.  Pennsylvania 
&  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  222  Pa.  244,  71  Atl.  5. 

29.  See  generally  the  title  "Repli- 
cation and  Reply." 

30.  Ala. — Wilkinson  v.  Allen,  11 
Ala.  128.  Ark. — Humphries  v.  Anthony, 
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6.  Trial  of  Issue.  —  While  the  plea'  of  niil  tiel  record  is  triable 
on  the  disclosures  of  the  record  itself,^^  the  issue  of  fact  raised  by 
the  plea  of  payment'  is  one  for  the  jury  to  determine.^^ 

7.  Judgment.  —  The  form  and  sufficiency  of  the  judgment  to  be 
entered  in  a  proceeding  to  revive  a  judgment  is  treated  elsewhere  in 
this  title.53 

8.  Quashal  of  Writ.  —  A  motion  to  quash  a  writ  of  scire  facias 
will  be  sustained  for  disability  or  defect  of  parties,^*  for  failure  to 
state  a  valid  ground  for  the  writ,'"  or  for  lack  of  an  affidavit  show- 
ing that  the  judgment  remains  unpaid,  when  that  is  a  legal  requisite 
to  the  issuance  of  the  writ.'° 

9.  Alias  and  Pluries  Writs.  —  The  judgment  creditor  may  pro- 
cure an  alias  or  pluries  writ  of  scire  facias  to  be  issued  upon  a 
failure  of  service  of  the  first  writ  as  to  all,^'  or  any  of  the  defend- 
ants,^'' or  where  it  is  found  necessary  to  bring  in  additional  parties,'* 
or  where  the  plaintiff  has  suffered  a  nonsuit  on  the  first  writ.*" 
Where  the  plaintiff  sues  out  a  writ  of  scire  facias  to  revive  a  judg- 
ment, but  does  not  proceed  thereunder  within  the  required  time,  there 
must  be  a  new  writ.*^ 

Where  a  new  judgment  is  rendered  on  the  revival,  each  successive 
writ  must  be  based  upon  the  judgment  of  revival  immediately  pre- 
ceding it.*^ 


12   Ark.  136.     Va.— Day  v.  Pickett,  4 
Munf.    (18   Va.)    104. 

[a]  A  replication  which  does  not 
deny  the  plea  of  nul  tiel  record  is  bad 
on  a  general  demurrer  thereto.  Ken- 
nerly  v.  Walker,  1  McMuU.  (S.  C.) 
117. 

31.  Reed  d.  Bank  of  Eau  Claire,  136 
111.  App.  378  (defendant  is  not  en- 
titled to  a  jury);  Clark  v.  Digges,  5 
Gill  (Md.)  109.  See  generally  the  title 
"Nul  Tiel  Record." 

32.  Hartman  v.  Alden,  34  N.  J.  L. 
518;  Slusher  v.  Washington  County,  27 
Pa.  205;  Lesley  v.  Nones,  7  Serg.  &  E. 
(Pa.)   410. 

[a]  The  verdict  of  the  jury  may  he 
set  aside  in  a  proper  case.  Wilson  v. 
Wilson,  137  Pa.  269,  20  Atl.  644. 

33.  See  infra,  VII. 

34.  Gumming  v.  Eden,  1  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)  70;  Moyer  v.  McNulty,  22  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  153;  McCahe  v.  United  States,  4 
Watts   (Pa.)   325. 

35.  Evans  v.  Freeland,  3  Munf.  (17 
Va.)   119. 

Grounds  for  revival,  see  supra,  III. 

36.  Lansing  v.  Lyons,  9  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)   84. 

[a]  A  plea  to  the  merits  is  a  waiver 
of  ohjection  to  a  failure  to  file  an  afli- 
davit   that   the   debt   remains   unpaid. 
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Hinton  v.  Oliver,  19  N.  C.  519. 

37.  Cumming  v.  Eden,  1  Cow.  (N. 
Y.)  70;  Davidson  v.  Thornton,  7  Pa. 
128;  Eoot  V.  Prear,  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
342. 

Service  and  return  of  writ,  see  supra, 
VI,  B,  4. 

Grounds  for  issuance  of  writ  gen- 
erally, see  supra,  III. 

38.  XT.  S.— Baker  v.  French,  2 
Cranch  C.  C.  539,  a  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
767.  Md.— Bowie  v.  Neale,  41  Md.  124. 
Pa. — Zerns  v.  Watson,  11  Pa.  260. 

39.  Borden  v.  Thorpe,  35  N.  C.  298; 
Hughes  v.  Torrance,  111  Pa.  611,  4  Atl. 
825;  Kirby  v.  Cash,  93  Pa.  505;  Lichty 
V.  Hochstetler,  91  Pa.  444;  Silverthorn 
V.  Townsend,  37  Pa.  263;  Little  v. 
Smyaer,  10  Pa.  381;  Salmon  v.  Bach- 
man,  8  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  144;  Roberts  v. 
Williams,  5  Whart.  (Pa.)  170,  34  Am. 
Dec.  549.' 

40.  Punilama  v.  Mele,  16  Hawaii  48; 
Trice  v.  Turrentine,  35  N.  C.  212. 

41.  Dutton  V.  Parish,  34  App.  Cas. 
(D.  C.)  393;  Collins  v.  McBlair,  29 
App.  Cas.   (D.  C.)  354. 

42.  Custer  v.  Detterer,  3  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)  28;  CoUingwood  v.  Carson,  2 
Watts  &  S.  (Pa.)'  220;  Collin  County 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Hughes  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
154  S.  W.  1181.     ' 
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VII.  JUDGMENTS  OP  REVIVAL.^  —  A.  Generally."  —  The 
proper  judgment  to  be  entered  in  a  proceeding  to  revive  a  judgment 
is  that  the  plaintiff  have  execution  for  the  judgment  mentioned  and 
costs,"'  although  the  courts  of  some  states  have  gone  to  the  extent 
of  entering  an  entirely  new  judgment  for  the  present  amount  due, 
including  both  principal  and  accrued  interest  on  the  original  judg- 
ment.*°  A  judgment  rendered  in  such  proceeding  against  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  the  original  defendant  must  be  limited  to  the 
assets  of  the  decedent  debtor;*'  and  if  it  be  against  the  heirs  or  terre- 
tenants,  it  must  be  limited  to  the  lands  descended  or  held,  as  the  case 
may  be,  and  not  a  personal  judgment.*^ 

The  judgment  of  revival  must  identify  with  certainty*'  the  judgment 


43.  As  to  judgments  generally,  see 
the  title  "Judgments." 

a.  For  form  of  judgment  of  re- 
vival on  scire  facias,  see  Ward  v. 
Sturdivant,  96  Ark.  434,  132  S.  W. 
204. 

45.  U.  S. — Owens  v.  McCloskey,  161 
U.  S.  642,  16  Sup.  Ct.  693,  40  L.  ed. 
837.  Ark. — Hanly  v.  Adams,  15  Ark. 
232.  Fla.— Brown  v.  Harley,  2  Fla. 
■159.  Ga. — Phillips  V.  Wait,  105  Ga. 
848,  32  S.  E.  647.  lU.— Waterbury  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Eeed,  231  111.  246,  83  N.  E. 
188;  Eeed  v.  Bank  of  Eau  Claire,  136 
111.  App.  378.  Ind.— Talbott  v.  Eudi- 
sill,  5  Ind.  240.  la. — ^Bertram  v.  Water- 
man, 18  Iowa  529;  Denegre  v.  Haun, 
13  Iowa  240.  Ky. — Hunter's  Admrs. 
V.  Miller's  Admr.,  6  B.  Mon.  612;  Mur- 
ray's Admr.  v.  Baker,  5  B.  Mon.  172; 
Patrick  v.  Newel,  1  Bibb  323.  Miss. 
Locke  V.  Brady,  30  Miss.  21.  Mo. 
Humphreys  ■».  Lundy,  37  Mo.  320; 
Trimble  v.  Elkin,  88  Mo.  App.  229; 
Sappington  v.  Lenz,  53  Mo.  App.  44. 
Mont.— Haupt  v.  Burton,  21  Mont.  572, 
55  Pac.  110,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  698.  N.  J. 
Tindall  v.  Carson,  16  N.  J.  L.  94.  N.  C. 
,J.  S.  Martin  &  Son  v.  Briscoe,  143  N. 
C.  353,  55  S.  E.  782.  Tenn. — Eogers  v. 
Hollingsworth,  95  Tenn.  357,  32  S.  W. 
197.  Tex. — ^Houston  v.  Emery,  76  Tex. 
282,  13  S.  W.  264;  Waller  v.  Huff,  9 
Tex.  530;  Camp  v.  Gainer,  8  Tex. 
372;  Collin  County  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hughes  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  154  S.  W. 
1181;  Delaune  v.  Beaumont  Irr.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  136  S.  W.  518;  Tay- 
lor V.  Doom,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  59,  95 
S.  W.  4;  Bludworth  v.  Poole,  21  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  551,  53  S.  W.  717.  Va. 
White's  Admr.  v.  Palmer,  110  Va.  490, 
66  S.  E.  44;  Lavell  v.  McCurdy,  77 
Va.  763;  Cosby  v.  Bell,  6  Munf.  (20 
Va.)  282. 


[a]  A  judgment  erroneously  grant- 
ing a  new  judgment  for  a  sum  of 
money  only,  and  awarding  execution 
also,  is  void  only  in  so  far  as  it 
awards  the  new  judgment  for  money. 
White's  Admr.  v.  Palmer,  110  Va.  490, 
66  S.  E.  44. 

[b]  "No  damages  are  recoverable 
in  scire  facias  for  delay  of  execu- 
tion." Vredenburgh  v.  Snyder,  6  Iowa 
39. 

46.  Pa. — Kistler  v.  Mosser,  140  Pa. 
367,  21  Atl.  357;  Fogelsville  Loan,  etc. 
Assn's.  Appeal,  89  Pa.  293;  Duff  v. 
Wynkoop,  74  Pa.  300;  Gasche  v.  Peter- 
man,  3  Watts  &  S.  351;  Berryhill  v. 
Wells,  5  Binn.  56.  S.  0. — Gregory  v. 
Perry,  71  S.  C.  246,  50  S.  E.  787.  Tex. 
Coleman  v.  Zapp,  151  S.  W.  1040; 
Collin  County  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hughes 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  154  S.  W.  1181. 
Vt.— Slayton  v.  Smilie,  66  Vt.  197,  28 
Atl.   871. 

[a]  When  revived  by  one  owning 
a  limited  interest  therein,  the  judg- 
ment should  be  for  the  amount  only 
of  such  interest.  Peterson  v.  Lothrop, 
34  Pa.  223. 

47.  Wilmer  v.  Trumbo,  121  Md.  445, 
88  Atl.  259. 

48.  Ind. — Graves  v.  Skeels,  6  Ind. 
107.  Pa.— rKinpbrta  v.  Kinports,  1  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  610.  Tenn. — Butterworth  v. 
Brown,  7  Yerg.  467. 

49.  Ga.— Sheftall  v.  Clay,  Charlt. 
227.  N.  0. — Eoberson  v.  Woollard,  28 
N.  C.  90;  Bonner  v.  Tier,  14  N.  C. 
533;  White  v.  Albertson,  14  N.  G.  241, 
22  Am.  Dec.  719.  Pa. — In  re  Ernst, 
164  Pa.  87,  30  Atl.  371;  In  re  Mc- 
Cleary's  Appeal,  1  Watts  &  S.  299. 
Tex. — Carson  v.  Moore,  23  Tex.  450. 
W.  Va.— Zumbro  v.  Stump,  38  W.  Va. 
325,  18  S.  E.  443. 
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thereby  revived,  and  accurately  name  the  parties  to  the  judgment.^" 
B.  By  Default  or  Confession.^^  —  Under  the  common  law  rule, 
two  returns  of  nihil  habet  vests  the  court  with  jurisdiction  of  the 
defendant,^^  and  judgment  by  default  may  be  entered  against  him  on 
the  scire  facias.^^ 

Effect  Where  Defendant  Bemoved  From  State.  — A  judgment  by  default 
on  returns  of  nihil,  reviving  a  judgment  against  a  defendant  who  has 
ceased  to  reside  in  the  state,  will  not  support  an  action  against  him 
in  another  state,  or  suspend  the  operation  of  the  statutes  of  limitation 
therein.^*  So,  where  a  defendant,  who  has  been  duly  served,  fails 
to  appear  or  plead,  judgment  may  be  entered  on  the  scire  facias.^^ 
A  default  judgment  may  be  opened,  however,  upon  a  proper  pro- 
ceeding therefor,  showing  a  meritorious  defense.^^ 

Judgment  by  Confession.  —  A  judgment  of  revival  in  a  scire  facias 
proqeeding  may  be  entered  against  the  defendant  upon  confession 
thereof.*' 


[a]  A  variance  in  the  judgment  of 
revivor  from  the  original  judgment  is 

binding  on  the  parties,  but  cannot  im- 
pair the  rights  of  existing  judgment 
creditors,  where  such  variance  is  not 
sufficient  to  defeat  the  lien  of  the 
judgment.  Early  v.  Zeidera,  137  Pa. 
457,  20  Atl.  805. 

50.  Ga.— Sheftall  v.  Clay,  Charlt. 
227.  Pa.— Zm  re  Ernst,  164  Pa.  87,  30 
Atl.  ,371.  W.  Va. — Zumbro  v.  Stump, 
38  W.  Va.  325,  It.  S.  E.  443. 

Parties  to  proceedings  to  revive,  see 
supra,  V. 

51.  As  to  judgments  by  confession, 
see  generally  14  Standard  Proc.  791, 
et  seq. 

As  to  judgments  by  default,  see  gen- 
erally 14  Standard  Proc.   854,  et  seq. 

52.  See  supra,  VI,  B,  4. 

53.  XT.  S.— Brown  v.  Wygant,  163 
U.  S.  618,  16  Sup.  Ct.  1159,  41  L.  «d. 
284.  Fla.— Barrow  v.  Bailey,  5  Fla. 
9.  lU.— Choate  v.  People,  19  111.  63; 
Sans  V.  People,  8  HI.  327.  Ind.— Walk- 
er V.  Hood,  5  Blackf.  266.  Ky.— Cal- 
loway's Heirs  v.  Eubank,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  280.  Mo.' — Kratz  v.  Preston, 
52  Mo.  App.  251.  N.  Y. — Cumming  v. 
Eden,  1  Cow.  70.  Ohio. — Dunlevy  v. 
Boss,  Wright  287.  Pa. — Chambers  v. 
Carson,  2  Whart.  9;  Warder  v.  Tain- 
ter,  4  Watts  270;  Compher  v.  Anawalt, 
2  Watts  490;  Miner  v.  Graham,  24 
Pa.  491.  S.  0.— Ingram  v.  Belk,  2 
Strobh.  207,  47  Am.  Dec.  591.  Eng. 
Andrews  v.  Harper,  8  Mod.  227,  88 
Eng.  Eeprint  163;  Bromley  v.  Little- 
ton,  Yelv.    112,   80   Eng.   Beprint   76; 
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Randal  p.  Wale,  Cro.  Jac.  59,  79  Eng. 
Eeprint  50;  Barret  v.  Cleydon,  2  Dyer 
168a,  73  Eng.  Repriif^  368. 

Contra,  Boyd  v.  Armstrong's  Heirs, 
1    Yerg.    (Tenn.)    40. 

54.  U.  S. — Owens  v.  Henry,  161  TJ. 
S.  642,  16  Sup.  Ct.  693,  40  L.  ed.  837. 
lU.— Small  V.  Roberts,  43  111.  App.  577. 
Kan. — Rice  v.  Moore,  48  Kan.  590,  30 
Pae.  10,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  318,  16  L. 
R.  A.  198.  Neb.— Hepler  v.  Davis,  32 
Neb.  556,  49  IST.  W.  458,  29  Am.  St. 
Rep.  457,  13  L.  R.  A.  565.  Vt.— Betts 
V.  Johnson,  68   Vt.  549,  35  Atl.  489. 

55.  Ind. — Comparet  v.  Hanna,  34 
Ind.  74.  Ky.— Holder  v.  Com.,  8  A.  K. 
Marsh.-  407.  N.  J. — Forest  v.  Price,  37 
N.  J.  L.  177.  N.  Y.— Whitney  v.  Camp, 
3  Johns.  86.  Pa.— Middleton 's  Exrs. 
V.  Middleton,  106  Pa.  252;  Roberts  v. 
Williams,  5  Whart.  170,  34  Am.  Dec. 
549;  Chew  v.  Griffith,  1  Ashm.  18. 
S.  C— Lanier  v.  Smyth,  2  Bailey  359. 
Va.^ — Williamson  v.  Crawford,  7  Gratt. 
(48  Va.)   202. 

56.  Pla. — ^Barrow  v.  Bailey,  5  Fla. 
9.  Md. — Jones  v.  George,  80  Md.  294, 
30  Atl.  635;  Starr  v.  Heckart,  32  Md. 
267.  Mo. — Kratz  v.  Preston,  52  Mo. 
App.  251.  Pa. — Green  v.  Plattsburg,  13 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  335;  Maitland  v.  Landis, 
1  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  144. 

Opening  and  vacating  judgments,  see 
generally  15  Standard  Proc.  151,  et 
seq. 

57.  Miller's  Estate,  136  Pa.  349,  20 
Atl.  565;  In  re  Reed's  Appeal,  7  Pa. 
65;  Dickerson  &  Haven's  Appeal,  7 
Pa.  255;  Jones  v.  Doe,  6  Munf.  (20 
Va.)  105. 
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VIII.  OPERATION  AND  EFFECT  OF  REVIVAL.  —  The  revival 
of  a  judgment  adds  nothing  to  its  validity,  and  afEords  no  remedy 
for  amendment  or  correction  of  any  material  defect  therein,^^  except 
in  a  few  states,  where  a  judgment  of  revival  is  regarded  as  a  new 
judgment  on  the  debt.°®  Nor  does  it  operate  as  a  bar  to  an  action  of 
debt  on  the  original'  judgment,°°  except  where  a  proceeding  to  revive 
is  a  substitute  for  an  action  of  debt  on  the  judgment."^  But  a  revival 
of  a  judgment  is  a  bar  to  all  defenses  to  the  original  judgment  which 
might  have  been  urged  against  it  prior  to  the  revival."^  It  has  the 
effect  of  continuing  the  lien  of  the  original  judgment  on  real  property 
beyond  the  statutory  period  when  it  would  otherwise  expire,^^  by 


[a]  Administrator  may  confess  judg^ 
ment  against  the  estate  of  his  decedent 
in  a.  scire  facias  proceeding  to  revive 
a  judgment  obtained  in  the  lifetime 
of  decedent.  Bennett  v.  Fulmer,  49 
Pa.  155. 

[b]  A  confession  by  two  defendants 
on  different  dates  is  good.  Weikel  v. 
Long,  55  Pa.  238. 

[c]  Effect  of  Consent  to  Revival. 
A  defendant  who  has  consented  to  a  re- 
vival of  a  judgment,  after  the  death 
of  the  plaintifE  cannot  object  to  the 
validity  of  the  revival  because  not 
made  in  tie  name  of  the  proper  rep- 
resentative. McLiin  «.  Parker,  88 
Kan.  717,  129  Pac.  1140. 

58.  Oal.— Doehla  v.  Phillips,  151  Cal. 
488,  91  Pae.  330.  Ga. — ^Vanderberg  v. 
Threlkeld,  61  Ga.  16.  Ind.— Plynn  v. 
Northam,  44  Ind.  App.  333,  89  N.  E. 
326.  La. — ^Weiller  v.  Blanks,  McGloin 
296.  N.  C— Hatcher  v.  Faison,  142  N. 
C.  364,  55  S.  B.  284.  S.  C— Arnold  v. 
House,  12  S.  C.  600.  Tenn. — Carter  v. 
Carriger's  Admr.,  3  Yerg.  411,  24  Am. 
Pec.  585.  Tex. — Eoberts  v.  Landrum, 
20  Tex.  471;  McPadden  v.  Loekhart, 
7  Tex.  573. 

Amendment  of  judgments,  see  15 
Standard  Proc.  98,  et  seq. 

[a]  The  amount  of  the  original  judg- 
ment cannot  be  increased  by  a  judg- 
ment of  revival.  Taylor  v.  Doom,  43 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  59,  95  S.  W.  4. 

59.  Duff  V.  Wynkoop,  74  Pa.  300; 
Buehler  v.  Buffington,  43  Pa.  278;  Ly- 
ons V.  Burns,  20  Phila.  (Pa.)  412;  Brier 
V.  Traders'  Nat.  Bank,  24  Wash.  695, 
64  Pae.  831. 

[a]  Where  a  new  judgment  is  en- 
tered (1)  in  a  proceeding  to  revive, 
which  is  independent  of  the  original 
judgment,  it  goes  further  than  a  mere 
reinstatement  of  the  original  judgment, 
and   cures  its   defects    (Duff  v.  Wyn- 


koop,  74  Pa.  300;  Buehler  v.  Buffing- 
ton,  43  Pa.  278;  Custer  v.  Detterer,  3 
Watts  &  S.  [Pa.]  28),  (2)  unless  such 
revival  was  procured  by  fraud  (Mon- 
roe V.  Monroe,  9  W.  N.  C.  [Pa.]  8), 
(3)  or  seeks  to  revive  a  judgment 
which  has  been  reversed.  Eldred  v. 
Hazlett's  Heirs,  38  Pa.  16. 

60.  See  the  following:  Lafayette  v. 
Wonderly,  92  Fed.  313,  34  C.  0.  A. 
360;  Wonderly  v.  Lafayette  County,  77 
Fed.  665;  Holton  v.  Guinn,  76  Fed.  96, 
101;  Carter  v.  Colman,  34  N.  C.  274. 
See  also  supra,  VI,  A,  note  49. 

61.  Duff  V.  Wynkoop,  74  Pa.  300; 
Withers  v.  Haines,  2  Pa.  435;  Hayes 
V.  Lentz,  15  Montg.   Co.   (Pa.)    39. 

Proceeding  to  revive  as  substitute 
for  action  of  debt,  see  supra,  VI,  A. 

62.  U.  S.— Snyder  v.  Brachen,  5  Biss. 
60,  22  Fed.  Oas.  No.  13,153.  Ala.— Mar- 
tin V.  Tally,  72  Ala.  23.  Ark.— Ward 
V.  Sturdivant,  96  Ark.  434,  jl32  S.  W. 
204.  Colo.— La  Fitte  v.  Salisbury,  43 
Colo.  248,  95  Pac.  1065.  Ga.— Helms 
V.  Marshall,  121  Ga.  769,  49  S.  E.  733; 
Dunn  V.  Brodgen,  68  Ga.  63;  Thomas 
v.  Towns,  66  Ga.  78;  Foster  v.  Reid,  57 
Ga.  609;  Chapman  v.  Taliaferro,  1  Ga. 
App.  235,  58  S.  E.  128.  lU.— Linn  v. 
Downing,  116  111.  App.  454.  Md.— Doub 
V.  Mason,  2  Md.  380.  Ohio. — ^Doe  v. 
Pendleton,  15  Ohio  735.  Pa. — Euther- 
f  ord  V.  Boyer,  84  Pa.  347.  S.  C— Babb 
V.  Sullivan,  43  S.  C.  436,  21  S.  E.  277; 
Witherspoon  v.  Twitty,  43  S.  C.  348,  21 
S.  E.  256. 

Former  judgment  as  merger  or  bar, 
see  15  Standard  Peoc.  485,  et  seq.    i 

63.  See  the  following:  Ark.— Wald- 
stein  V.  Williams,  101  Ark.  404,  142 
S.  W.  834,  37  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1162. 
Mo. — Schneider  v.  Maney,  242  Mo.  36, 
145  S.  W.  823.  Neb.- Tierney  v.  Evans, 
92  Neb.  330,  138  N.  W.  140.  Ohio. 
Eshelman  v.  Van  Nover,  89   Ohio  St. 
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reinstating  the  original  judgment  in  all  its  powers  and  conditions, 
which  the  change  of  parties,  lapse  of  time,  or  other  causes,  may  have 
rendered  inoperative,^*  subject,  however,  to  the  rights  of  third  parties 
which  attached  or  were  acquired  during  the  interim  between  the  lapse 
of  the  lien  and  revival  of  the  judgment.^" 

IX.    REVIEW   OP   PROCEEDINGS   FOR   REVIVAL.««  —  On  a 

review,  by  an  appellate  court,  of  revival  proceedings,  the  validity  of 
the  original  judgment  will  not  be  considered.^'  Nor  will  the  judgment 
of  revival  be  disturbed  unless  some  error  or  abuse  of  discretion  is 
shown.^^  But  a  judgment  of  revival  rendered  on  a  writ  of  scire 
facias,  which  was  improperly  issued,  may  be  vacated,  and  the  writ 
quashed,  on  a  review  thereof  by  the  appellate  court,  upon  the  motion 
of  the  defendant.^^  "Where  the  judgment  on  scire  facias  merely  re- 
vives the  original  judgment,  a  reversal  of  the  latter  annuls  the  for- 
mer.'" 


48,  105  N.  E.  70.  Pa.— Teagei'a  Ap- 
peal, 129  Pa.  268,  18  Atl.  137;  Cope's 
Appeal,  96  Pa.  294;  Dean's  Appeal,  35 
Pa.  405;  In  re  Topley's  Appeal,  13  Pa. 
424;  In  re  Eeed'a  Appeal,  7  Pa.  65; 
Philadelphia  Pire,  etc.  Co.'s  Appeal,  2 
Pa.  263;  In,  re  Dougherty's  Estate,  9 
"Watts  &  S.  189,  42  Am.  Dec.  326; 
Westmoreland  Bank  v.  Eainey,  1  Watts 
26;  Vitry  v.  Dauci,  3  Eawle  9;  In  re 
Ahl{s  Estate,  6  Pa.  Dist.  393;  Bank  v. 
KaufEman,  2  Leg.  Bee.  33;  Harrisburg 
V.  Aughinbaugh,  2  Dauph.  Co.  Eep. 
245;  Carson  v.  Ford,  6  Pa.  Super.  17. 
W.  Va. — Maxwell  v.  Leeson,  50  W.  Va. 
361,  40  S.  E.  420,  88  Am.  St.  Eep. 
875. 

See  also  supra,  I. 

64.  Ark. — Waldstein  ^>.  Williams,  101 
Ark.  404,  142  S.  W.  83i,  37  L.  E.  A. 
1162.  Kan. — Manley  v.  Mayer,  68  Kai. 
377,  75  Pac.  550.  Md.— Huston  v.  Ditto, 
20  Md.  305.  Neb. — Eaton  v.  Hasty,  6 
Neb.  419,  29  Am.  Eep.  365. 

65.  Del. — Cohen  v.  TufE,  4  Boyee  188, 
86  Atl.  833  (aprming  3  Boyee  404,  84 
Atl.  946).  Neb.— Halmes  v.  Dovey,  64 
Neb.  122,  89  N.  W.  631,  operates  as  a 
lien  only  on  real  estate  which  judg- 
ment debtor  owned  when  judgment  is 
revived.  Wis. — McKenna  v.  Van  Blar- 
com,  109  Wis.  271,  85  N.  W.  322,  83 
Am.  St.  Eep.  895. 

[a]    A  bona  fide  purcbaser,    during 
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the  lapse  of  the  lien,  is  protected  by 
statute  from  a  revival  of  the  same. 
Cohen  v.  TufE,  4  Boyee  (Del.)  188,  86 
Atl.  833,  aprming  3  Boyee   (Del.)   404, 

84  Atl.  946. 

[b]  A  mortgage  recorded  after  lapse 
of  the  Uen  and  before  revival  of  the 
judgment  has  priority  over  the  lien  of 
the  new  judgment.  McKenna  v.  Van 
Blareom,  109  Wis.  271,  85  N.  W.  322, 
83  Am.  St.  Eep.  895. 

[c]  Where  a  judgment  has  not  been 
entered  upon  the  lien  docket,  it  will 
not  be  continued  by  scire  facias  as 
against  subsequent  creditors  who  have 
had  no  actual  notice  thereof.  Stephen's 
Exrs.  Appeal,  38  Pa.  9. 

66.  Eevlew  generally,  sea  the  titles 
"Appeals;"  "Review;"  "Writ  of  Er- 
ror." 

67.  Schuyler  v.  McCrae,  16  N.  J.  L. 
248;  Stille  v.  Wood,  1  N.  J.  L.  224. 

G8.  KnigM  V.  Bunker,  7  Ohio  St. 
77;  Buchanan  v.  King's  Heirs,  22 
Gratt.  (63  Va.)  414. 

69.  D.  O. — Crumbaugt  •».  Otterback, 
8  Mackey  1.  Md. — American  Surety 
Co.  of  New  York  v.  Spice,  119  Md.  1, 

85  Atl.  1031.  Miss. — ^Locke  v.  Brady, 
30  Miss.  21. 

70.  Mills  V.  Conner,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
7;  Eldred  v.  Hazlett's  Heirs,  38  Pa. 
16. 
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For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Pboc.  748,  et  seq.,  and  the  index  to  this 
work. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work. 


I,  BY  PAYMENT.  —  A.  To  Whom  Made.  — 1.  Judgment 
Plaintiff.  —  Payment  of  a  judgment,  in  order  to  constitute  a  satisfac- 
tion thereof  must  usually  be  made  to  the  party  for  whom  the  judgment 
was  rendered,^  or  to  his  duly  authorized  agent,^  or  to  his  attorney  of 
record.^  If  two  or  more  plaintiffs  share  in  the  judgment,  payment  to 
them  all  jointly,  or  to  either  of  them,  in  the  absence  of  notice  from 
either  of  them  to  the  contrary,  will  discharge  the  defendant  from 
liability.* 


1.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Wills 
V.  Chandler,  2  Fed.  273,  1  McCrary  276. 
Ala. — Henderson  v.  Planters'  &  Mer- 
chants' Bank,  178  Ala.  420,  59  So.  493; 
McGehee  v-  Gindrot,  20  Ala.  95.  Ga. 
Eoland  v.  Roland,  139  Ga.  825,  78 
S.  E.  249;  Georgia  E.  &  Banking  Co. 
V.  Tice,  124  Ga.  459,  52  S.  E.  916.  Ky. 
Davis  V.  Gott,  130  Ky.  486,  113  S.  W. 
826.  Pa. — Young  v.  Steim,  29  Pa. 
Super.  205. 

2.  Ala. — Henderson  v.  Planters'  & 
Merchants'  Bank,  178  Ala.  420,  59  So. 
493.  Idaho. — Vermont  Loan  &  Tr.  Co. 
V.  McGregor,  6  Idaho  134,  53  Pac.  399. 
Hich. — B^llander  v.  Neidhold,  112 
Mich.  329,  70  N.  W.  892,  4  Det.  Leg. 
N.  55.  N.  C— See  Bartlett  v.  Yates,  52 
N.  C.  615,  holding  that  a  parol  assign- 
ment of  a  judgment  constitutes  the  as- 
signee an  agent  for  plaintiff,  author- 
ized to  receive  payment  and  discharge 
the  judgment.  Pa. — Miller  v.  Preston, 
154  Pa.  63,  25  Atl.  1041,  affirming  30 
W.  N.  C.  240.  Vt.— Salinas  v.  Lee,  73 
Vt.  363,  51  Atl.  5. 

[a]  The  judgment  debtor  must  as- 
certain the  authority  of  the  agent; 
payment  to  one  without  authority  is 
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at  his  risk.     Guiles  1>.  Murray,  22  Pa. 
Co.   Ct.  99;   Cowden  v.  Beehlar,  6  Pa. 
I  Co.  Ct.  8. 

[b]  Payments  made  to  a  collection 
agency  after  notice  that  it  was  not 
authorized  to  receive  such  payments  do 
not  operate  to  discharge  or  satisfy  the 
judgment.  Stults  v.  Nelson,  Cheesman 
&  Co.,  49  Ind.  App.  208,  97  N.  E.  21. 

[c]  Payment  to  the  county  treas- 
urer of  the  amount  of  a  judgment  re- 
covered by  the  county,  operates  to  sat- 
isfy the  judgment.  Shelly  v.  Lash,  14 
Minn.   498. 

3.  Payment  to  attorney  of  record  aa 
satisfaction  of  judgment,  see  infra,  I, 
A, '2. 

4.  Ark. — ^Mt.  Nebo,  etc.  Coal  Co.  c. 
Martin,  86  Ark.  608,  111  S.  "W.  1002, 
112  8.  "W.  882.  Ga.— Georgia  E.  & 
Banking  Co.  v.  Tice,  124  Ga.  459,  52 
S.  E.  916.  Ky.— Davis  v.  Gott,  130 
Ky.  486,  113  S.  W.  826.  Neb.— Amer- 
ican P.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Lajidfare,  56  Neb. 
482,  76  N.  W.  1068.  N.  Y.— People 
e.r  rel.  Immerman  v.  Devlin,  63  Misc. 
363,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  478.  Tenn.— Br- 
win  V.  Eutherford,  1  Terg.  169. 

[a]    ?Wlieie  a>  wife,  liaving  a  separate 


JUDGMENTS,  SATISFACTION  OF 


531 


Where  the  judgment  is  taken  in  the  name  of  a  nominal  plaintiff,  payment 
may  be  made  direct  to  the  beneficial  owner.^  Payment  to  a  nominal 
plaintiff  does  not  satisfy  a  judgment  recovered  in  his  name  expressly 
for  the  use  of  another.^  But  payment  to  a  nominal  plaintiff  is  sufii- 
cient  where  there  is  nothing  in  the  record  to  indicate  that  such  plaintiff 
is  not  the  equitable  as  well  as  the  legal  ownerJ 

Where  the  judgment  has  been  assigned,  and  the  defendant  has  notice 
thereof,  payment  must  be  made  to  the  assignee;*  payment  to  the  for- 
mer owner  of  the  judgment,'  or  his  attorney  of  record,"  will  not 
operate  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  But  in  case  of  an  assign- 
ment without  notice,  payment  to  the  original  owner  is  valid.^^ 

2.  Attorney  of  Record. — By  virtue  of  a  general  retainer,  the  at- 
torney of  record  for  the  judgment  plaintiff  has  implied  authority  to 


claim,  permits  it  to  be  joined  with  that 
of  her  husband,  and  asserted  in  his 
name,  there  was  no  misjoinder  of  par- 
ties, since  her  husband's  satisfaction 
of  the  judgment  will  also  satisfy  her 
claim.  Mt.  Nebo,  etc.  Coal  Co.  v. 
Martin,  86  Ark.  608,  111  S.  W.  1002 
112  S.  W.  882. 

[b]  While  one  joint  -creditor  (1) 
may  compromise  with  the  debtor  as  to 
his  own  interest  (Penn  v.  Edwards,  50 
Ala.  63),  (2)'  he  cannot  bind  his  co- 
creditors  by  any  compromise  as  to  theii 
interests.     Haggin  v.  Clark,  61  Cal.  1. 

5.  m.— Triplett  v.  Scott,  12  111.  137; 
Germania  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Koehler,  59  111. 
App.  592.  la. — Matter  v.  Phillips,  52 
Iowa  232,  3  N.  W.  49.  Me.— Pratt  v. 
Dow,  56  Me.  81.  Mich. — Kallander  v. 
Neidhold,  112  Mich.  329,  70  N.  W.  892, 
4  Det.  Leg.  N.  55.  N.  Y.— McGregoi 
V.  Comstock,  28  N.  Y.  237. 

[a]  The  beneficial  owner  has  been 
held  to  be  the  "party  who  has  the 
exclusive  right  to  merge  a  claim  into 
a  judgment,  and  after  judgment  to 
make  the  money  an  execution."  Lacej 
V.  Waples,  28  La.  Ann.  158. 

[b]  To  render  such  a  payment  ef- 
fectual, however,  the  judgment  debtor 
must  show  that  the  person  to  whom  the 
payment  was  made  had,  at  the  time, 
the  right  to  receive  payment.  Mervine 
V.  Parker,  18  Ala.  241;  Seymour  v 
Smith,  114  N.  Y.  481,  21  N.  E.  1042, 
11  Am.  St.  Rep.,  683;  Brewster  v 
Games,  103  N.  Y.  556,  9  N".  E.  323. 

6.  Triplett  v.  Scott,  12  111.  137. 

[a]  Exception. — Where  the  person 
for  whose  use  the  judgment  is  reeov 
ered  is  a  fictitious  person,  the  debtoi 
may  treat  the  nominal  plaintiff  as  the 
real  owner,  and  proceed  to  settle  the 


demand  with  him.  MeGehee  v.  Gindrot, 
20  Ala.  95. 

7.  Atkinson  v.  Cooper,  2  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  361. 

Entry  of  satisfaction  by  nominal 
plaintiff,  see  i)nfra,  VIII,  A. 

8.  U.  S.— Wills  V.  Chandler,  2  Fed. 
273;  The  Lulie  D.,  4  Biss.  249,  12  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  8,602.  Ala.— Steele  v.  Thomp- 
son, 62  Ala.  323.  Colo.— Stoddard  v. 
Benton,  6  Colo.  508.  IlL — Hughes  v. 
Trahern,  64  111.  48.  Mass.— Dunn  v. 
Snell,  15  Mass.  481.  Miss. — Moore  v. 
Eed,  22  So.  948.  N.  Y.— Seymour  v. 
Smith,  17  Abb.  N.  C.  387.  Pa.— Noble 
V.  Thompson  Oil  Co.,  79  Pa.  354,  21 
Am.  Eep.  66.    Tenn.— Clodfelter  v.  Cox, 

1  Sneed  330,  60  Am.  Dee.  157. 

9.  Ross  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.,  55  Iowa  691,  8  N.  W.  644;  Guthrie 
V.  Bashline,  25  Pa.  80. 

[a]  A  receipt  for  part  payment  of 
a  judgment,  given  by  a  joint  creditor 
who  had  previously  assigned  his  entire 
interest  in  the  judgment,  and  accepted 
by  the  judgment  debtor  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  facts,  will  not  oper- 
ate as  a  credit  or  satisfaction  pro  tanto 
of   such   judginent.     Branham  v.  Rose, 

2  Ind.  26.  Partial  payment  as  satis- 
faction or  discharge  of  judgment,  se«> 
infra,  I,  C,  2. 

10.  See  infra,  J,  A,  2. 

11.  Ala.— McGehee  v.  Gindrot,  20 
Ala.  95.  Ind. — Gamble  v.  Cummins,  2 
Blackf.  235.  la.— McCarver  v.  Nealey, 
1'  G.  Gr.  360.  N.  Y. — Trustees  of  Union 
College  V.  Wheeler,  61'  N.  Y.  88;  Booth 
V.  Farmers  &  Mechanics'  Nat.  Bank, 
50  N.  Y.  396,  reversing  4  Lans.  301,  65 
Barb.  457;  Bishop  v.  Garcia,  14  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  69. 
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receive  payment  and  enter  satisfaction  of  his  client's  judgment/^ 


12.  U.  S. — ^Bailey  v.  United  States, 
109  U.  8.  432,  3  Sup.  Ct.  272,  27  L.  ed. 
988;  Chouteau  v.  United  States,  95  U. 
S.  61,  24  L.  ed.  371;  :Erwin  v.  Blake, 
8  Pet.  18,  8  L.  ed.  852;  The  Union 
Bank  of  Georgetown  v.  Geary,  5  Pet. 
99,  8  L.  ed.  60;  Holker  v.  Parker,  7 
Craneh  436,  3  L.  ed.  396.  Ala.— Fraziei 
V.  Parks'  Admrs.;  56  Ala.  363.  Ark. 
Conway  County  v.  Little  Eock,  etc. 
Ry.  Co.,  39  Ark.  50;  Miller  v.  Scott,  21 
Ark.  396.  Colo.— Black  v.  Drake,  2 
Colo.  330.  Coun. — Brackett  v.  Norton, 
4  Conn.  517,  10  Am.  Dec.  179.  Fla.. 
Hendry  v.  Bsnlisa,  37  Fla.  609,  20  So. 
800,  34  L.  E.  A.  283.  Ga.— Georgia  E. 
&  Banking  Co.  v.  Tice,  124  Ga.  459, 
52  S.  E.  916.  111.  — Hurd  v.  Slaten, 
43  lU.  348.  Ind.^  State  v.  Hen- 
ning,  158  Ind.  196,  63  N.  B.  207;  New- 
man t).  Kiser,  128  Ind.  258,  26  N.  E. 
1006;  HoUiday  v.  Thomas,  90  Ind.  398. 
la. — Shaffer  v.  McCrackin,  90  Iowa  578, 
58  N.  W.  910,  48  Am.  St.  Eep.  465; 
McCarver  v.  Nealey,  1  G.  Gr.  360.  Kan. 
Dolan  V.  Van  Demark,  35  Kan.  304,  10 
Pac.  848.  Ky.— Davis  v.  Gott,  130  Ky. 
486,  113  S.  W.  826;  Ely,  etc.  «.  Har- 
vey, Keith  &  Co.,  6  Bush  620;  Canter- 
berry  v.  Com.,  1  Dana  415.  Me. — Ducett 
V.  Cunningham,  39  Me.  386;  Patten  v. 
Fullerton,    27    Me.    58;    Gray   v.   Wass, 

1  Me.  257.  Md.— Baltimore,  etc.  E.  Co. 
V.  Fitzpatrick,  36  Md.  619.  Mass. 
Bryant  v.  Eich's  Grill,  216  Mass.  344, 
103  N.  E.  925,  Ann.  Gas.  1915B,  869; 
Heard  v.  Lodge,  20  Pick.  53,  32  Am. 
Dec.  197;  Lewis  v.  Gamage,  1  Pick 
347;  Langdon  v.  Potter,  13  Mass.  319. 
Miss.— Hiller  v.  Ivy,  37  Miss.  431;  But- 
ler V.  Jones,  7  How.  587,  40  Am.  Dec. 
82.  Mo.— Whelan  t).  Eeilly,  61  Mo.  565; 
Carroll  County  v.  Cheatham,  48  Mo. 
385;  State  v.  Hawkins,  28  Mo.  366; 
Eoberts  v.  Nelson,  22  Mo.  App.  28. 
N.  J. — WyckoflE  v.  Bergen,  1  N.  J. 
L.  214.    N.  Y.— Steward  v.  Biddlecum, 

2  N.  Y.  103;  Megary  v.  Funtis,  5  Sandf. 
376;  Tito  v.  Seabury,  18  Misc.  283,  41 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1041.  N.  C— Rogers  v.  Mc- 
Kenzie,  81  N.  C.  164.  Ohio.— Bryans 
V.  Taylor,  Wright  245.  Pa. — ^Miller  v. 
Preston,  154  Pa.  63,  25  Atl.  1041,  af- 
firming  30  W.  N.  C.  240  (holding  that 
payment  of  a  judgment  to  the  attorney 
of  record  for  plaintiff,  who  satisfies  the 
same  on  the  record,  and  turns  the 
money  over  to  a  person  accustomed  to 
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acting  as  agent  for  plaintiff,  is  bind- 
ing on  plaintiff;  especially  when  he 
waits  three  years,  and  until  after  the 
death  of  the  attorney  to  deny  the  at- 
torney's authority);  Weist  v.  Lee,  3 
Ye,ates  47;  Bracken  v.  City,- 27  Pittsb. 
Leg.  J.  (O.  S.)  202,  10  Pittsb.  Leg. 
J.  (N.  S.)  202;  McDonald  v.  Todd,  1 
Grant  Cas.  17.  S.  C. — Mordecai  v. 
Charleston  County,  8  S.  C.  100;  Cone 
V.  Brown,  15  Eich.  L.  262;  Commis- 
sioners V.  Eose,  1  Desaus.  Eq.  461,  469. 
Tenn. — Maxwell  v.  Owen,  7  Coldw.  630. 
Tex. — Cartwright's  Admr.  v.  Jones' 
Admr.,  13  Tex.  1.  Va. — Johnson  v. 
Gibbons,  27  Gratt.  (68  Va.)  632;  Wil- 
kinson V.  Holloway,  7  Leigh  (34  Va.) 
277;  Smock  v.  Dade,  5  Eand.  (26  Va.) 
639,  16  Am.  Dec.  780;  Wilson  v.  Stok«s, 
4  Munf.  (18  Va.)  455;  Branch  v.  Burn- 
ley, 1  Call  (5  Va.)  147;  Hudson  v. 
Johnson,  1  Wash.  (1  Va.)  10.  W.  Va. 
Kent,  Paine  &  Co.  v.  Chapman,  18  W. 
Va.  485;  Wiley  v.  Mahood,  10  W.  Va. 
206;  Harper  v.  Harvey,  4  W.  Va.  539; 
Yoakum  v.  Tilden,  3  W.  Va.  167,  100 
Am.  Dec.  738.  Wis.— Flanders  v.  Sher- 
man, 18  Wis.  575;  Clark  v.  Randall,  9 
Wis.  135,  76  Am.  Dec.  252. 

[a]  Special  Counsel. — An  attorney 
employed  for  some  specific  purpose, 
and  who  is  not  an  attorney  of  record, 
has  no  authority  to  collect  the  amount 
of  the  judgment.  Cameron  v.  Stratton  ' 
14  111.  App.  270. 

[b]  _  An  associate  attorney  may  be 
authorized  to  receive  payment  of  a 
judgment.  Eogers  v.  McKeuzie,  81  N. 
0.  164. 

[c]  Payment  to  an  attorney  for  the 

state  does  not  operate  as  satisfaction 
of  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  state 
where  a  statute  provides  for  payment 
to  the  treasurer.  Peacock  v.  Pembroke, 
8  Md.  348. 

[d]  Payments  to  an  attorney  not  of 
record,  and  who  had  never  represented 
the  judgment  creditor,  and  who  had 
never  paid  over  the  amounts  thus  paid 
to  him,  were  not  valid,  and  did  not 
bind  the  creditor.  Morrison  v.  Ham- 
mack  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152  S.  W.  494. 

Payment  to  attorney  for  guardian  ad 
litem  of  an  infant  as  satisfaction,  see 
■imfm,  I,  A,  3. 

Entry  of  satisfaction,  see  generally 
infra,  Vin. 
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unless  his  authority  has  been  revoked,  and  notice  thereof  given,^^  or 
his  authority  has  expired  by  limitation  of  statute,"  or  the  death  of 
his  client,^^  or  the  judgment  has  been  assigned.^"  But  in  the  absence 
of  express  authority  from  his  client,  an  attorney  cannot  release  a 
judgment  without  actual  payment  in  full  of  the  whole  amount  due 
thereon.^' 


13.  Ga. — Eoland  v.  Roland,  139  Ga. 
825,  78  S..  B.  249.  111. — Custer  v.  Ag- 
new,  83  111.  194.  la. — Shafieer  v.  Mo- 
Crackin,  90  Iowa  578,  58  N.  W.  910, 
48  Am.  St.  Rep.  465.  Miss.— Butler  v. 
Jones,  7  How.  587,  40  Am.  Dec.  82. 
W.  Va. — Harper,  Admr.  v.  Harvey,  4 
W.  Va.  539;  Yoakum  v.  Tilden,,  3  W. 
Va.  167,  100  Am.  Dec.  738,  767. 

[a]  Burden  of  Proof. — "Where  a  judg- 
ment plaintiff  denies  the  right  of  his 
attorney  of  record  to  receive  payment 
of  the  judgment,  the  burden  is  on  him 
to  show  that  the  attorney's  authority 
was  revoked  before  the  payment,  and 
that  defendant  had  notice  thereof. 
Yoakum  v.  Tilden,  3  W.  Va.  167,  100 
Am.  Dec.  738. 

14.  Chautauqua  County  Bank  v.  Eis- 
ley,  4  Denio   (N.  Y.)   480. 

,  15.  Turnan  v.  Temke,  84  II].  286; 
"Wood  V.  New  York,  44  App.  Div.  299, 
60  N.  Y.  Supp.  759,  holding  that  an 
attorney  of  record  has  no  authority  to 
discharge  a  judgment  obtained  by  him 
for  Ms  client,  after  the  death  of  the 
latter,  unless  re-employed  by  his  per- 
sonal representative,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  judgment  is  not  en- 
tered until  after  the  client's  death, 
and  a  provision  of  statute  that  the  at- 
torney may  satisfy  a  judgment  at  any 
time  within  two  years  after  its  entry. 

16.  Dl.— Trumbull  v.  Nicholson,  27 
m,  149.  N.  Y. — Bobinson  v.  Brennan, 
90  N. .  Y.  208.  S.  C— Mordeeai  v. 
Charleston  County,  8  S.  C.  100. 

Payment  where  judgment  assigned, 
see  supra,  I,  A,  1. 

17.  See  the  following:  TJ.  S. — United 
States  V.  Beebe,  180  TJ.  S.  343,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  371,  45  L.  ed.  563;  Jeffries  v.  Mutual 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  110  tJ.  S.  305,  4  Sup. 
Ct.  8,  28  L.  ed.  156;  Holker  v.  Parker, 
7  Oranch  436,  3  L.  ed.  396;  Pierce  v. 
Brown,  8  Biss.  534,  19  Ted.  Cas.  No. 
11,143.  Ala. — Chapman  v.  Cowles,  41 
Ala.  103,  91  Am.  Dec.  508.  Colo.— Mc- 
Mnrray  v.  Marsh,  12  Colo.  App.  95,  54 
Pac.  852.  Ga. — Phillips  v.  Dobbins,  56 
Ga.  617.  lU.— People  v.  Cole,  84  HI. 
327;  Vickery  v.  McClellan,  61  111.  311; 


Trumbull    v.    Nicholson,    27    111.    149; 
Nolan   V.    Jackson,    16    HI.   272.      Ind. 
Union  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Buchan- 
an,   100    Ind.    63;    McCormick    v.     The 
"Walter  A.   "Wood   M.   &  E.  Mach.   Co., 
72  Ind.  518;   Combs  v.  Combs,  56  lud. 
App.   656,   105    N.    E.   944;     Biddle    v. 
Pierce,    13    Ind.    App.    239,    41    N.    E. 
475;   Eepp  v.  "Wiles,  3  Ind.   App.   167, 
29    N.    E.   441.     la.— Tallmon   v.   Tall- 
mon,    166    Iowa    370,    147   N.   W.    746; 
McCarver  v.  Nealey,  1  G.  Gr.  360.  Kan. 
Eounsaville    v.    Hazen,    33    Kan.    71,    5 
Pac.  422;   Marbourg  v.  Smith,  11  Kan. 
554.    La. — Garthwaite  v.  Wentz,  19  La. 
Ann.    196.     Me. — "Wilson   v.   Wadleigh,  . 
36    Me.    496;    Jewett   v.   "Wadleigh,    32 
Me.  110.     Md. — ^Fritchey  v.  Bosley,  56 
Md.  94;  Eohr  v.  Anderson,  51  Md.  205; 
Maddux  v.  Bevan,  39  Mdl  485;   Camp- 
bell   V.    Booth,    8    Md.    107;    Doub    v. 
Barnes,  1  Md.  Ch.  127.     Mass. — Lewis 
V.  Gamage,  1  Pick.  347.    Miss. — Parker 
V.  McBee,  61  Miss.  134;  Keller  v.  Scott, 
2    Smed.    &    M.    81.      Mo.— Spears     v. 
I.edergerber,    56    Mo.    465;    Eobertg    v. 
Nelson,  22  Mo.  App.  28.     Neb.— Smith 
V.   Jones,   47   Neb.   108,   66   N.   "W.   19, 
53  Am.  St.  Eep.  519.    N.  H.— Beliveau 
V.  Amoskeag  Mfg.   Co.,  68  N.  H.   225, 
40  Atl.  734,  73   Am.   St.  Eep.  577,  44 
L     R.    A.    167.      N.    J. — ^Faughman    v. 
Elizabeth,  58  N.  J.  L.  309,  33  Atl.  212. 
N.  Y. — ^Beers  v.  Hendricsson,  45  N.  Y. 
665,  reversing  6  Eobt.  53;  "Wood  v.  New 
York,    44    App.    Div.    299,    60     N.     Y. 
Supp.  759;  Lewis  v.  "Woodruff,  15  How. 
Pr.   539;   Benedict  v.  Smith,   10   Paige 
Ch.  126;  Carstens  v.  Barnstorf,  11  Abb. 
Pr.   N.   S.   442;    "Woodford  v.  Easbach, 
6   Civ.  Proc.   315;    Lamman   v.   Elmira, 
C.    &   N.   E.   E.   Co.,    85   Hun    188,   32 
N.    Y.    Supp.    579',    65    N.    Y.    St.    723. 
Pa.— "Whitesell   v.   Peek,    165    Pa.    571, 
30  Atl.  933,  35  "W.  N.  C.  540;  Chambers 
V.   Millar,    7    "Watts    63;     Philadelphia, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Christman,  4  Penny.  271; 
Eby  V.  Lamb,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  209.    Tex. 
Peters  v.  Lawson,  66  Tex.  336,  17  S.  "W. 
734;   Price  v.  Logue   (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
164    S.    "W.    1048.      W.    Va.— "Watt    v. 
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S.  Next  Friend  or  Guardian.  —  Under  statutes  in  somte  states,  the 
guardian  ad  litem  or  next  friend  of  an  infant  may,  upon  giving 
proper  bond  or  security,  receive  payment  of  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  infant.^^  But  in  the  absence  of  such  statutory  authority,  the  gen- 
eral rule  is  that  neither  the  guardian  ad  litem,^'  nor  the  attorney  of 


Brookover,   35   "W.   Va.   323,   13   S.   E. 
1007,  29  Am.  St.  Bep.  811. 
See  3  Standard  Pkoo.  858. 

[a]  Payment  of  a  part  of  the 
amount  due  on  a  judgment  under  a 
fraudulent  agreement  that  the  debtor 
shall  have  a  receipt  in  full,  and  the 
attorney  shall  retain  the  money  so 
paid,  will  not  inure  to  the  benefit  of 
such  debtor  or  his  surety.  Chalfants 
V.  Martin,  25  W.  Va.  394. 

[b]  Where  the  judgment  creditor 
ratifies  an  unauthorized  compromise 
made  by  his  attorney  of  record,  where- 
by assigned  notes  of  third  persons  in 
a  less  amount  than  the  judgment  are 
accepted  as  full  payment  thereof,  it 
will  operate  as  a  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment.  Jones  v.  Eansour,  3  Ind. 
327;  Whitesell  &  Sons  v.  Peck,  165  Pa 
571,  30  Atl.  933,  35  W.  N.  C.  540. 

[c]  A  judgment  plaintiff  is  not 
bound  by  a  discharge  of  his  debtor  from 
arrest  on  a  ca.  sa.  by  'authority  of 
plaintiff  'a  attorney,  until  the  money 
has  been  paid.  Simontou  v.  Barrel!, 
21  "Wend.  (N.  T.)  362;  Kellogg  v.  Gil- 
bert, 10  Johns.  (N.  T.)  220,  6  Am. 
Dec.   335. 

[d]  Attorney  cannot  credit  amount 
of  his  own  indebtedness  to  judgment 
debtor  on  judgment  in  absence  of  eon- 
sent  of  judgment  creditor.  Keller  v. 
Scott,  2  Smed.  &  M,  (Miss.)  81; 
Wenans  v.  Lindsay,  1  How.  (Miss.) 
577. 

Partial  payment  as  satisfaction  or 
discharge  of  judgment,  see  infra,  I, 
C,  2. 

Medium,  mode  and  su£S.ciency  of  pay- 
ment, see  infra,  I,  C. 

18.  Ark. — Wood  v.  Claiborne,  82  Ark. 
514,  102  S.  W.  219,  il8  Am.  St.  Bep. 
89,  11  L.  B.  A.  (N.  S.)  913;  Spark- 
man  V.  Boberts,  61  Ark.  26,  31  S.  W. 
742.  Fla. — Neal  v.  Spooner,  20  Pla. 
38.  Ga.— Oxford  Knitting  Mills  v.  Sut- 
ton, 127  Ga.  162,  56  S.  E.  298.  Mich. 
Baker  v.  Pere  Marquette  B.  Co.,  142 
Mich.  497,  105  N.  W.  1116,  3  L.  B.  A. 
(N.  S.)  76.  Mo. — Henderson  v.  Kan- 
sas City,  177  Mo.  477,  76  S.  W.  1045; 
Jones    V.    Steele,    36    Mo.    324.     N.   Y. 
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Greenburg  v.  N.  T.  C.  &  H.  E.  B.  B. 
Co.,  210  N.  Y.  505,  104  N.  E.  931 
(^affirming  order  160  App.  Div.  888,  144 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1118);  In  re  Fritz,  2  Paige 
374;  Heiter  v.  Joline,  135  App.  Div, 
13,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  819;  Wileman  v. 
Metropolitan  St.  E.  Co.,  80  App.  Div. 
53,  80  N.  Y.  Supp.  233.  Tex.— Gulf, 
C.  &  S.  E.  By.  Co.  «.  Younger,  19  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  242,  45  S.  W.  1030,  where 
judgment  does  not  exceed  $500. 

[a]  Attorney  of  Record.' — Under 
such  statutes  the  attorney  of  record 
for  the  infant  may  also  receive  pay- 
ment of  the  amount  of  the  judgment 
recovered  and  enter  satisfaction  there- 
of. ^  Greensburg  v.  New  York  C.  &  H. 
B.  E.  Co.,  210  N.  Y.  505,  104  N.  E. 
931,  affirming  order,  160  App.  Div.  888, 
144  N.  Y.  Supp.  1118. 

Eight  of  attorney  of  record  to  re- 
ceive payment  of  judgment  generally, 
see  supra,  I,  A,  2. 

[b]  A  defendant  is  bound  to  know, 
however,  whether  the  guardian  ad  litem 
has  given  bond  as  required  by  statute, 
so  as  to  authorize  him  or  his  attorney 
to  receive  payment  and  enter  satisfac- 
tion of  the  infant's  judgment.  Heiter 
V.  Joline,  135  App.  Div.  13,  119  N.  Y. 
Supp.  819. 

19.  Ala. — Collins  v.  Gillespy,  148 
Ala.  558,  41  So.  930,  121  Am.  St.  Bep. 
81;  Glass  v.  Glass,  76  Ala.  368;  Haynea 
V.  Wheat,  9  Ala.  239;  Smith  v.  Eedus, 
9  Ala.  99,  44  Am.  Dec.  429;  Isaacs  v. 
Boyd,  5  Port.  388.  Ark.— Biggs  v.  St. 
Louis,  etc.  B.  Co.,  91  Ark.  122,  120 
S.  W.  970.  lU.— Spring  Valley  Coal 
Co.  V.  Donaldson,  123  HI.  App.  196. 
Ky. — Forbes'  Heirs  r.  Mitchell,  1  J.  J. 
Marsh.  440.  Me. — Bernard  v.  Merrill, 
91  Me.  358,  40  Atl.  136.  Miss.— Klaus 
V.  State,  54  Miss.  644.  N.  Y.— Leopold 
V.  Meyer,  10  Abb.  Pr.  40.  S.  C— Al- 
len V.  Boundtree,  1  Speers  L.  80.  Tenn. 
American  Lead  Pencil  Co.  v.  Davis,  108 
Tenn.  251,  66  S.  W.  1129;  Cody  v. 
Eoane  Iron  Co.,  105  Tenn.  515,  58  S. 
W.  850;  Barbee  v.  Williams,  4  Heiak. 
522;  Benton  v.  Pops,  5  Humph.  392; 
Miles  V.  Kaigler,  10  Yerg.  10,  30  Am. 
Dec.   425.     Tex.— Galveston   Oil   Co.  v. 


JUDGMENTS,  SATISFACTION  OF 


530 


record,  who  derives  his  authority  through  such  guardian  ad  litem,^" 
can  receive  payment  of  a  judgment  recoverd  by  an  infant,  but  such 
judgment  must  be  paid  to  the  general  guardian,^^  or,  if  no  guardian 
has  been  appointed  and  qualified,  it  may  be  paid  into  court  for  the 
benefit  of  the  infant.''^  There  are  authorities,  however,  to  the  effect 
that  even  in  the  absence  of  statute,  where  no  general  guardian  has 
been  appointed,  that  payment  may  be  made  to  the  guardian  ad  litem 
or  next  friend,^^  or  attorney  of  record  employed  by  such  guardian 
ad  litem.^*    But  when  permitted  to  receive  payment,  the  guardian  ad 


Thompson,  76  Tex.  235,  13  S.  W.  60; 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ey..  Co.  v.  Younger, 
19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  242,  45  S.  W.  1030. 
W.  Va.— Fletcher  v.  Parker,  53  W.  Va. 
422,  44  S.  E.  422,  97  Am.  St.  Eep. 
991;  Crotty  v.  Eagle's  Admr.,  35  W. 
Va.  143,  13  S.  E.  59. 

20.  Ala. — Collins  v.  Gillespy,  148 
Ala.  558,  41  So.  930,  121  Am.  St.  Eep, 
81.  Pa. — O'Donnell  v.  Broad,  149  Pa. 
24,  27  Atl.  305,  2  Pa.  Dist.  84.  Tenn, 
Cody  V.  Eoane  Iron  Co.,  105  Tenn.  515, 
58  S.  W.  850;  Barbae  v.  Williams,  4 
Heisk.  522;  Benton  v.  Pope,  5  Humph. 
392;  Miles  v.  Kaigler,  10  Yerg.  10,  30 
Am.  Dec.  425.  Tex. — Galveston  Oil 
Co.  V.  Thompson,  76  Tex.  235,  13  S.  W. 
60;  Galveston  E.  Co.  v.  Hewitt,  67  Tex. 
473,  3  S.  "W.  705,  60  Am.  Eep.  32. 

Compare  infra,  note  24. 
Payment  to  attorney  of  record  gen- 
erally, see  supra,  I,  A,  2. 

21.  Ala. — Collins  v.  Gillespy,  148 
Ala.  558,  41  So.  930,  121  Am.  St.  Eep. 
81;  Smith  v.  Eedus,  9  Ala.  99,  44  Am. 
Dec.  429.  Ark.— Wood  v.  Claiborne,  82 
Ark.  514,  102  S.  W.  219,  118  Am.  St. 
Eep.  89,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  913.  Me. 
Bernard  v.  Merrill,  91  Me.  358,  40  Atl. 
136.  IVQch. — Sheahau  v.  Wayne  Circuit 
Judge,  42  Mich.  69,  3  N.  W.  259. 
N.  Y. — Wuesthoff  v.  Germania  Life  Jns. 
Co.,  107  N.  Y.  580,  14  N.  E.  811.  Tenn. 
American  Lead  P^neil  Co.  v.  Davis, 
108  Tenn.  251,  66  S.  W.  1129;  Cody  v. 
Eoane  Iron  Co.,  105  Tenn.  515,  58  S.'  W. 
850;  Barbee  v.  Williams,  4  Heisk.  522; 
Benton  v.  Pope,  5  Humph.  392;  Miles 
V.  Kaigler,  10  Yerg.  10,  30  Am.  Dec. 
425.  Tex. — Galveston  Oil  Co.  v.  Thomp- 
son, 76  Tex.  235,  13  S.  W.  60;  Galves- 
ton E.  Co.  V.  Hewitt,  67  Tex.  473,  3 
S.  W.  705,  60  Am.  Eep.  32;  Gulf,  C. 
&  8.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Younger,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  242,  45  S.  W.  1030.  W.  Va. 
Fletcher  v.  Parker,  53  W.  Va.  422,  44 
S.  E.  422,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  991;  Law- 


son  v.  Kirehner,  50  W.  Va.  344,  40  S.  E. 
344. 

22.  Ala.— Smith  v.  Eedus,  9  Ala.  99, 
44  Am.  Dec.  429.  Miss. — Klaus  v.  State, 
54  Miss.  644.  N.  Y. — Calmbacher  v. 
Neuman,  28  Abb.  N.  C.  155;  Leopold 
V.  Meyer,  10  Abb.  Pr.  40;  Sere  v.  Coit, 
5  Abb.  Pr.  481;  Carpenter  v.  Scher- 
merhorn,  2  Barb.  Ch.  314.  TenU. — Cody 
V.  Eoane  Iron  Co.,  105  Tenn.  515,  58 
S,  W.  850;  Benton  v.  Pope,  5  Humph. 
392;  Miles  v.  Kaigler,  10  Yerg.  10,  30 
Am.  Dec.  425.  Tex. — Galveston  City 
E.  Co.  V.  Hewitt,  67  Tex.  473,  3  S.  W. 
705,  60  Am.  Eep.  32;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Styron,  66  Tex.  421,  1  S.  W. 
161;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Younger,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  242,  45 
S.  W.  1030;  Austin  v.  Colgate  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W.  896.  W.  Va. 
Fletcher  v.  Parker,  53  W.  Va.  422,  44 
S.  B.  422,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  991. 

23.  Md.— Baltimore  &  O.  E.  Co,  v. 
Fitzpatrick,  36  Md.  619.  Mass. — Tripp 
V.  Gifford,  155  Mass.  108,  29  N.  E. 
208,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  530.  Pa.— O'Don- 
nell V.  Broad,  2  Pa.  Dist.  84,  6  Kulp 
460,  149  Pa.  24,  27  Atl.  305.  Wash. 
State  ex  rel.  Lane  v.  Ballinger,  41 
Wash.  23,  82  Pac.  1018,  3  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  8.)  72.  Eng.— Morgan  v.  Thorne, 
7  Mees.  &  W.  400;  Collins  v.  Brook,  5 
Hurlst.  &  N.  700;  Collins  v.  Brook,  4 
Hurlst.   &  N.   270. 

24.  Md.— Baltimore  &  0.  E.  Co,  v. 
Fitzpatrick,  36  Md.  619.  Pa. — Stroyd 
?;.  Pittsburg  Traction  Co.,  15  Pa.  Super. 
245.  Wash. — State  ex  rel.  Lane  v.  Bal- 
linger, 41  Wash.  23,  82  Pac.  1018,  3 
L.  E.  A.  CN.  S.)  72,  holding  that  gen- 
eral statute  giving  attorney  right  to 
receive  money  upon  judstment  and  upon 
payment  to  acknowledge  satisfaction 
thereof  authorizes  him  to  receive  pay- 
ment of  judgment  for  infant. 

Compare  suvra,  note  20. 
Payment  of  attorney  of  record  gen-^ 
erally,  see  sv/pra,  I,  A,  2. 
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litem  cannot  compromise  or  settle  sueli  judgment,  so  as  to  bind  the 
infant,^"  except  under  an  order  of  tlie  court.^" 

4.  Officers  Authorized  To  Receive.  —  a.  Generally. — ^Payment 
to  any  officer,  having  authority  in  his  official  capacity  to  accept  it, 
will  satisfy  the  judgment.^'  Thus  payment  to  the  sheriff  or  constable 
in  possession  of  an  execution  will  usually  satisfy  or  discharge  the 
judgment;^*  but  a  payment  to  a  sheriff  who  is  not  thus  authorized 
to  receive  payment  will  not  discharge  the  judgment,^^ 


25.  Spring  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Don- 
aldson, 123  HI.  App.  196;  Metcher  v. 
Parker,  53  W.  Va.  422,  44  S.  E.  422, 
97  Am.  St.  Eep.  991. 

[a]  An  acceptance  of  a,  less  sum 
than  the  whole  amount  of  a  judgment 
rendered  in  favor  of  an  infant,  and 
the  entry  of  satisfaction  of  payment 
thereof  of  record,  by  the  curator  for 
his  ward,  will  not  estop  the  ward  from 
impeaching  the  acknowledgment  for 
want  of  consideration.  Winter  v.  K.  C. 
Cable  Ey.  Co.,  73  Mo.  App.  173.  Par- 
tial payment  as  satisfaction  or  dis- 
charge of  judgment,  see  supra,  I,  C,  2. 

26.  Minn.— Eidam  v.  Finnegan,  48 
Minn.  53,  50  N.  W.  933,  16  L.  E.  A. 
507.  N.  y.— Edsall  v.  Vandemark,  39 
Barb.  589;  Heiter  v.  Joline,  135  App. 
Div.  13,  119  N.  Y.  Supp;  819.  W.  Va. 
Crotty  V.  Eagle's  Admr.,  35  W.  Va. 
143,  13  S.  E.  59. 

27.  Ala.— Thompson  v.  Wallace,  3 
Ala.  132.  Fla. — Hendry  v.  Benlisa,  37 
ria.  609,  20  So.  800,  34  L.  E.  A.  283. 
lU.— Loughry  v.  Mail,  34  111.  App.  523. 
Ind. — Merritt  v.  Eiehey,  97  Ind.  236. 
Ky.— Davis  v.  Gott,  130  Ky.  486,  113 
S.  W.  826.  N.  y.— Jackson  v.  Weeks, 
1  N.  Y.  St.  511,  holding  that  payment 
of  an  execution  in  the  hands  of  a 
sheriff,  and  the  sheriff's  return  there- 
of satisfied,  and  an  entry  made  on  the 
docket  by  the  clerk  canceling  the 
same,  operates  aa  a  complete  satisfac- 
tion of  the  judgment,  and  the  execution 
creditor   cannot   refuse  to    accept    the 

.  money  from  '  the  sheriff,  and  proceed 
against  an  equity  of  redemption  in- 
stead. N.  C— Motz  V.  Stowe,  83  N.  C. 
434;  Tarkinton  v.  Guyther,  35  N.  C. 
100.  Pa. — Slusher  v.  Washington  Co., 
27  Pa.  205. 

Payment  to  justice  of  peace  as  satis- 
faction of  judgment,  see  the  title 
"Justices  of  the  Peace." 

[a]  Payment  To  Obtain  Postpone- 
ment of  Sale. — Money  turned  over  to 
the  sheriff  to  the  amount  of  the  debt. 
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for  the  purpose  of  obtainng  a  post- 
ponement of  the  sale  of  real  estate, 
will  not  operate  as  a  satisfaction  of 
the  judgment.  Strange  v.  Donohue,  4 
Ind.  327. 

28.  Ala. — Chapman  v.  Cowles,  41 
Ala.  103,  91  Am.  Dec.  508;  Bobo  v. 
Thompson,  3  Stew.  &  P.  385.  Del. 
Lofland  v.  Jefferson,  4  Harr.  303.  Ga. 
Irwin  V.  McKee,  25  Ga.  646.  Ind. 
Beard  v.  Millikan,  68  Ind.  231,  regard- 
less of  the  sheriff's  failure  to  pay  over 
the  money  to  the  plaintiff.  Ky. — Davis 
V.  Gott,  130  Ky.  486,  113  S.  W.  826. 
Miss. — Brooks  Oil  Co.  v.  Weatherford, 
91  Miss.  501,  44  So.  928.  Mo.— Nicola 
V.  American  Car  &  Foundry  Co.,  185 
Mo.  App.  285,  170  S.  W.  366.  N.  C. 
Bailey  v.  Hester,  101  N.  C.  538,  8 
S.  E.  164;  Mills  v.  Allen,  52  N.  G. 
564.  Pa. — Slusher  v.  Washington  Co., 
27  Pa.  205.  Tenn. — Cain  v.  Bryant,  12 
Heisk.  45,  even  where  constable  fails 
to  pay  money  to  plaintiff.  Tex. — Har- 
ris V.  Ellis,  30  Tex.  4,  94  Am.  Dee. 
296. 

_  [a]  Where  an  attorney's  lien  or  as- 
signment as  to  a  part  of  the  judgment 
is  held  by  a  third  person  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  sheriff,  but  the  judg- 
ment debtor  has  notice  thereof,  pay- 
ment to  the  sheriff  does  not  effect  a 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  Nicola 
V.  American  Gar  &  Foundry  Co.,  185 
Mo.  App.  285,  170  S.  W.  366. 

29.  Ala. — Henderson  v..  Planters'  & 
Merchants'  Bank,  178  Ala.  420,  59  So. 
493;  Chapman  v.  Cowles,  41  Ala.  103, 
91  Am.  Deo.  508;  Dean  «.  Governor, 
13  Ala.  526;  Bobo  v.  Johnson,  3  Stew. 
&  P.  385;  Barton  v.  Loekhart,  2  Stew. 
&  P.  109.  Del.— Lofland  v.  Jefferson, 
4  Harr.  303.  Me.— Wyer  v.  Andrews, 
13  Me.  168,  29  Am.  Dec.  497.  Miss. 
Brooks  Oil  Co.  v.  Weatherford,  91  Miss. 
501,  44  So.  928,  especially  where  sheriff 
does  not  pay  money  over  and  creditor 
does  not  ratify  such  payment.  Mo. 
Trigg   V.   Harris,    49    Mo.     176.      Tex. 
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b.  Clerk  of  Court.  —  Payment  to  the  clerk  of  court  of  the  amount 
of  a  judgment  does  not  operate  as  a  satisfaction  or  discharge  thereof, 
where  the  clerk  is  not  authorized  to  receive  such  payment,^"  and  no 
subsequent  ratification  of  payment  to  him  is  made  on  the  part  of  the 
judgment  creditor.*^  "Where  by  statute  the  clerk  of  court  is  author- 
ized to  receive  payment  after  the  judgment  has  been  rendered,  pay- 
ment to  him  constitutes  a  discharge  or  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.^^ 
So  a  payment  into  court,  under  an  order  therefor,  of  the  amount  of 
plg,intiff's  judgment  and  costs,  will  operate  as  a  satisfaction,  when 
done  at  the  instance  of  plaintiff.^' 


Harris  v.  Ellis,  30  Tex.  4,  94  Am.  Deo. 
296.  Va. — Chapman  v.  Harrison,  4 
Band.  (25  Va.)  336. 

[a]  Wliere  deputy  sheriff  is  not 
authorized  to  receive  payment,  pay- 
ment to  him  does  not  discharge  de- 
fendant's liability.  Bailey  ■».  Hester, 
101  N.  C.  538,  8  8.  E.  164. 

30.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Gover- 
nor V.  Kead,  38  Ala.  252;  Blann  v. 
Crocheron,  20  Ala.  320.  Fla. — Hendry 
V.  Benlisa,  37  Fla.  609,  20  So.  800,  34 
L.  E.  A.  283.  Ga. — Chattanooga,  E.  & 
C.  E.  Co.  V.  Jackson,  86  Ga.  676,  13 
8.  E.  109;  The  Bank  of  Georgetown 
V.  Ault,  31  Ga.  359.  111. — Seymour  v. 
Haines,  104  HI.  557;  Spring  Valley 
Coal  Co.  V.  Bonaldson,  123  HI.  App. 
196;  Lewis  v.  Coekrell,  31  111.  App. 
476.  Ind. — ^Blair  v.  Lanning,  61  Ind. 
499;  Hays  v.  Boyer,  59  Ind.  341,  both 
cases  prior  to  statute  authorizing  clerk 
to  receive  payment.  la. — Hawkeye 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Luckow,  76  Iowa  21,  39  N. 
W.  923,  payment  to  cl-srk  of  county  to 
which  execution  issued  on  transcript 
of  judgment  from  county  where  judg- 
ment rendered  not  satisfaction.  Ky. 
Chinn  v.  Mitchell,  2  Mete.  92;  Durant 
V.  Gabby,  2  Mete.  91.  Mont. — Matus- 
evitz  V.  Hughes,  26  Mont.  212,  66  Pac. 
939,  68  Pac.  467.  N.  D,— Milburn- 
Stoddard  Co.  v.  Stickney,  14  N.,  D. 
282,  103  N.  W.  752.  Pa.— Wells  v. 
Baird,  3  Pa.  351;  Tompkins  v.  Wood- 
ford, 1  Pa.  156;  Baer  v.  Kistler,  4 
Eawle  364.  S.  0. — Mazyck  v.  M'EwBn, 
2  Bailey  L.  28.  Tex. — Texas  &  Pacific 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Walker,  93  Tex.  611,  57  8. 
W.  568;  City  of  Whitesboro  v.  Diamond 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  75  S.  W.  540,  pay- 
ment to  clerk  not  satisfaction  unless 
clerk  made  agent  to  receive  payment. 
But  see  Eoberts  v.  Powell,  22  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  211,  54  S.  W.  643. 

Compare  Blake  v,  Hawkins,  19  Fed. 
204. 


[a]  Register  In  Chancery. — In  the 
absence  of  statute  or  an  order  of  the 
court,  payment  to  the  register  in  chan- 
cery of  the  amount  due  on  a  decree 
is  not  a  satisfaction  thereof,  unless 
accented  as  such  by  the  party  entitled 
to  the  money.  Lewis  v.  Kean,  102 
Mich.  605,  61  N.  W.  63. 

31.  Hendry  v.  Benlisa,  37  Fla.  609, 
20  So.  800,  34  L.  E.  A.  283. 

[a]  Judgment  Against  One  of  Joint 
Tort-Feasors. — A  payment  to  the  clerk 
of  the  court  of  a  judgment  recovered 
against  one  of  two  joint  tort-feasors, 
sued  separately,  which  is  not  accepted 
by  the  plaintiff,  does  not  operate  to 
satisfy  the  plaintiff's  demands  against 
the  other  joint  tort-feasor,  or  bar  the 
prosecution  of  the  action  against  Mm. 
McDonald  v.  Nugen,  118  Iowa  512,  92 
N.  W.  675. 

[b]  Eatification  by  attorney  insufi- 
cient  unless  judgment  creditor  assents, 
Tompkins  v.  Woodford,  1  Pa.  156. 

32.  Aicordi  v.  Eobbins,  41  Ala.  541, 
94  Am.  Dec.  614  (where  proper  medium 
of  payment  taken);  Governor  v.  Bead, 
38  Ala.  252  (wherein  payment  was 
made  before  judgment,  but  held  by 
clerk  until  after  judgment  when  satis- 
faction was  enterfed) ;  Bynum  v.  Bare- 
foot, 75  N.  C.  576. 

As  to  medium  of  payment,  see  infra, 
I,  C. 

33.  Montgomery  v.  Dreshsr,  97  Neb. 
104,  149  N.  W.  311;  Henderson  v.  Moss, 
82  Tex.  69,  18  S.  W.  555. 

[a]  A  ■withdrawal  of  the  money  so 
paid  from  the  custody  of  the  clerk, 
operates  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment, which  cannot  be  revived  by  a 
return  of  the  money  to  the  clerk. 
Portland  Construction  Co.  v.  O'Neil,  24 
Ore.  54,  32  Pac.  764. 

[b]  But  the  court  cannot  order  its 
clerk  to  receive  the  amount  of  a  judg- 
ment rendered  in  full  payment  thereof 

Vol.  XVI 


538 


JUDGMENTS;  SATISFACTION  OF 


5.  Creditor  of  Plaintiff.  —  Payment  to  a  judgment  creditor  of 
the  plaintiff  under  an  order  of  eourt,^*  or  process  of  garnishment,^" 
■will  effect  a  discharge  or  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  as  will  the 
payment  Jby  defendant  of  other  obligations  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
to   an   equal  or   greater  amount   than  the   judgment   against   him.^^ 

B.  By  Whom  Made.  —  1.  Joint  Debtor.  —  k.  Generally. 
"While  it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  where  the  amount  due  upon  a  judg- 
ment is  paid  wholly  or  in  part  by  one  who  is  not  a  party  to  nor 
bound  by  it,  the  judgment  is  extinguished  or  not  according  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties,'^  yet  it  is  equally  true  that  where  one  of 
several  defendants  against  whom  there  is  a  joint  judgment  pays  to 
the  other  party  the  entire  sum  due,  the  judgment  becomes  thereby 
extinguished,^®  whatever  may  be  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the 


and  to  satisfy  the  sams  of  record,  over 
the  protest  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in 
violation  of  his  right  of  appeal.  Hea- 
ter Coal  Co.  V.  Pope,  155  111.  App. 
667. 

34.  Gibson  v.  Haggerty,  37  N.  T. 
555,  558,  97  Am.  Dec.  752;  Bishop  v. 
Garcia,  14  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.   (N.  Y.)   69. 

35.  Ala. — Hagadon  v.  Campbell,  24 
-Ala.  375.  Ky. — Brandenburgh  v.  Beach, 
17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  560,  32  S.  W.  168. 
La. — Drumm  v.  Sherman,  20  La.  Ann. 
96. 

36.  Medford  v.  Dorsey,  2  Wash.  C. 
C,  467,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,390;  Downey 
V.  Forrester,  35  Md.  117;  Neidig  v. 
Whiteford,  29  Md.  178. 

37.  See  infra,  I,  B,  3. 

38.  Ala.— Preslar  v.  Stallworth,  37 
Ala.  402.  D.  C— Flagg  v.  Kirk,  9 
Mackey  335.  Ga. — Adams  v.  Keeler,  30 
Ga.  86.  Idaho. — Vermont  Loan  &  Tr. 
Co.  V.  McGregor,  6  Idaho  134,  53  Pac. 
399.  111.— Tompkins  v.  Fifth  Nat.  Bank 
of  Chicago,  53  111.  57;  Russell  v.  Hugu- 
nin,  2  111.  562,  33  Am.  Dec.  423.  Ind. 
Hubble  V.  Berry,  180  Ind.  513,  103  N. 
E.  328;  Zimmerman  v.  Gaumer,  152 
Ind.  552,  53  N.  B.  829;  Ashcraft  v. 
Knoblock,  146  Ind.  169,  45  N.  E.  69; 
Caley  v.  Morgan,  114  Ind.  350,  16  N. 
E.  790;  Klippel  v.  Shields,  90  Ind.  81. 
la. — Bones  1).  Aiken,  35  Iowa  534. 
Mass. — Cote  v.  New  England  Nav.  Co., 
213  Mass.  177,  99  N.  E.  972;  National 
Security  Bank  v.  Hunnewell,  124  Mass. 
260;  Holmes  v.  Day,  108  Mass.  563; 
Brackett  v.  Winslow,  17  Mass.  153. 
Mo.— Weston  v.  Clark,  37  Mo.  568. 
Neb. — Henry  &  Coatsworth  Co.  v.  Hal- 
ter, 58  Neb.  685,  79  N.  W.  616.  N.  H. 
Edgerly  v.  Enlerson,  23  N.  H.  555,  55 
Am.    Dec.    207;    Davia   v.   Stevens,    10 
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N.  H.  186.  N.  Y. — Harbeek  v.  Vander- 
bilt,  20  N.  Y.  395;  Morley  v.  Stevens, 
47  How.  Pr.  228;  Thomas  v.  Rumsey, 
6  Johns.  26;  Bank  of  Salina  v.  Abbott, 
3  Denio  181;  Breslin  v.  Peck,  38  Hun 
623;  Booth  v.  Farmers',  etc.  Nat.  Bank, 
11  Hun  258;  Gotthelf  v.  Krulewitch, 
153  App.  Div.  746,  138  N.  Y.  Supp. 
756;  Storz  v.  Boyee,  34  Misc.  279,  69 
N.  Y.  Supp.  612.  N.  C— Dunn  v.  Bea- 
man,  126  N.  C.  764,  36  S.  E.  174;  Hin- 
ton  V.  Odenheimer,  57  N.  C.  406  (part- 
ner); Lowe  V.  Felton,  52  N.  C.  216; 
Sherwood  v.  Collier,  14  N.  C.  380,  24, 
Am.  Dec.  264.  R.  I. — Sager  v.  Moyj 
15  R.  I.  528,  9  Atl.  847.  S.  C— Fowler 
V.  Wood,  31  S.  C.  398,  10  S.  E.  93, 
5  L.  R.  A.  721.  Tenn. — Anderson  v. 
Saylors,  3  Head  551;  Baldwin  v.  Mer- 
rill, 8  Humph.  132.  Tex. — Faires  v. 
Cockerell,  88  Tex.  428,  31  S.  W.  190, 
639,  28  L.  R.  A.  528.  Vt.— Porter  v. 
Gile,  44  Vt.  520.  Can.— McLeod  v.  For- 
tune, 19  U.  C.  Q.  B.  100. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  expressly  lim- 
iting the  judgment  creditor  to  one  sat- 
isfaction of  his  debt,  a  partner  or  other 
person  liable  under  a  judgment  maj 
avail  himself  of  any  payment  in  whole 
or  in  part  thereof  by  any  partner  or 
person  jointly  bound  with  him  there- 
in. Westheimer  v.  Craig,  76  Md.  399, 
25  Atl.  419;  Booth  v.  Farmers'  &  Me- 
chanics' Nat.  Bank,  74  N.  Y.  228  (hold- 
ing that  where  one  member  of  a  co- 
partnership pays  a  judgment  rendered 
on  a  firm  debt,  he  cannot  keep  the 
judgment  alive  and  enforce  it  against 
his  partners  either  in  his  own  name 
or  that  of  a  third  person  to  whom  he 
has  caused  it  to  be  assigned,  unless 
some  special  equity  exists  to  entitle 
him  to   hold  it  as  security  for  a  sum 
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transaction,^*  and  it  is  not  in  their  power  by  any  arrangement  be- 
tween them  to  keep  the  judgment  alive  for  the  benefit  of  the  party 
making  the  payment.*"  The  operation  of  this  rule  is  not  affected, 
therefore,  by  an  assignment  of  the  judgment  to  the  defendant  by 
whom  it  is  paid,  or  to  a  third  person  for  his  use  and  benefit.*^  But 
the  payment  by  one  of  several  joint  defendants  of  a  part  only  of  a 
judgment,  upon  an  agreement  of  the  plaintiff  to  hold  him  harmless 
under  the  judgment,  will  not  operate  to  satisfy  the  judgment  as  against 
him." 

Where  several  judgments  have  heen  rendered  against  parties  jointly  and 
severally  liable  on  the  same  obligation,  payment  of  one  of  the  judg- 
ments is  a  satisfaction  of  all  the  judgments,  except  as  to  costs.*^ 

b.  On  Negotiable  Instrument.  —  Similar  to  the  rule  that  payment 
of  a  joint  judgment  by  one  of  the  defendants  thereto  operates  as  a 
satisfaction  as  to  all,**  is  the  rule  that  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  on 
a  negotiable  instrument  upon  which  there  is  a  joint  liability  operates 


due  him  from  his  eo-partners  on  an 
accounting);  Bomain  v.  Garth,  3  Hun 
(N.  Y.)  214. 

Payment  of  joint  judgment  against 
joint  tort-feasors  as  satisfaction  of 
judgment  as  to  all,  see  infra,  I,  B, 
1,  c. 

Release  of  one  of  several  joint  debt- 
ors as  discharge  of  all,  see  infra,  VII, 
E. 

39.  Harbeck  v.  Vanderbilt,  20  N.  Y. 
395;  Gotthelf  v.  Krulewitch,  153  App. 
Div.  746,  138  N.  Y.  Supp.  756. 

40.  Harbeck  i;.  Vanderbilt,  20  N.  Y. 
395;  Gotthelf  v.  Krulewitch,  153  App 
Div.  746,  138  N.  Y.  Supp.  756. 

41.  Ind. — ^Prank  v.  Traylor,  130  Ind. 
145,  29  N.  E.  486,  16  L.  E.  A.  115; 
Montgomery  v.  Vickery,  110  Ind.  211, 
11  N.  E.  38;  Shields  v.  Moore,  84  Ind. 
440.  Kan. — Worden  v.  Jones,  1  Kan. 
App.  501,  40  Pac.  1071.  Mass. — Adams 
V.  Drake,  11  Gush.  504  (holding  that 
payment  of  a  judgment  rendered  on  a 
joint  note  against  several  signers 
thereof,  by  one  of  the  joint  defend- 
ants, so  far  extinguishes  the  judgment 
that  it  cannot  be  subsequently  assigned 
to  the  debtor  paying  it,  and  be  levied 
by  him  on  land  of  the  other  joint 
debtors);  Allen  v.  Holden,  9  Mass.  133, 
6  Am.  Dec.  46.  Neb. — Ebel  v.  Stringer, 
73  Neb.  249,  102  N.  W.  466;  First  Nat. 
Bank  of  Plattsmouth  v.  Gibson,  60 
Neb.  767,  84  N.  W.  259;  Henry  & 
Coatsworth  Co.  v.  Halter,  58  Neb.  685, 
79  N.  W.  616;  Potvin  v.  Meyers,  27 
Neb.  749,  44  N.  W.  25.    N.  Y.— Booth 


V.  Farmers'  &  Mechanics'  Nat.  Bank, 
74  N.  Y.  228  {affirming  11  Hun  258); 
Storz  V.  Boyce,  34  Misc.  279,  69  N.  Y. 
Supp.  612.  Tex. — Deleshaw  v.  Edelen, 
31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  416,  72  S.  W.  413; 
Smith  V.  Lang,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  683, 
22  S.  W.  197. 

Contra,  Brown  v.  White,  29  N.  J.  L. 
514,  80  Am.  Dec.  226,  reversing  29  N.  J. 
L.  307. 

[a]  Where  a  judgment  has  been 
rendered  against  a  city  and  other  de 
fendants  jointly,  the  payment  for  an 
assignment  of  such  judgment  by  the 
city  does  not  operate  to  satisfy  the 
same,  where  the  charter  provides  that 
when  a  judgment  shall  be  obtained 
against  the  city  and  other  parties  joint- 
ly liable,  it  shall  not  be  collected  of 
I  the  city  unless  the  other  defendants  are 
so  insolvent  that  the  same  cannot  be" 
made  out  of  them,  and  in  that  case 
the  city  shall  pay  only  so  much  of 
the  judgment  as  cannot  be  made  out 
of  the  other  defendants.  Campbell  v. 
Pope,  96  Mo.  468,  10  S.  W.  187. 

Assignment  of  judgment  as  satisfac- 
tion thereof,  see  generally  infra,  IV. 

42.  Warthen  v.  Melton,  132  6a.  113, 
63  S.  E.  832,  131  Am.  St.  Eep.  184; 
Powell  V.  Davis,  60  Ga.  70;  Fletchei 
V.  Wurgler,  97  Ind.  223. 

Partial  pajrment  as  satisfaction  or 
discharge  of  judgment,  see  generally 
infra,  I,  C,  2. 

43.  First  National  Bank  v.  Indian- 
apolis Piano  Mfg.  Co.,  45  Ind.  5.  See 
also  infra,  X. 

44.  See  supra,  I,  B,  1,  a. 
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as  a  satisfaction  as  to  all  pliable  thereon,  whether  included  in  the  Judg- 
ment or  not.*^  But  payment  of  a  judgment  on  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment by  one  of  the  several  defendants  does  not  operate  to  satisfy  the 
judgmfent,  where  such  defendants  are  severally  and  not  jointly  liable, 
and  the  defendant  paying  takes  an  assignment  of  the  judgment.*^ 
c.  Joint  Tortfeasors.  —  While  a  plaintiff  may  recover  several  judg- 
ments against  joint  tortfeasors,*'  he  can  have  but  one  satisfaction, 
and  a  satisfaction  of  one  of  such  judgments  operates  as  a  satisfaction 
of  all,**  but  satisfaction  in  part,  received  from  one  joint  tortfeasor. 


45.  See  the  following:  Ind. — Deasar 
V.  Eich,  Wils.  372.  N.  J.— First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Hoffman,  68  N.  J.  L.  245,  52 
Atl.  280  (payment  of  a  judgment  ren 
dered  on  a  note  by  a  prior  endorser, 
will  operate  to  satisfy  the  judgment  aa 
to  a  later  endorser  of  the  note);  Wes- 
tervelt  v.  Freeh,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  451 
N.  Y.— Coonley  v.  Wood,  36  Hun  559. 
Tenn. — Topp  v.  Alabama  Branch  Bank, 
2  Swan  184.  Vt.— Allen  v.  Ogden,  12 
Vt.  9. 

46.  Kslsey  v.  Bradbury,  21  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  531  {afkmed,  12  N.  Y.  Leg. 
Obs.  222);  Corey  v.  White,  3  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)  12  {overruling  3  Denio  181,  and 
disapproving  1  Hill  652) ;  Harger  v.  Mc- 
Cullough,  2  Denio  (N.  Y.)  119;  Bost- 
wick  V.  Scott,  40  Hun  (N.  Y.)  212; 
Marsh  v.  Benedict,  14  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
317.  s 

47.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  788. 

48.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Ses- 
sions V.  Johnson,  95  U.  S.  347,  24  L. 
ed.  596;  Lovejoy  v.  Murray,  3  Wall. 
1,  18  L.  ed.  129;  American  Bell  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Albright,  32  Fed.  287;-  Collard 
V.  Delaware,  etc.  E.  E.  Co.,  6  Fed.  246. 
Ala. — Thomijson  v.  Lassiter,  86  Ala. 
536,  6  So.  33;  Slade  v.  Street,  77  Ala. 
576;  Du  Bose  v.  Marx,  52  Ala.  506; 
Blanu  V.  Crooheron,  19  Ala.  647,  54 
Am.  Dee.  203.  Ark. — Criner  v.  Brewer, 
13  Ark.  225.  Cal. — Cole  v.  Eoebling 
Const.  Co.,  156  Cal.  443,  10,5  Pae.  255; 
Grundel  v.  Union  Iron  Wks.,  127  Cal. 
438,  59  Pac.  826,  78  Am.  St.  Eep.  75, 
47  L.  E.  A.  467;  Dawson  v.  Schloss, 
93  Cal.  194,  29  Pac.  31.  See  Fowden 
V.  Pacific  Coast,  etc.  Co.,  149  Cal.  151, 
157,  86  Pac.  178;  Tompkins  v.  Clay  St. 
E.  Co.,  66  Cal.  163,  166,  4  Pac.  1165. 
Conn. — ^Vincent  v.  McNamara,  70  Conn. 
332,  39  Atl.  444;  Ayer  v.  Ashmead,  31 
Conn.  447,  83  Am.  Dec.  154;  Sheldon 
V.  Kibbe,  3  Conn.  214,  8  Am.  Dec. 
176.  HI. — People  v.  Wilson,  260  111. 
145,  102  N.  E.  1055;  People  v.  Becker, 
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253  111.  131,  97  N.  E.  269;  City  of 
Eoodhouse  v.  Christian,  158  111.  137, 
41  N.  E.  748.  Ind. — American  Surety 
Co.  V.  State,  50  Ind.  App.  475,  98  N. 
E.  829.  Kan.— Story  v.  Long,  91  Kan. 
323,  137  Pae.  795;  Westbrook  v.  Mize, 

35  Kan.  299,  10  Pac.  881.  Ky.— City 
of  Louisville  v.  Nicholls,  158  Ky.  516, 
165  S.  W.  660;,  Thomas'  Admr.  v. 
Maysville  St.  Ey.,  etc.  Co.,  136  Ky. 
446,  124  S.  W.  398;  Elliot  v.  Porter, 
5  Dana  299,  30  Am.  Dec.  689.  Me. 
Cleveland  v.  City  of  Bangor,  87  Me. 
259,  32  Atl.  892,  47  Am.  St.  Eep.  326; 
Jones  V.  Lowell,  35  Me.  538.  Mass, 
Cote  V.  New  England  Nav.  Co.,  213 
Mass.  177,  99  N.  E.  972;  Brown  v. 
Thayer,  212  Mass.  392,  99  N.  E.  237; 
Knight  V.  Nelson,  117  Mass.  458;  El- 
liott V.  Hayden,  104  Mass.  180.  Neb. 
Fitzgerald  v.  Union  Stockyards  Co.,  89 
Neb.  393,  131  N.  W.  6' 2,  33  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  983.  N.  H.— Fowler  v.  Owen, 
68  N.  H.  270,  39  ,Atl.  329,  73  Am.  St. 
Eep.  588.  N.  Y.— Walsh  v.  New  York 
Central  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  204  N.  Y. 
58„  97  N.  E.  408,  37  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1137;  Eussell  v.  McCall,  141  N.  Y.  437, 

36  N.  E.  498,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  807; 
Marsh  v.  Berry,  7  Cow.  344;  Foy  v. 
Barry,  159  App.  Div.  749,  144  N.  Y. 
Supp.  971;  Berg  v.  Bates,  153  App. 
Div.  12,  137  N.  Y.  Supp.  1032.  N.  C. 
Martin  v.  Buffaloe,  128  N.  C.  305,  38 
S.  E.  902,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  679.  Ohio. 
Maple  V.  Eailroad  Co.,  40  Ohio  St.  313, 
48  Am.  Eep.  685;  Wright  v.  Lathrop, 
2  Ohio  33,  15  Am.  Dec.  529.  S.  C, 
Smith  V.  Singleton,  2  McMull.  184,  39 
Am.  Dec.  122.  S.  D. — Kennedy  v.  Gar- 
rigan,  23  S.  D.  265,  121  N.  W.  783. 
Tenn.^ — Knott  v.  Cunningham,  2  Sneed 
204.  Tex. — McGehee  v.  Shafer,  15  Tex. 
198.  Vt.— Sanderson  v.  Caldwell,  '• 
Aik.  195.  W.  Va.— GriflSe  v.  McClung, 
5  W.  Va.  131. 

[a]    In  order  for  a  joint  judgment 
debtor  to  obtain  satisfaction  of,  or  re 
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does  not  operate  to  discharge  the  others,  since  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  full  satisfaction  of  one  judgment.*^  Payment  by  one  joint  tort- 
feasor of  a  judgment  rendered  against  himself  and  several  others 
jointly,  is  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  as  to  all.^" 

2.     Surety.  —  Payment  by  a  surety  of  a  judgment  rendered  against 
his  principal  and  himself  jointly  operates  as  a  satisfaction  thereof,''^ 


lease  from,  a  judgment  on  the  ground 
that  another  judgment  for  the  same 
tort  has  been  paid,  he  must  show  that 
the  same  wrong  was  litigated  in  both 
actions.  Story  v.  Lang,  91  Kan.  323, 
137  Pac.  795. 

49.  Ark. — ^Ballard  v.  Noaks,  2  Ark, 
45.  Cal.— Urton  v.  Price,  57  Cal.  270. 
Ind. — American  Express  Co.  v.  Patter- 
son, 73  Ind.  430.  la. — McVey  v.  Man- 
att,  80  Iowa  132,  45  N.  W.  548;  Metz 
V.  Soule,  etc.  Co.,  40  Iowa  236.  Kan. 
Westbrook  v.  Mize,  35  Kan.  299,  10 
Pac.  881.  Ky. — City  of  Louisville  v. 
Nicholls,  158  Ky.  516,  165  S.  W.  660; 
United  Society  of  Shakers  v.  Under- 
wood, 11  Bush  265,  21  Am.  Rep.  214, 
Neb.— Bryant  v.  Eeed,  34  Neb.  720,  52 
N.  "W.  694.  N.  J.— Rogers  v.  Cox,  68 
N.  J.  L.  432,  50  Atl.  143;  Spurr  v. 
North  Hudson,  etc.  E.  Co.,  56  N.  J. 
L.  346,  28  Atl.  582.  N.  Y.— Woods  v. 
Pangburn,  75  N.  T.  495;  Livingston  v. 
Bishop,  1  Johns.  290,  3  Am.  Dec.  330; 
Foy  V.  Barry,  159  App.  Div.  749,  144 
N.  T.  Supp.  971;  Union  Associated 
Press  V.  Press  Pub.  Co.,  24  Misc.  610, 
54  N.  Y.  Supp.  183.  Tenn. — Brison  v, 
Dougherty,  3  Baxt.  93.  Vt. — Eastman 
V.  Grant,  34  Vt.  387.  Eng. — Thurman 
V.  Wild,  11  Ad.  &  El.  453,  113  Eng. 
Eeprint  487;  Bird  v.  Eandall,  3  Burr, 
1345,  97  Eng.  Eeprint  866. 

[a]  Where  one  of  two  actions 
against  two  joint  wrongdoers  has  been 
prosecuted  to  judgment,  a  dismissal  of 
the  other  action  upon  payment  of  a 
sum  intended  to  be  in  settlement  of 
costs  therein  and  an  acknowledgment 
of  satisfaction,  does  not  operate  to 
satisfy  the  judgment,  either  wholly  o1 
pro  tanto.     Bell  v.  Perry,  43  Iowa  368, 

50.  U.  S.— Union  Stock  Yards  Co, 
V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  E.  Co.,  196  U.  S, 
217,  25  Sup.  Ct.  226,  49  L.  ed.  453,  2 
Ann.  Cas.  525.  Ala. — ^Blann  v.  Croeher- 
on,  20  Ala.  320.  Conn. — ^Fields  v.  Low, 
2  Root  320;  Wilford  v.  Grant,  Kirby 
116.  Ga. — Central  of  Georgia  E.  Co, 
V.  Macon  Ey.  &  L.  Co.,  9  Ga.  App. 
628,  71  S.  E.  1076.  Ind,— Ashcraft  v. 
Knoblock,  146  Ind.  169,  45  N.  E,  69; 


Fleming  v.  McDonald,  50  Ind.  278,  19 
Am.  Eep.  711.  la, — McDonald  v.  Nugen, 
118  Iowa  512,  92  N.  W.  675,  96  Am, 
St.  Eep.  407.  Ky. — ^Louisville  v.  Louis- 
ville E.  Co.,  156  Ky.  141,  160  S.  W. 
771,  49  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  350;  City 
of  Louisville  v.  Hart's  Admr.,  143  Ky, 
171,  136  S.  W.  212,  35  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
207;  Dupuy  v.  Johnson,  1  Bibb  562, 
Md. — Gunther  v.  Lee,  45  Md.  60,  24  Am. 
Eep.  504.  Mass. — Old  Colony  St.  E.  Co, 
V.  Brockton  &  P.  St.  R.  Co.,  218  Mass. 
84,  105  N.  E.  866;  Bryant  v.  Rich's 
Grill,  216  Mass.  344,  103  N.  E. 
925,  Ann.  Cas.  1915B,  869;  Brown 
V.  Thayer,  212  Mass.  392,  99  N. 
B.  237;  Gray  v.  Chase,  184  Mass. 
444,  68  N.  E.  676;  Vose  «.  Grant,  15 
Mass.  505;  Campbell  v.  Phelps,  1  Pick. 
62,  11  Am.  Dec.  139.  Minn. — Hunt  v. 
Conrad,  47  Minn.  557,  50  N.  W.  614, 
14  L.  R.  A.  512.  Mo.— Doster  v.  CTfii- 
cago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ry.  Co.  (Mo.  App.), 
158  S.  W.  440.  N.  y.— Thomas  v.  Eum- 
sey,  6  Johns.  26;  Snider  v.  Croy,  2 
Johns.  227;  Livingston  v.  Bishop,  1 
Johns.  290,  3  Am.  Dec.  330;  Peck  v. 
Ellis,  2  Johns.  Ch.  131;  Gross  v.  Penn- 
sylvania P.  &  B.  R.  Co.,  65  Hun  191, 
20  N.  Y.  Supp.  28,  47  N.  Y.  St.  374; 
Breslin  v.  Peck,  38  Hun  623;  Michel] 
V.  Allen,-  25  Hun  543.  Pa.— Floyd  v. 
Browne,  1  Rawle  121,  18  Am.  Dec.  602, 
S.  D. — Kennedy  v.  Garrigan,  23  S.  D. 
265,  121  N.  W.  783.  Tenn.— Brown  v. 
Kencheloe,  3  Coldw.  192.  Tex.— Mis- 
souri, K.  &  T.  Ry.  Co.  of  Texas  v. 
Humphries  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  157  S.  W. 
1174.  Va. — Thweatt  v.  Jones,  1  Eand. 
(22  Va.)  328,  10  Am.  Dee.  538. 

[a]  Where  Damages  Apportioned. 
This  is  true  though  the  amount  of  the 
recovery  is  improperly  apportioned 
against  the  defendants  separately,  where 
the  same  is  done  without  the  objection 
of  the  plaintiff.  Foy  v.  Barry,  159  App. . 
Div.  749,  144  N.  Y.  Supp.  971. 

Payment  of  joint  judgment  by  one 
of  defendants  as  satisfaction,  see  gen- 
erally supra,  I,  B,  1,  a. 

51.  U.  S. — McLean  v.  Lafayette 
Bank,  3  McLean  587,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
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m  the  absence  of  statute,^^  or  an  agreement  of  the  parties,  to  the 
contrary,^^  or  an  assignment  to  a  third  person,  not  a  party  to 
the  judgment,  in  trust  for  the  surety,"*  although  courts  of  equity  will 
usually  treat  such  judgment  as  subsisting  for  the  benefit  of  such 
surety  where  justice  requires  it."° 

3.  Stranger  to  Judgment.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Whether  the  pay- 
ment of  a  judgment  by  a  person  not  a  party  thereto  shall  operate 
as  a  satisfaction  thereof,  depends  upon  the  intention  and  agreement 


8,888.  Ala.— Watts  v.  Eufaula  Nat. 
Bank,  76  Ala.  474;  Preslar  v.  Stall- 
worth,  37  Ala.  402;  Lyon  v.  Boiling, 
9  Ala.  463,  44  Am.  Dec.  444.  Ark. 
Newton  v.  Field,  16  Ark.  216.  Dl. 
Coggeshall  v.  Buggies,  62  111.  401; 
Cleiman  v.  Murphy,  34  111.  App.  633. 
Ind. — Shields  v.  Moore,  84  Ind.  440. 
la.— Drefahl  v.  Tuttle,  42  Iowa  177; 
Bones  v.  Aiken,  35  Iowa  534.  Mo. 
Furnold  v.  Bank  of  Missouri,  44  Mo. 
336;  McDaniel  v.  Lee,  37  Mo.  204; 
Wyatt  V.  Fromrae,  70  Mo.  App.  613. 
N.  Y. — Tappen  v.  Van  Wagenen,  3 
Johns.  465;  Storz  v.  Boyoe,  34  Mise. 
279,  69jN.  T.  Supp.  612.  N.  C— Briles 
V.  Sugg,  21  N.  C.  366,  30  Am.  Dec. 
172;  Sherwood  v.  Collier,  14  N.  C.  380, 
24  Am.  Dec.  264.  Ohio. — Neilson  v. 
Fry,  16  Ohio  St.  552,  91  Am. 
Dec.  110.  Pa.— Cottrell's  Appeal,  23 
Pa.  294;  Fleming  v.  Beaver,  2  Eawle 
128,  19  Am.  Dec.  629.  Tenn.— Bittick 
V.  Wilkins,  7  Heisk.  307.  Tex.— Smith 
V.  Lang,  2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  683,  22  S. 
"W.  197.  Wis. — Mason  v.  Pierron,  63 
Wis.  239,  23  N.  W.  119. 

52.  Ala. — ^Vanderveer  v.  Ware,  65 
Ala.  606.  Ga. — Cureton  v.  Cureton,  120 
Ga.  559,  48  S.  E.  162;  Ezzard  v.  Bell, 
100  Ga.  150,  28  S.  E.  28.  Ind.— Shields 
V.  Moore,  84  Ind.  440.  Kan. — Honce  v, 
Schram,  73  Kan.  368,  85  Pac.  535.  Ky. 
Alexander  v.  Lewis,  1  Metc."407.  Miss, 
Yates  V.  Mead,  68  Miss.  787,  10  So.  75. 
Mont. — ^Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Opera 
House  Co.,  23  Mont.  33,  57  Pac.  445, 
75  Am.  St.  Eep.  499,  45  L.  E.  A.  285. 
Nel).- Nelson  v.  Webster,  72  Neb.  332, 
100  N.  W.  411,  117  Am.  St.  Eep.  799, 
68  L.  E.  A.  513.  Ohio. — Peters  v.  Mc- 
Williams,  36  Ohio  St.  155. 

53.  Del. — ^Fulton  v.  Harrington,  7 
Houst.  182,  30  Atl.  856;  McDowell  V. 
Bank  of  Wilmington  &  Brandywine,  1 
Har.  369,  374.  Ga. — Patterson  v.  Clark, 
96  Ga.  494,  23  S.  E.  496.  Ky.— Eoberts 
V.  Bruce,  91  Ky.  379,  15  S.  W.  872. 
La. — Sprigg  V.  Beaman,  6  La.  (0.  S.) 
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59;  King  v.  Dwight,  Exr.,  3  Bob.  2. 
Me. — Morse  v.  Williams,  22  Me.  17, 
Md.— Grove  v.  Brien,  1  Md.  438.  N.  C, 
Barringer  v.  Boydeu,  52  N.  C.  187. 
Ohio. — Neal  v.  Nash,  23  Ohio  St.  (Be- 
print)  483.  Wash. — Murray  v.  Meade, 
5  Wash.  693,  32  Pac.  780. 

54.  Anglo-American  Land,  etc.  Co. 
V.  Bush,  84  Iowa  272,  50  N.  W.  1063; 
Searing  v.  Berry,  58  Iowa  20,  11  N.  W. 
708;  Hodges  v.  Armstrong,  14  N.  C. 
253. 

Assignment  of  judgment  as  satisfac- 
tion thereof,  see  generally  infra,  IV. 

55.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Knigh- 
ton V.  Curry,  62  Aia.  404;  Houston  v. 
Branch  Bank,  25  Ala.  250.  Ga. — Nor- 
ris,  Admr.  v.  Ham,  E.  M.  Charlt.  267. 
111.' — Whitbeck  v.  Estate  of  Eamsay,  74 
111.  App.  524.  Ind. — Gerber  v.  Sharp, 
72  Ind.  553.  Md.— Orem,  Exrx.  v. 
Wrightson,  51  Md.  34,  34  Am.  Eep.  286, 
Miss. — Conway  v.  Strong,  24  Miss.  665, 
Mo. — ^Bushong  v.  Taylor,  82  Mo.  660, 
Bauer  v.  Gray,  18  Mo.  App.  164.  N.  X 
McKenna  v.  Corcoran,  70  N.  J.  Eq, 
627,  61  Atl.  1026.  N.  C— State  v. 
Hearn,  109  N.  C.  150,  13  S.  E.  895, 
Jones  V.  McKiunon,  87  N.  C.  294.  Pai 
Ort  V.  Condon,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  609, 
Tenn.— Tapp  •».  Branch  Bank  of  Ala- 
bama, 2  Swan  184. 


See    generally    the    title 
tion." 


'Subroga- 


[a]  Where  a  union  of  the  law  and 
equity  powers  of  the  court  has  been 
effected,  the  equity  rule  has  been 
adopted.  Lewis  v.  Palmer,  28  N.  Y. 
271;  Mathews  v.  Aikin,  1  N.  Y.  595; 
Alden  v.  Clark,  Tift  &  Bradley,  11 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  209;  Hayes  v.  Ward, 
4  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  123,  8  Am.  Dec. 
554;  Waller  v.  Harris,  7  Paige  (N.  Y.) 
167;  Ontario  Bank  v.  Walker,  1  Hill 
(N.  Y.)  652;  City  Trust,  etc.  Co.  v. 
American  Brewing  Co.,  70  App.  Div. 
511,  75  N.  Y.  Supp.  140,  affirmed,  174 
N.  T.  486,  67  N.  E.  62. 
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of  the  parties  to  the  transaction.''  Such  a  payment  operates  as  a  satis- 
faction, if  accepted  by  the  judgment  creditor  as  such,"  without  an 
agreement  that  it  shall  not  operate  as  a  discharge,^^  unless  the  party 


56.  Ala. — Eastern  Bank  v.  Taylor,  41 
Ala.  93.  Del. — Curlett  v.  Emmons,  9 
Del.  Ch.  62,  85  Atl.  1079;  Sydam  v. 
Cannon,  1  Houst.  431.  Ga. — Phillips 
V.  Behn,  19  Ga.  298.  Dl.— Marshall  v. 
Moore,  36  111.  321;  People  v.  Weimer, 
94  111.  App.  112.  Ind.— Owensby  v. 
Piatt,  3  Ind.  459.  la. — Fretland  v. 
Maek,  76  Iowa  434,  41  N.  W.  64.  La. 
Buckley  v.  MeClosky,  1  Bob.  312.  Me. 
Noble  V.  Merrill,  48  Me.  140.  Md, 
McAleer  v.  Young,  40  Md.  439;  Whit- 
ing, use  of  Sun  Mutual  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Independent  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  15  Md.  297. 
W&aa. — Eoberts  v.  Meighen,  74  Minn. 
273,  77  N.  W.  139.  Miss.— Rollins  v. 
Thompson,  13  Smed.  &  M.  522.  Mo. 
Bender  v.  Matney,  122  Mo.  244,  26  S. 
W.  950.  N.  J. — Giveans  v.  MeMurtry, 
17  N.  J.  Eq.  510.  N.  Y.— Dowling  v. 
Hastings,  211  N.  Y.  199,  105  N.  E. 
194;  Harbeck  v.  Vanderbilt,  20  N.  Y. 
395;  More  V.  Trumpbour,  5  Cow.  488; 
Draper  v.  Gordon,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  210; 
Sanford  v.  McLean,  3  Paige  117,  23 
Am.  Dec.  773;  Gotthelf  v.  Krulewitch, 
153  App.  Div.  746,  138  N.  Y.  Supp. 
756;  Flagler  v.  Newcombe,  13  N.  Y 
Supp.  299.  N.  C— Null  v.  Moore,  32 
N.  C.  324;  Carter  v.  Halifax,  8  N.  C. 
483.  Ohio. — ^Brown  v.  Merchants  Nat. 
Bank,  41  Ohio  St.  445;  Burkham  v. 
Cooper,  2  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  77,  1  Ohio  Cir. 
Dec.  371;  Knauber  v.  Fritz,  5  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eeprint)  410,  5  Am.  L.  Bee. 
432.  Pa. — Delap  v.  Stewart,  2  Penr. 
&  W.  285.  S.  C— Potts  V.  Richardson, 
2  Bailey  15.  W.  Va.— Crumlish 's 
Admr.  v.  Cent.  Imp.  Co.,  38  W.  Va. 
390,  18  S.  E.1456,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  872; 
Neely  v.  Jones,  16  W.  Va.  625,  37  Am. 
Rep.  794.  Wis. — Gray  v.  Herman,  75 
Wis.  453,  44  N.  W.  248,  6  L.  R.  A.  691; 
Downer  v.  Miller,  15  Wis.  612. 

[a]  See  Kimball  v.  Parker,  7  Mete. 
(Mass.)  63,  wherein  the  debtor,  after 
all  his  lands  were  attached,  conveyed 
a  part  of  them  by  deeds  of  warranty 
and  against  incumbrances,  and  there- 
after judgment  was  rendered  against 
him  in  the  action  out  of  which  the 
attachment  had  issued.  The  grantee 
of  the  debtor  pai,d  the  judgment  cred- 
itor a  certain  sum  to  release  from  at- 
tachment the  lands  thus  conveyed  to 
him,    under    an    agreement    with    the 


creditor  that  the  money  thus  paid  need 
not  be  applied  towards  the  satisfaction 
of  the  judgment.  When  the  creditor 
levied  his  execution  on  the  unconveyed 
land  of  the  debtor,  and  committed  the 
debtor  to  prison  on  a  pluries  execu- 
tion, the  debtor  brought  a  writ  of 
audita  querela  against  the  creditor  for 
relief,  on  the  ground  that  the  sum 
paid  by  his  said  grantee  had  satisfied 
the  judgment  pro  tanto.  Held  that  the 
sum  paid  by  said  grantee  was  not  a 
satisfaction  pro  tanto,  since  it  was  not 
paid  for  the  account  of  the  debtor,  and 
did  not  come  directly  or  indirectly  out 
of  his  funds. 

[b]  The  payment  of  a  judgment  by 
a  third  person,  with  the  intention  of 
holding  it  for  his  own  use,  although 
no  assignment  or  other  transfer  is 
taken,  is  not  a  payment  and  satisfac- 
tion of  the  judgment.  Campbell's  Ap- 
peal, 29  Pa.  401,  72  Am.  Dec.  641. 

57.  Cal.— Moran  v.  Abbey,  63  Cal. 
56;  Martin  v.  Quinn,  37  Cal.  55.  Ind. 
Eitenour  v.  Mathews,  42  Ind.  7.  Mo. 
Bunn  V.  Lindsay,  95  Mo.  250,  7  S.  W. 
473,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  48.  Pa.— Alle- 
gheny V.  R.  Co.  V.  Dickey,  131  Pa. 
86,  18  Atl.  1003.  Tex.— Terry  v.  O'Neal, 
71  Tex.  592,  9  S.  W.  673.  W.  Va. 
Crumlish 's  Admr.  v.  Central  Imp.  Co., 
38  W.  Va.  390,  18  S.  E.  456,  45  Am. 
St.  Rep.  872,  23  L.  R.  A.  120. 

[a]  Reason. — Since  two  satisfactions 
will  not  be  allowed  for  the  same  debt 
or  injury.  Ala. — McLane  v.  Miller,  10 
Ala.  856;  Bartlett  &  Waring  v.  McEae, 
4  Ala.  688;  Loekhart  v.  McElroy,  4 
Ala.  572.  Ark.— Brearly  v.  Peay,  23 
Ark.  172;  Whiting  v.  Beebe,  12  Ark. 
421.  N.  Y. — Thomas  v.  Rumsey,  €  Johns. 
26.  ^'       ■ 

[b]  Payment  of  a  less  sum  than  the 
amount  due  on  a  judgment,  with  the 
understanding  that  it  shall  satisfy  the 
judgment,  is  a  valid  accord  and  satis- 
faction. Fowler  v.  Smith,  153  Pa.  639, 
25  Atl.  744.  Partial  payment  as  satis- 
faction or  discharge  of  judgment,  see 
generally  infra,  I,  C,  2. 

58.  Mass. — Kimball  v.  Parker,  7 
Mete.  63.  Miss. — Morris  «.  Lake,  9 
Smed.  &  M.  521,  48  Am.  Dec.  724. 
N.  J,— Shinn  v.  Budd,  14  N.  J.  Eq.  234. 
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paying  the  judgment  takes  an  assignment  thereof.^'  But  where  a 
stranger  pays  off  a  judgment  with  money  furnished  by  the  judgment 
debtor,  he  will  not  succeed  to  the  rights  of  the  creditor  in  the  judg- 
ment.®" 

b.  Sheriff.  —  A  voluntary  payment  by  the  sheriff  of  an  execution 
m  his  hands  operates  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  upon  which 
it  issued,  even  in  the  absence  of  any  endorsement  or  return  of  satis- 
faction on  the  writ,"  unless  he  has  the  judgment  assigned  to  him,  or 
to  a  third  person  for  his  use  and  benefit.'^  But  payment  by  a  sheriff 
of  the  amount  due  on  a  judgment,  in  order  to  exonerate  himself  from 
liability  for  failure  to  Collect  the  execution  issued  thereon,  does  not 
operate  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  ;°^  unless  the  execution  de- 
fendant avails  himself  of  such  payment  to  have  the  judgment  satis- 
fied.®* So  also  a  purchase  by  a  sheriff  of  the  property  of  the  execution 
debtor,  and  payment  of  the  execution  out  of  his  own  funds,  is  not 
a  discharge  of  the  judgment,  in  the  absence  of  the  creditor's  consent 
thereto,  where  the  sheriff  fails  to  pay  the  creditor  the  amount  of  his 
judgment.®^ 

C.  Medium,  Mode  and  Sufficiency  op  Payment.  —  1.  Generally. 
A  judgment  rendered  for  an  amount  in  money,  may  be  paid  in  what- 
ever currency  may  be  a  legal  tender  at  that  time  and  place ;°®  but  is 


Tex. — Terry  v.  O'Neal  &  ■Son,  71  Tex. 
592,  »  S.  W.  673. 

59.  Miss. — Morris  v.  Lake,  9  Smed. 
&  M.  521,  48  Am.  Dec.  724.  Mo.— St. 
Francis  Mill  Co.  v.  Sugg,  83  Mo.  476. 
Pa.— Chancellor  v.  Schott,  23  Pa.  68. 

Assigmuent  of  judgment  as  satisfac- 
tion thereof,  see  generally  infra,  TV. 

[a]  Beason. — The  taking  of  an  as- 
signment by  the  party  paying  shows 
an  intention  not  to  satisfy  the  judg- 
ment. N.  Y. — Harbeck  v.  Vanderbilt, 
20  N.  T.  395.  Tenn. — Hardeman  v. 
Burge,  10  Yerg.  202.  W.  Va. — ^Neely 
V.  Jones,  16  W.  Va.  625,  37  Am.  Eep. 
794. 

60.  Ala. — ^Hogan  v.  Eeynolds,  21 
Ala.  56,  56  Am.  Dee.  236.  Vt.— Shaw 
V.  Clark,  6  Vt.  507,  27  Am.  Dec.  578. 
Wis. — ^Felch  v.  Lee,  15  Wis.  265. 

61.  Ala. — ^Baren  v.  McGehee,  6  Port. 
432,  31  Am.  Dee.  695.  Ga.— Arnett  «. 
Cloud,  2  Ga.  53.  Me.— Whittier  v. 
Hemingway,  22  Me.  238,  38  Am.  Dec. 
309.  Mo. — Garth  v.  McCampbell,  10 
Mo.  154.  N.  H.— Chester  v.  Plaistow, 
43  N.  H.  542.  N.  Y.- Bigelow  v.  Pro- 
vost, 5  Hill  566;  Sherman  v.  Boyce,  15 
Johns.  443;  Reed  v.  Pruyn,  7  Johns. 
426,  5  Am.  Dec.  287.  Tenn. — ^Lintz  v. 
Thompson,  1  Head  456,  73  Am.  Dec. 
182;  Harwell  v.  Worsham,  2  Humph. 
524,  37  Am.  Dec.  572.  W.  Va.— Hall 
V.  Taylor,  18  W,  Va.  544.     Can. — Mc- 
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Leod  V.  Fortune,  19  U.  C.  Q.  B.  100. 

62.  Ala. — Mooney  v.  Parker,  18  Ala. 
708.  Del. — ^Farmers'  Bank  v.  Grantham, 
3  Harr.  289.  Ga.— Arnett  v.  Cloud,  2 
6a.  53.  Me. — Whittier  v.  Heminway, 
22  Me.  238,  38  Am.  Dec.  309.  Mass. 
Dunn  V.  Snell,  15  Mass.  481;  Allen 
V.  Holden,  9  Mass.  133,  6  Am.  Dec. 
46.  N.  H. — Cheever  v.  Mirrick,  2  N. 
H.  376.  N.  C— Heilig  v.  Lemly,  74 
N.  C.  250,  21  Am.  Eep.  489;  Garrow 
V.  Maxwell,  51  N.  C.  529;  Null  v. 
Moore,  32  N.  C.  324.  Tenn. — ^Lintz  v. 
Thompson,  1  Head  456,  73  Am.  Dec. 
182.  Va.— Ehea  v.  Preston,  75  Va. 
757.  W.  Va.— Beard  v.  Arbuekle,  19 
W.  Va.  135;  Hall  v.  Taylor,  18  W.  Va. 
544;  Neely  v.  Jones,  16  W.  Va.  625, 
37  Am.  Eep.  794. 

Assignment  of  judgment  as  satisfac- 
tion thereof,   see   generally  infra,   IV. 

63.  Ala.— Poe  V.  Dorrah,  20  Ala.  288, 
56  Am.  Dee.  196.  Ind. — Burbank  v, 
SUnkard,  53  Ind.  493.  Mass. — Allen  v. 
Holden,  9  Mass.  133,  6  Am.  Dee.  46, 
N.  Y. — Carpenter  v.  Stilwell,  12  Barb. 
128;  Baker  v.  Martin,  3  Barb.  634. 
Tenn. — Lintz  v.  Thompson,  1  Head  456, 
73  Am.  Dee.  182. 

64.  Poe  V.  Dorrah,  20  Ala.  288,  56 
Am.  Dec.  196. 

65.  Hood  V.  Moore,  9  111.  99. 

66.  U.  S. — Cheney  v.  Libby,  134  U. 
S.  68,  10  Sup.  Ct..  498,  33  L,  ed.  818; 
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payable  in  legal  tender  only,  except  by  authority  of  the  owner,  pre- 
viously given,*^  or  by  his  subsequent  ratification."*  Thus  an  officer  to 
•whom  an  execution  is  directed  has  no  authority  to  receive  specific 
property,  of  any  kind,,  in  payment  thereof,*^  or  unlawful  or  depreciated 


Glasgow  V.  Lipse,  117  U.  S.  327,  6 
Sup.  Gt.  757,  29  L.  ed.  901;  Legal 
Tender  Case,  110  U.  S.  421,  4  Sup.  Ct. 
122,  2g  L.  ed.  204;  Thompson  v.  Butler^ 

95  U.  S.  694,  24  L.  ed.  540;  Miller  t>. 
Leonard,  2  Ball.  237,  1  L.  ed.  363. 
Ala. — Chambers  v.  Walker,  42  Ala.  445, 
Ga. — Westbrook  v.  Davis,  48  Ga.  471; 
Dumas  v.  Robinson,  40  Ga.  349;  Bang 
V.  King,  37  Ga.  205.  N.  Y.— Eobinson 
V.  Interna,tional  Life  Assur.  Soe.,  43 
N.  Y.  54,  1  Am.  Eep.  490.  P.  I.— Ur 
banc  V.  Eamirez,  15  Phil.  Isl.  371. 
Tenu. — ^Burford  v.  Memphis  Bulletin 
Co.,  9  Heisk.  691.  Tex. — Eodgers  v. 
Bass,  46  Tex.  505.  Va.— Hale  v.  Wall, 
22  Gratt.  (63  Va.)  424;  Pidgeon  v, 
Williams,  21  Gratt.  (62  Va.)  251. 

[a]  Payment  in  confederate  money, 
as  satisfaction  of  judgment,  see  the 
following:    U.   S. — Bissell   v.   Hey  ward, 

96  U.  S.  580,  24  L.  ed.  678;  Stewart 
».  Salamon,  94  TJ.  S.  434,  24  L.  ed.  275. 
Fla. — Hendry  v.  Benlisa,  37  Fla.  609, 
20  So.  800,  34  L.  E.  A.  283.  Tenn. 
Burford  v.  Memphis  Bulletin  Co.,  9 
Heisk.  691;  Henly  v.  Franklin,  3  Coldw. 
472,  91  Am.  Deo.  296.  Tex. — ^Buie  v. 
Crouch,  37  Tex.  53.  W.  Va. — Harper 
V.  Harvey,  4  W.  Va.  539. 

67.  U.  S.— Houston  &  T.  C.  E.  Co. 
V.  Texas,  177  U.  S.  66,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
545,  44  L.  ed.  673;  Legal  Tender  Case, 
110  TJ.  S.  421,  4  Sup.  Ct.-  122,  28  L. 
ed.  204;  Cook  v.  Lillo,  103  U.  S.  792, 
26  L.  ed.  460;  The  Confederate  Nota 
Case,  19  Wall.  548,  22  L.  ed.  196; 
Ward  V.  Smith,  7  Wall.  447,  19  L.  ed. 
207;  Gwinn  v.  Buchanan,  Hagan  &  Co., 
4  How.  1,  11  L.  ed.  849;  McFarland 
V.  Gwin,  3  How.  717,  11  L.  ed.  799; 
Griffin  v.  Thompson,  2  How.  244,  11 
L.  ed.  253;  Buckhannan  v.  Tinnin,  2 
How.  258,  11  L.  ed.  259;  Bank  of 
United  States  v.  Bank  of  Georgia,  10 
Wheat.  333,  6  L.  ed.  334.  Ala.— Ellis 
V.  Smith,  42  Ala.  349;  Aicardi  v.  Eob- 
bins,  41  Ala.  541,  94  Am.  Dec.  614; 
Shaekleford  v.  Cunningham,  41  Ala. 
203;  West,  Oliver  &  Co.  v.  Ball,  12 
Ala.  340;  Bobo  v.  Johnson,  3  Stew.  & 
P.  385.  Ark. — Eandolph  v.  Einggold, 
10  Ark.'  279,  52  Am.  Dee.  235.  Cal. 
Mitchell  V.  Hockett,  25  Cal.  538,  85 
Am.  Dee.  151.    Fla. — Hendry  v.  Benlisa, 
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37  Fla.  609,  20  So.  800,  34  L.  E.  A, 
283.  Ind.— Hooker  v.  State,  7  Blackf. 
272.  La.— Wells  v.  Gordon,  16  La.  219. 
Mich.— Kallander  v.  Neidhold,  112  Mich. 
329,  70  N.  W.  892;   Heald  v.  Bennett, 

I  Doug.  513.  N.  J. — Coxe  v.  State 
Bank  at  Trenton,  8  U.  J.  L.  172,  14 
Am.  Dec.  417,  holding  that  a  defend- 
ant iitgainst  whom  a  bank  has  obtained 
judgment,  cannot  bring  into  court  the 
bank  notes  of  a  state  bank  in  payment 
of  such  judgment  and  have  satisfaction 
thereof  entered,  said  notes  not  being 
cash.  N.  Y. — Codwise  v.  Field,  9 
Johns.  263.  N.  0. — Collier  v.  Bank  of 
Newbern,  17  N.  C.  525.  Tenn. — Draper 
V.  State,  1  Head  262;  Baldwin  v.  Mer- 
rill, 8  Humph.  132;  Crutchfield  v.  Eob- 
ins,  Tingley  &  Co.,  5  Humph.  15,  42 
Am.   Dec.   417.     Tex. — Harris  v.   Ellis, 

30  Tex.  4,  94  Am.  Dec.  296;  Portis 
V.  Ennis,  27  Tex.  574. 

68.  TI.  S. — Eader's  Admr.  v,  Mad- 
dox,  150  U.  S.  128,  14  Sup.  Ct.  46,  37 
L.  ed.  1025,  when  a  plaintiff  has  ac- 
cepted the  cash  tendered  in  a  pay- 
ment of  part  cash  and  part  property, 
he  is  bound  to  accept  the  property  alsoj 
as  he  cannot  ratify  in  part  and  re- 
pudiate in  part.     Cal. — Musser  v.  Gray, 

31  Pac.  568.  Ind.— Philips  v.  East,  16 
Ind.  254.  la. — Lyon  v.  Northrup,  17 
Iowa  314.  La. — Woolfolk  v.  Degelos, 
24  La.  Ann.  199.  Minn. — Ives  v.  Phelps, 
16  Minn.  451.  Miss. — Planters  Bank 
V.  Calvit,  3  Smed.  &  M.  143,  41  Am. 
Dee.  616;  Newman  v.  Meek,  Smed.  & 
M.  Ch.  331.  Mo.— Bushong  v.  Taylor, 
82  Mo.  660;  Weston  v.  Clark,  37  Mo. 
568.  N.  Y.— Pond  v.  Harwood,  139  N. 
Y.  Ill,  34  N.  E.  768;  Craft  v.  Mer- 
rill, 14  N.  Y.  456;  La  Farge  v.  Herter, 

II  Barb.  159.  Pa. — Potter  v.  Hartnett, 
148  Pa.  15,  23  Atl.  1007.  Wash.— GafE- 
ney  v.  Megrath,  23  Wash.  476,  63  Pac. 
520.  Can. — Maguire  v.  Carr,  28  Nova 
Scotia  431;  Morrison  v.  Eees,  1  Ont. 
Pr.  25;  Whiteford  v.  McLeod,  28  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  349. 

69.  V.  S.— McParland  v.  Gwin,  3  How. 
717,  11  L.  ed.  799;  Griffin  v.  Thomp- 
son, 2  How.  244,  11  L.  ed.  253.  Ala. 
Bobo  V.  Thompson,  3  Stew.  &  P.  385. 
111.— Dibble  v.  Brigga,  28  111.  48.    Tex. 
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currency,'"  unless  authorized  by  the  judgment  creditor  to  do  soJ^ 
So  also,  an  attorney  has  no  right  to  accept  anything  except  money  in 
satisfaction  of  his  client's  judgment,  unless  specially  authorized'^  by 


Harris  v.  EIUb,  30  Tex.  4,  94  Am.  Dee. 
296,  draft  of  third  person. 

70.  Lamar  v.  Mieou,  112  TJ.  S.  452, 
5  Sup.  Ct.  221,  28  L.  ed.  751;  Gwin 
V.  Breedlove,  2  How.  (XJ.  S.)  29,  11 
L.  ed.  167;  Henly  v.  Franklin,  3  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)  472,  91  Am.  Dec.  296. 

[a]  Remedy  of  Judgment  Creditor. 
(1)  If  he  does,  he  takes  it  at  his  peril 
(Gwin  V.  Breedlove,  2  How.  [U.  8.] 
29,  11  L.  ed.  167;  Eandolph  v.  Eing- 
gold,  10  Ark.  279,  52  Am.  Dee.  235; 
Ringgold  V.  Edwards,  7  Ark.  86);  (2) 
and  the  judgment  creditor  may  elect 
to  proceed  against  the  defendant  for 
a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  or 
against  the  sheriff  for  a  breach  of  offi- 
cial duty.  Eandolph  v.  Einggold,  10 
Ark.  279,  52  Am.  Dec.  235. 

71.  TJ.  S. — ^Buckhannan  v.  Tinnin,  2 
How.  258,  11  L.  ed.  259,  if  the  plain- 
tiff sanctions  the  acceptance  of  bank 
notes  by  a  marshal,  he  is  bound  by 
it,  and  the  payment  is  sufficient.  Ark. 
Eandolph  v.  Einggold,  10  Ark.  279,  52 
Am.  Dee.  235;  Einggold  v.  Edwards,  7 
Ark.  86.  Fla. — Hendry  v.  Benlisa,  37 
Ma.  609,  20  So.  800,  34  L.  E.  A.  283. 
Ga. — Boyd  v.  Sales,  39  Ga.  72.  La. 
Harvey  v.  Walden,  23  La.  Ann.  162. 
Tenn. — Henly  v.  Franklin,  3  Coldw. 
472,  91  Am.  Dec.  296.  Tex. — ^Buie  v. 
Crouch,  37  Tex.  53. 

72.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Beebe, 
180  U.  S.  343,  21  Sup.  Ct.  371,  45  L. 
ed.  563.  Ala. — Chapman  v.  Cowles,  41 
Ala.  103,  91  Am.  Deo.  508  (cannot  re- 
ceive depreciated  paper  currency  in 
payment  of  his  client's  judgment); 
West,  Oliver  &  Co.  «.  JBall,  12  Ala.  340; 
Craig  V.  Ely,  5  Stew.  &  P.  354;  Kirk 
V.  Glover,  5  Stew.  &  P.  340  (unless 
specially  authorized  an  attorney  has  no 
right  to  take  a  bond  for  the  payment 
of  his  client's  judgment);  Guliett  v. 
Lewis,  3  Stew.  23;  Cost  v.  Genette,  1 
Port.  212.  Ark. — Moore  v.  Murrell,  56 
Ark.  375,  19  S.  W.  973;  Walker  v.  Scott, 
13  Ark.  644.  Colo.— Black  v.  Drake,  2 
Colo.  330;  McMurray  v.  Marsh,  12 
Colo.  App.  95,  54  Pae.  852.  Ga. — Jeter 
V.  Haviland,  Keese  &  Co.,  24  Ga.  252, 
cannot  take  the  note  of  a  third  per- 
son in  payment  of  his  client's  judg- 
ment. 111. — Trumbull  v.  Nicholson,  27 
111.  149;  Murray  v.  Murphy,  1?  Bi,  275  j 
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Nolan  V.  Jackson,  16  HI,  272.  Ind. 
Jones  V.  Eansom,  3  Ind.  327.  la, 
Bigler  v.  Tay,  68  Iowa  687,  28  N.  W. 
17;  MeCarver  v.  Nealey,  1  G.  Gr.  360. 
Kan. — Herriman  v.  Shomon,  24  Kan, 
387,  36  Am.  Eep.  261.  Ky. — Givens  v. 
BriE(coe,  3  J.  J.  Miarsh.  534.  La. — ^Davis 
V.  Lee,  20  La.  Ann.  248;  Garthwaite  v. 
Wentz,  1&  La.  Ann.  196;  Eailey  v. 
Bagley,  19  La.  Ann.  172;  Phelps  v. 
Preston,  9  La.  Ann.  488;  Perkins  «, 
Grant,  2  La.  Ann.  328.  Me. — Lord  v. 
Burbank,  18  Me.  178.  Md.— Maddux  v. 
Bevan,  39  Md.  485;  Kent  v.  Eieards,  3 
Md.  Ch.  392.  Mass.— Langdon  v.  Pot- 
ter, 13  Mass.  319.  Mich.— Pitkin  v. 
Harris,  69  Mich.  133,  37  N.  W.  61; 
Hurley  v.  Watson,  68  Mich.  531,  36 
N.   W.   726.     Miss. — Garvin  v.  Lowry, 

7  Smed.  &  M.  24;  Gasquet  v.  Warren, 
2  Smed.  &  M.  514;  Keller  v.  Scott,  2 
Smed.  &  M.  81;  Clark  v.  Kingsland,  1 
Smed.  &  M.  248  (no  authority  to  ac 
cept  an  assignment  of  another  judg- 
ment in  satisfaction  of  his  client's 
judgment);  Ktch  v.  Scott,  3  How.  314, 
34  Am.  Dec.  86.  Mo. — Walden  v.  Bol- 
ton, 55  Mo.  405;  Vanderliue  v.  Smith, 
18  Mo.  App.  55.  Neb. — Smith  v.  Jones! 
47  Neb.  108,  66  N.  W.  19,  53  Ami 
St.  Eep.  519.  N.  Y.— De  Mets  v.  Dag- 
ron,  53  N.  T.  635;  Lewis  v.  Woodruff, 

15  How.  Pr.  539;   Jackson  v.  Bartletti 

8  Johns.  361.  N,  O. — Child  v.  Dwighti 
21  N.  C.  171.  Ore.— Barr  v.  Eader,  31 
Ore.  225,  49  Pac.  962.  Pa.— Whitesell 
V.  Peck,  165  Pa.  571,  30  Atl.  933,  35 
W.  N,  0.  540;  Staokhouse  v.  O'Hara'a 
ExTS.,  14  Pa.  88  (has  no  authority  to 
receive  real  estate  in  full  payment  and 
satisfaction  of  a  money  judgment) ; 
Ely  V.  Lamb,  10  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  209.  S.  C. 
Treasurers  v.  McDowell,  1  Hill  184,  26 
Am,  Deo.  166;  Commissioners  v.  Eose, 
1  Desaus.  Eq.  461.  Tenn. — ^Pendexter 
V.  Vernon,  9  Humph.  84;  Baldwin  v. 
Merrill,  8  Humph.  132;  Kenny  v.  Hazel- 
tine,  6  Humph.  64.  Tex. — Portis  v.  En- 
nis,  27  Tex.  574;  Wright  v.  Daily,  26 
Tex.  730;  Price  v.  Logue  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  164  8.  W.  1048.  Va.— Wilkin- 
son V.  Holloway,  7  Leigh  (34  Va.)  277; 
Smock  I).  Dade,  5  Eand.   (26  Va.)   639, 

16  Am.  Dec.  780,  no  authority  to  take 
a  bond  from  the  debtor.  Wash. — Gaff- 
ney  v,  Megrath,  23  Waeb.  4718,  ^  ^mk. 
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him  to  do  so,  except,  perhaps,  where  recovery  is  doubtful."  But 
the  acceptance  by  the  creditor  of  a  note  in  payment  of  a  judgment 
will  operate  to  extinguish  and  satisfy  the  judgment/*     So  also,  the 


520.  W.  Va, — Kent,  Paine  &  Co.  v. 
Chapman,  18  W.  Va.  485;  Wiley  v.  Ma- 
hood,  10  W.  Va.  206j  Harper  v.  Har- 
vey, 4  W.  Va.  539,  the  payment  of 
confederatfl  treasury  notes  to  the  at- 
torney without  the  authority  of  the 
plaintifE  to  receive  them,  was  not  a 
payment  in  money  that  would  satisfy  a 
judgment  or  decree  against  the  defend- 
ant. 

[a]  Payment  of  a  draft  for  the 
amount  of  the  judgment,  does  not  oper- 
ate as  a  satisfaction  thereof,  in  the 
absence  of  express  authority  from 
plaintifE  to  his  attorney  to  accept  the 
draft.  Ky. — Harrow  v.  Farrow 's  Heirs, 
7  B.  Mon.  126,  45  Am.  Dec.  60.  N.  C. 
Moye  V.  Cogdell,  69  N.  C.  93.  Tex. 
Portia  V.  Ennis,  27  Tex.  574. 

[b]  Acceptance  by  the  attorney  of 
record  of  collateral  security,  to  be  col- 
lected by  him  and  enough  of  the 
money  retained  to  pay  his  client's  judg- 
ment, is  not  a  satisfaction;  but  if  the 
attorney  collects  the  money  and  re- 
tains a  sum  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
judgment  of  his  client,  it  will  operate 
as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  al- 
though the  attorney  fails  to  pay  over 
the  money  to  his  client.  HoUiday  v. 
Thomas,  90  Ind.  398.  See  Smith's 
Admr.  v.  Lamberts,  7  Gratt.  (48  Va.) 
138. 

73.  Jeffries  v.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co., 
110  V.  S.  305,  4-  Sup.  Ct.  8,  28  L.  ed. 
156;  Benedict  v.  Smith,  10  Paige  (N. 
Y.)  126. 

74.  Ala. — Brewer  v.   Branch    Bank, 

24  Ala.  439;  Abercrombie  v.  Conner,  10 
Ala.   293.      Cal.— Mitchell  v.   Hockett, 

25  Cal.  538,  85  Am.  Bee.  151,  by  ex- 
press agreement.  111. — ^White  v.  Jones, 
38  HI.  159.  Ind. — ^Jones  v.  Eansom,  3 
Ind.  327.  Mimi. — Kennedy  v.  Fidelity 
&  Casualty  Co.,  100  Minn.  1,  110  N.  W. 
97,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  658,  9  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  478,  holding  that  the  execu- 
tion and  delivery  of  promissory  notes 
by  the  judgment  debtor  to  the  judg- 
ment creditor,  if  given  in  good  faith, 
operates  as  payment  and  satisfaction 
of  the  judgment.  Mo. — Eiggs  v.  Good- 
rich, 74  Mo.  108.  N.  Y. — Guinnip  v. 
Close,  19  Wkly.  Dig.  226. 

[a]  This  is  true  (1)  regardless  of 
whiEfmer  suoh  pajrraBUt  is  aiade  by  a 


party  thereto  or  a  stranger  (McLane 
V.  Miller,  10  Ala.  856;  Harrisons  v. 
Hicks,  1  Port.  [Ala.]  423,  27  Am.  Dec, 
638),  (2)  and  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  it  is  for  a  less  amount  than  the 
judgment.  Sanders  v.  Branch  Bank,  13 
Ala.  353;  Jones  v.  Eansom,  3  Ind.  327. 
Partial  payment  as  satisfaction  or  dis- 
charge of  judgment,  see  infra,  I,  C,  2. 

[b]  An  express  agreement  that  the 
not©  shall  operate  as  a  satisfaction  need  , 
not  be  shown.  Nor  will  the  law  pre- 
sume in  the  absence  of  such  an  agree- 
ment that  it  was  intended  only  as  ad- 
ditional security,  but  when  it  is  taken 
for  the  antecedent  debt  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  a  satisfaction  un- 
less it  is  shown  to  have  been  intended 
as  additional  security.  White  v.  Jones, 
38  111.  159. 

[c]  Question  of  Fact. — The  question 
of  whether  the  note  was  given  in-  sat- 
isfaction of  a  judgment  is  one  of  fact 
and  not  of  law.  The  nature  of  the 
new  security,  the  purposes  and  ob- 
jects for  which  it  was  given,  together 
with  all  of  the  attendant  circumstances, 
are  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in 
determining  the  question.  The  mere 
production  of  a  note  given  after  the 
recovery  of  a  judgment  is  no  evidence 
that  it  was  in  satisfaction,  or  even 
connected  with  the  judgment.  The 
giving  of  a  promissory  note  doss  not, 
of  itself,  raise  a  presumption  of  a 
satisfaction  of  an  antecedent  account, 
or  settlement  of  all  accounts  between 
the  parties.  But  if  it  appeared  that 
the  note  was  given  for  the  account 
or  upon  a  settlement  of  accounts  be- 
tween the  parties,  the  presumption 
would  be  that  it  was  intended  as  a 
settlement  and  satisfaction  of  the 
antecedent  demands.  White  v.  Jones, 
38  111.  159. 

[d]  A  note  secured  by  a  deed  of 
trust  on  land,  will  operate  to  satisfy 
a  judgment,  if  given  and  accepted 
therefor.  HI. — Hoag  v.  Starr,  69  111. 
365.  Mo. — ^Bushong  v.  Taylor,  82  Mo. 
660.  Tex. — Branch  v.  Wilkens  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  63  S.  W.  1083.   • 

[e]  Notes  as  Part  Payment. — Am 
acceptance  of  promissory  notes,  with 
satisfactory  personal  security,  in  pay- 
ment of  the  balance  due  on  the  judg- 
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acceptance  by  the  creditor  of  specific  property  in  settlement  of  a 
judgment,  will  operate  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  upon  de- 
livery of  the  property  as  agreed  f^  but  there  must  be  an  express  agree^ 
ment  by  the  plaintiff  to  accept  such  payment  as  a  substitute  for  the 
regular  payment  of  the  judgment.'* 

The  taking  of  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  a  judgment  does 
not  in  itself  operate  to  satisfy  the  judgment;"  but  an  agreement  of 
the  plaintiff  in  execution  with  the  debtor  never  to  enforce  his  judg- 
ment thereafter  does  operate  as  a  discharge  and  satisfaction  of  the 
judgment.'* 


ment,  operates  as  a  satisfaction  there- 
of. Shields  v.  Moore,  84  Ind.  440; 
Kusler  v.  Crofoot,  78  Ihd.  597;  Har- 
desty  V.  Graham,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep.  954, 
3  S.  W.  909. 

[f]  A  note  designed  only  to  fix  the 
time  of  payment,  and  which  is  re- 
turned to  the  maker  at  maturity  un- 
paid is  not  a  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment, however,  and  an  entry  of  satis- 
faction thereof  was  properly  refused 
upon  motion  of  codefendants.  Schnei- 
der V.  Meyer,  56  Mo.  475;  Sullivan  v. 
Saunders,  66  "W.  Va.  350,  66  S.  B.  497, 
19  Ann.  Gas.  480. 

75.  Neb. — ^Hetzell  v.  Bennett,  94 
Neb.  768,  144  N.  W.  800.  N.  Y.— Brown 
V.  Feeter,  7  Wend.  301,  payment  in 
lumber.  Tenn. — ^Young  v.  Fugett,  1 
Lea  447,  450. 

[a]  Since  such  acceptance  thereby 
becomes  irrevocable.  Cal. — Musser  v. 
Gray,  96  Cal.  xvii,  31  Pac.  568.  la. 
Lyon  V.  Northrup,  17  Iowa  314.  Minn. 
Ives  V.  Phelps,  16  Minn.  451.  Mo. 
Weston  V.  Clark,  37  Mo.  568.  Pa. 
Potter  V.  Hartnett,  148  Pa.  15,  23  Atl. 
1007. 

[b]  A  sale  of  lauds  by  the  defend- 
ant to  the  plaintiff  in  execution  not 
fully  consummated  will  not  effect  a 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  Earle'a 
Admra.  v.  Earle,  20  N.  J.  L.  347. 

[c]  Where  No  Price  for  Land 
Agreed  on. — A  conveyance  of  real  es- 
tate to  the  beneficial  plaintiff  in  a 
judgment,  to  be  applied  in  payment 
on  the  same,  or  as  collateral  security 
for  the  payment  thereof,  will  not  oper- 
ate to  satisfy  the  judgment,  if  no 
price  for  the  lot  was  agreed  on.  De 
Clerq  v.  Jackson,  103  111.  658. 

[d]  Eeceipt  for  Purpose  of  Sale 
and  Application  of  Proceeds. — Where  a 
judgment  creditor  receives  personal 
property  from  his  debtor  on  an  agree- 
ment to  sell  the  same  and  credit  the 
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judgment  with  the  price  thereof,  a  sale, 
of  the  property  operates  as  a  satisfac- 
tion pro  tanto  of  the  judgment,  re- 
gardless of  the  creditor's  failure  to 
receive  pay  for  the  property  thus  sold. 
Casey  v.  Harris,  2  Litt.   (Ky.)   172. 

[e]  Property  Incumbered. — The  con- 
veyance of  real  estate,  under  an  agree- 
ment of  the  debtor  to  clear  the  same 
of  certain  incumbrances  within  a  spe- 
cified time,  will  not  operate  to  satisfy 
the  judgment  to  be  paid  thereby, 
where  the  debtor  fails  to  perform  such 
agreement.  Terre,tt  v.  Brooklyn  Im- 
provement Co.,  13  Wkly.  Dig.  (N.  T.) 
385,  reversing  18  Hun   (N.  Y.)   6. 

Effect  of  purchase  by  judgment  cred- 
itor on  execution,  see  infra,  YI,  B,  2. 

76.  Kan. — McCoy  v.  Hazlett,  14 
Kan.  430.  Mass. — Howe  v.  Mackay,  5 
Pick.  44.  Mo. — Eiggs  v.  Goodrich,  74 
Mo.  108;  Schneider  v.  Meyer,  56  Mo. 
475.  W.  Va.— Sullivan  v.  Saunders,  66 
W.  Va.  350,  66  S.  E.  497,  19  Ann. 
Gas.  480. 

77.  Cra. — Chambers  «.  McDowell,  4 
Ga.  185.  Kan.— Stefans  v.  Gurney,  61 
Kan.  292,  59  Pac.  725.  IMlnn. — ^Pres- 
ley V.  Lowry,  26  Minn.  158,  2  N.  W. 
61.  N.  Y. — ^Lancaster  v.  Knight,  74 
App.  Div.  255,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  488, 
Va. — Deaton  Grocery  Go.  v.  Pepper,  98 
Va.  587,  36  S.  E.  988.  W.  Va.— See  , 
Sullivan  v.  Saunders,  66  W.  Va.  350, 
66  S.  E.  497,  19  Ann.  Gas.  480. 

[a]  When  a  judgment  Is  held  as 
security  by  the  guarantor  of  another 
judgment,  payments  on  the  judgments 
guaranteed  will  operate  as  payments 
pro  tanto  on  the  judgment  held  by  the 
guarantor.  Wall's  Appeal,  84  Pa.  101, 
4  W.  N.  C.  344,  34  L.  I.  213. 

78.  Chambers  v.  McDowell,  4  Ga. 
185. 

[a]  A  judgment  defendant  may 
show  that  a  judgment  has  been  paid 
by   collaterals   placed   with   the   plain- 
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2.    Partial  Payment  as  Satisfaction  or  Discharge  of  Judgment." 

Miiny  courts  now  hold  that  a  compromise  settlement  between  the 
parties,  and  the  acceptance  by  the  creditor  of  a  less  sum  than  is  due 
on  the  judgment  as  full  payment  thereof,  is  binding  on  him,  and  is 
a  good  satisfaction.*"  It  is  true  that  some  of  the  earlier  cases  have 
held  that  an  agreement  to  discharge  a  judgment  for  a  sum  less  than 
that  for  which  it  was  rendered,  is  void  for  want  of  consideration," 
and  that  the  acceptance  by  a  judgment  creditor  of  a  sum  less  than 
the  amount  of  the  debt,  without  any  additional  consideration,  benefit, 
or  advantage  to  the  creditor,  will  not  operate  to  satisfy  the  judg- 


tiff,  or  that  plaintiff  is  chargeable  with 
the  amount  of  such  collaterals  for  neg- 
lect to  collect  the  same.  Reeves  v. 
Plough,  46  Ind.  350. 

79.  Partial  payment  by  one  of  sev- 
eral joint  defendants,  see  supra,  I,  B, 
1,  a. 

80.  m.— Agnew  v.  Brail,  124  111. 
312,  16  N.  E.  230.  Neb.— Hetzell  v. 
Bennett,  94  Neb.  768,  144  N.  W.  800; 
Gering  v.  School  District,  76  Neb.  219, 
107  N.  W.  250.  N.  Y.— Boyd  v.  Hitch- 
cock, 20  Johns.  76,  11  Am.  Dec.  247; 
Kellogg  V.  Richards,  14  Wend.  116; 
Orleans  v.  Bowen,  4  Lans.  24.  Pa. 
Hendrick  v.  Thomas,  106  Pa.  327,  15 
W.  N.  C.  72,  3  Kulp  81.  Tex.— The 
Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Herman  Herschlerode 
Mfg.  Co.,  1  "White  &  W.  Civ.  Cas., 
§741.  Wash.— Brown  v.  Kern,  21  Wash. 
211,  57  Pac.  798. 

[a]  "It  is  certainly  not  in  accord- 
ance with  ethics  and  ought  not  be  in 
accord  with  the  rules  of  law,  to  allow 
a  creditor  to  enter  into  a  contract  to 
compromise  his  debt  or  judgment,  and 
by  reason  of  that  compromise  receive 
an  amount  of  money  which  he  could 
not  have  received  except  through  the 
medium  of  a  compromise,  and  then  al- 
low him  to  violate  his  contract  on  the 
plea  of  want  of  consideration  and  still 
retain  the  fruits  of  the  agreement 
which  he  made  to  compromise."  Brown 
■V.  Kern,  21  Wash.  211,  57  Pac.  798. 

[b]  For  many  years  the  trend  of 
the  decisions  has  been  to  restrict, 
rather  than  to  extend,  the  operation 
of  the  earlier  rule,  and  to  hold  as 
binding  on  the  creditor  any  contract 
to  compromise  his  judgment  whereby 
he  receives  money  which  he  could  not 
have  obtained,  otherwise.  San  Juan  v. 
St.  John's  Gas  Co.,  195  IT.  S.  510,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  108,  49  L.  ed.  299;  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Clark,  178  U.  S. 
353,  20   Sup.   Ct.   924,  44  L.  ed.   1099; 


Kellogg  V.  Richards,  14  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
116. 

[c]  A  stipulation  by  the  parties 
that  judgment  shall  be  entered  for  a 
certain  amount,  which  will  be  satis- 
fied upon  payment  or  tender  of  a  cer- 
tain less  amount,  if  made  on  or  before 
a  date  named  therein,  is  valid. 
Schwiete  v.  Guerre  (Mo.  App.),  158  S. 
W.  402. 

[d]  A  receipt  (1)  in  fuU  for  a  debt, 
though  given  upon  payment  of  only  a 
part  of  the  entire  amount,  discharges 
the  whole  debt,  unless  impeached  for 
fraud  or  mistake.  Aborn  v.  Rathbone, 
54  Conn.  444;  Calhoun  v.  The  Mayor 
&  Council  of  Atlanta,  42  Ga.  187.  (2) 
A  creditor  cannot  impeach,  as  fraud- 
ulent, a  receipt  in  full  given  by  him 
on  part  payment  for  the  purpose  of 
aiding  the  debtor  to  settle  more  favor- 
ably with  other  creditors.  Aborn  v. 
Rathbone,  54  Conn.  444. 

[e]  Agreement  Must  Be  Fully  Exe- 
cuted.— An  agreement  by  a  creditor  to 
accept  a  less  sum  than  the  amount 
due  on  a  judgment  in  full  payment 
and  satisfaction  thereof,  does  not  oper- 
ate to  satisfy  the  same  unless  it  is 
fully  executed.  Keen  v.  Vaughn's 
Exrx.,  48  Pa.  477. 

rf]  Partial  Payment  by  Insolvent 
Debtor. — The  acceptance  by  agreement 
of  the  plaintiff  with  an  insolvent  debt- 
or, of  a  less  sum  than  the  amount  of 
the  judgment,  and  the  giving  of  a 
receipt  in  full  therefor,  operates  as  a 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  Harper 
V.  Graham,  20  Ohio  105;  Mc Arthur  V. 
Dane,  61  Ala.  539,  where  no  fraud  or 
deceit  has  been  perpetrated  upon  the 
creditor. 

That  attorney  of  plaintiff  cannC; 
receive  less  than  full  payment,  see 
supra,  I,  A,  2. 

81.    Deland  v.  Hiett,  27  Cal.  611,  87 
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ment,  even  when  accepted  as  full  payment,®^  except  when  the  payment 
is  acknowledged  by  a  release  under  seal.^' 

A  municipality  or  other  public  corporation  may  compromise  a  judg- 
ment rendered  in  its  favor,  and  satisfy  the  same  for  a  sum  less  than 
its  face  value,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  collusion,  or  any  purpose 
of  making  a  gift  to  the  debtor;^*  but  somie  courts  limit  this  right  to 
cases  in  which  the  solvency  of  the  debtor  is  questionable,^^  or  his 
right  of  appeal  has  not  expired.^* 

D.    Evidence  and  Peesumptions  of  Payment*  —  1.    Evidence  of 

Payment.  —  The  payment  of  a  judgment  may  be  proved  by  a  receipt 

entered  upon  the  records  of  the  court,*^  or  by  a  written  receipt  or 

other  writing  passing  between  the  parties,*^  or  by  the  return  and. 

I  receipts  on  the  execution  issued  upon  tjie  judgment,^*  or  by  parol  evi- 


Am.  Dec.  102;    Garvey   v.    Jar  vis,    54 
Barb.   (N.  T.)   179. 

82.  Campbell  v.  Booth,  8  Md.  107; 
Daniels  v.  Hatch,  21  N.  J.  L.  391,  47 
Am.  Dec.  169. 

83.  See  infra,  VII,  D. 

84.  la.— Collins  v.  Welch,  58  Iowa 
72,  12  N.  W.  121,  43  Am.  Rep.  111. 
N.  Y. — Board  of  Supervisors  of  Or- 
leans County  v.  Bowen,  4  Lans.  24; 
Meeker  v.  Eequa,  94  App.  Div.  800, 
87  N.  T.  Supp.  959.  N.  D.— Hagler  v. 
Kelly,  14  N.  D.  218,  103  N.  W.  629, 
county  commissioners  may  sell  and  as- 
sign a  judgment  obtained  by  the  coun- 
ty for  less  than  the  amount  due  there- 
on, if  done  in  good  faith.  S.  D. — State 
V.  Davis,  11  S.  D.  Ill,  75  N.  W.  897, 
74  Am.  St.  Eep.  780. 

85.  N.  Y.— Standart  v.  Burtis,  46 
Hun  82.  Wash. — Farnsworth  v.  Wil- 
bur, 49  Wash.  416,  95  Pac.  642,  19  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  320.  Wis.— Washburn 
County  V.  Thompson,  99  Wis.  585,  75 
N.  W.  309,  distinguishing  50  Wis.  329, 
7  N.  W.  246. 

86.  lU.— Agnew  v.  Brail,  124  Dl. 
312,  16  N.  E.  230;  Petersburg  v.  Map- 
pin,  14  m.  193,  56  Am.  Dec.  501.  la. 
Mills  V.  Burlington  &  M.  E.  E.  Co., 
47  Iowa  66.  Mo. — St.  Louis,  I.  M.  & 
S.  E.  Co.  V.  Anthony,  73  Mo.  431.  Neb. 
Gering  v.  School  District,  76  Neb.  219, 
107  N.  W.  250;  Farnham  v.  City  of 
Lincoln,  75  Neb.  502,  106  N.  W.  666. 
N.  H.— Kinsley  v.  Norris,  62  N.  H. 
652.  N.  Y. — Orleans  v.  Bowen,  4  Laits. 
24.  Ore.- — Multnomah  County  v.  De- 
kum,  51  Ore.  83,  93  Pac.  821.  S.  D. 
State  V.  Davis,  11  S.  D.  Ill,  75  N.  W. 
89,  74  Am.  St.  Eep.  780. 

87.  Hollenbeck  v.  Stanberry,  38  Iowa 
325. 


88.  Ala. — Pharis  v.  Leachmari,  20 
Ala.  662.  Ga.— Merritt  v.  Gill,  68  Ga. 
209.  m.— Neal  v.  Handley,  116  111. 
418,  56  Am.  Eep.  784.  Md.— Blackburn 
V.  Beall,  21  Md.  208.  Minn.- Brisbin 
V.  Farmer,  16  Minn.  215.  Mont. — Davis 
V.  Frederick,  6  Mont.  300,  12  Pac.  664. 
S.  C. — Hunter  v.  Campbell,  1  Speers 
53. 

[a]  A  receipt  purporting  to  be  in 
full  payment  of  a  judgment  is  evidence 
of  such  payment,  which  can  only  be 
overcome  by  a  clear  preponderance  of 
evidence.  Neal  v.  Handley,  116  111. 
418,  6  N.  E.  45,  56  Am.  Eep.  784j 
Earle  v.  Earle,  16  N.  J.  L.  273. 

[b]  A  receipt  of  the  clerk  of  the 
court,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of 
payment  of  a  judgment  of  record,  is 
not  proper  evidence  to  establish  pay- 
ment of  such  judgment,  in  the  absence 
of  authority  to  the  clerk  to  receive 
payment  of  judgments.  Hays  V.  Boyer, 
50  Ind.  341.  Payment  to  clerk  of  court 
as  suflScient  payment,  see  supra,  I,  A, 
4,  b. 

89.  Ark. — ^Snider  v.  Greathouse,  16 
Ark.  72,  63  Am.  Dec.  54.  Conn.— Pitts 
V.  Clark,  2  Eoot  221.  la. — Singer  v. 
Given,  61  Iowa  93,  15  N.  W.  8.W.  Pa. 
Eamsey  v.  Johnson,  3  Pen.  &  W.  293. 

[a]  Contradicticn  of  Retura. — (1) 
The  return  of  satip^' action  on  execution 
cannot  be  contradicted  by  parol  after 
a  lapse  of  nearly  eight  years.  O 'Con- 
ner V.  Silver,  26  Tex.  606.  (2)  But  a 
receipt  endorsed  on  an  execution  is- 
sued thereon  mr>T  be  explained  by  oral 
testimony  showing  that  no  money  was 
paid  at  a  sale  of  property  thereunder, 
but  that  the  amount  of  the  bid  at  the 
void  sale  was  credited  thereon.     John- 
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dence.^"  So  also  payiuent  may,  be  proved  by  the  exemplification  of 
a  judgment  and  execution  against  another  defendant  for  the  same 
debt,  which  has  been  paid.°^ 

A  regularly  certified  transcript  of  the  record  of  a  judgment  of 
another  state,  containing  an  entry  of  satisfaction  of  the  judgment 
by  the  defendant,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  payment  of  such  judg- 
ment.^^  But  an  unfiled  order  of  a  court  declaring  a  judgment  to  be 
satisfied,  is  not  admissible  as  evidence  of  satisfaction.'^ 

Weight  and  Sufficiency.  — The  sufficiency  of  the  proof  of  the  dischprge 
of  a  judgment  depends  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  ease.'*  A  fair 
preponderance  of  the  evidence  and  corroborating  circumstances  is  all 
that  is  required  to  sustain  or  defeat  the  claim  of  payment,  as  the  case 
may  be."" 


son  V.  State  ex  rel.  Slinkard,  80  Ind. 
220. 

90.  Ala. — ^Bruce  v.  Barnes,  20  Ala. 
219.  Ga. — Boyd  v.  McFarlin,  5.5  Ga. 
208.  111. — Loughry  v.  Mail,  34  111.  App. 
523.  Ind. — Morrison  v.  King,  4  Blackf. 
125.  la. — Shaffer  v.  McCraekin,  90  Iowa 
578,  58  N.  W.  910,  48  Am.  St.  Eep. 
465;  Hollenbeck  (•'.  Stanberry,  38  Iowa 
325.  ■  La. — Vidichi  v.  Cousin,  6  La. 
Ann.  489.  Md. — Downey  v.  Forrester, 
35  Md.  117.  Mo. — Emory  v.  Joice,  70 
Mo.  537,  holding  that  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  to  explain  whether  an 
ambiguous  entry  on  the  margin  of  the 
record  is  an  assignment  or  satisfaction. 
K.  O.— Vestal  v.  "Wicker,  108  N.  C.  21, 
12  S.  B.  1037.  Pa.— Fowler  v.  Smith, 
153  Pa.  639,  25  Atl.  744.  Tenn. — Gates 
V.  Brinkley,  4  Lea  710.  Tex. — Peters 
V.  Lawson,  66  Tex.  336,  17  S.  W.  734; 
Imperial  Eoller  Mill.  Co.  v.  First  Nat. 
Bk.,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  686,  27  S.  "W. 
49.  Va.— Barrett  v.  "Wilkinson,  87  Va. 
442,  12  8.  E.  885. 

[a]  Even  when  the  payment  was 
for  a  siun  less  than  the  whole  amount 
due,  if  such  sum.  is  received  and  ac- 
cepted in  full  discharge  of  the  judg- 
ment. Tarver  v.  Eankin,  3  Ga.  210, 
214.  Partial  payment  as  satisfaction 
or  discharge  of  judgment,  see  supra, 
J,  C,  2. 

[b]  But  parol  evidence  is  inadmis- 
sible to  prove  the  payment  of  a  judg- 
ment unless  it  be  first  shown  by  the 
record  that  the  suit  in  which  the  judg- 
ment alleged  to  have  been  paid  was 
rendered  embraced  the  same  subject- 
matter  as  the  suit  at  bar.  Fountain 
v.  Anderson,  33  Ga.  372. 

[c]  To  Blspute  Payment. — Parol 
evidence   is   admissible   to   prove   that 


[nothing  has  been  paid  on  a  judgment, 
I  of    which    part    satisfaction    has    been 

entered  of  record.    State  v.  Martin,  20 

Ark.  629. 

I  91.  Logan  v.  Sumter,  28  Ga.  242,  73 
Am.  Dec.  755;  Napier  v.  Neal,  3  Ga. 
298.  See  also  Merritt  v.  Gill,  68  Ga. 
209,  holding  that  the  record  of  the 
pleadings,  auditor's  report,  verdict  and 
decree  of  a  suit  in  equity  is  admis- 
sible to  prove  payment  and  satisfaction 

I  of  a  judgment. 

[a]    A  docket   entry  of    "settled," 

'made  by  the  judge,  and  not  transferred 
to  the  minutes,  is  no  evidence  that  a 
prior  judgment  for  the  same  debt  has 
been  paid.  Tucker  v.  State,  57  Ga. 
507. 

92.  Carter  v.  Adatason,  21  Ark.  287. 

93.  Hall  V.  Sauutry,  80  Minn.  348, 
83  N.  "W.  156,  384. 

94.  Bethany  v.  His  Creditors,  7 
Bob.    (La.)   61. 

95.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — Amer- 
ican Bell  Tel.  Co.  v.  Albright,  32  Fed. 
287,  appeal  dismissed,  136  U.  S.  629, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  1064,  34  L.  ed.  557.  la. 
Fuller  V.  Lendrum,  58  Iowa  353,  12 
N  W.  340.  Ky.— Howard  v.  London 
Mfg.  Co.,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1934,  72  S. 
"W.  771.  Mo. — Mercantile  Bank  v. 
Hawe,  33  Mo.  App.  214;  Sturdevant 
Bank  «.  Peterman,  21  Mo.  App.  512. 
N.  Y.— Miller  v.  Smith's  Exrs.,  16 
"Wend.  425;  Seaman  v.  Clarke,  75  App. 
Div.  345,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  171.  Pa. 
Miller  v.  Overseers  of  Poor,  17  Pa. 
Super.  159.  Tex. — Terry  v.  O'Neal.  71 
Tex.  592,  9  S.  W.  673.  Va.— Barrett 
V.  "Wilkinson,  87  Va.  442,  12  S.  E.  885. 
Wis. — ^Flanders  v.  Sherman,  19  Wis. 
178. 
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Burden  of  Proof.  —  If  the  judgment  debtor  pleads  payment  of  the 
judgment  as  a  defense,  he  thereby  assumes  the  burden  of  proving  it.°" 

2.  Presumptions.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Satisfaction  of  a  judgment 
may  be  proved  by  presumptions,  as  well  as  by  positive  evidence."' 

b.     From  Lapse  of  Time.  — (I.)    (JeneraUy. —  In  the  absence  of  a  stat- 

,ute  to  the  contrary,  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  will  not  be  presumed 

until  the  lapse  of  twenty  years  from  the  time  of  its  rendition;^*  and 


96.  Ala. — Collins  v.  Boyd,  14  Ala. 
505.  Ga. — Sanders  v.  Etcherson,  36  Ga. 
404.  Neb. — Lewis  v.  Lewis,  31  Neb. 
528,  48  N.  W.  267.  Ohio.— Piatt  v.  St. 
Clair's  Heirs,  Wright  526.  Tex.— Por- 
tis  V.  Ennis,  27  Tex.  574. 

97.  Abat  V.  Buisson,  9  La.  417; 
Bethany  v.  His  Creditors,  7  Bob.  (La.) 
61. 

98.  U.  S.— Gaines  v.  Miller,  111  U. 
S.  395,  4  Sup.  Ct.  426,  28  L.  ed.  466; 
Higginson  v.  Mein,  4  Cranch  415,  2 
L.  ed.  664;  Dunlop  &  Co.  v.  Ball,  2 
Cranch  180,  2  L.  ed.  246.  Ala.— Mc- 
Mohan  v.  Crabtree,  30  Ala.  470; 
Rhodes'  Exr.  v.  Turner,  21  Ala.  210; 
Collins  V.  Boyd,  14  Ala.  505.  Ark. 
Woodruff  V.  Sanders,  15  Ark.  143.  Conn. 
Judson  V.  Phelps,  87  Conn.  495,  89 
Atl.  161;  Barber  v.  International  Co., 
74  Conn.  652,  51  Atl.  857,  92  Am.  St. 
Eep.  246;  Blakeslee  v.  Tyler,  55  Conn. 
387;  Cottle  v.  Payne,  3  Day  292.  Del. 
Parsons  v.  Cannon's  Exr.,  88  Atl.  470; 
fenowles  V.  Waller,  7  Penne.  220,  78 
Atl.  611;  Janvier  ■».  Culbreth,  5  Penne. 
505,  63  Atl.  309;  Maxwell  v.  Devalinger, 
2  Penne.  504,  47  Atl.  381;  Moore  v. 
Carey,  1  Marv.  (Del.)  401,  41  Atl.  75; 
Eobinson  v.  Milby's  Admr.,  2  Houst. 
387;  Morrow  v.  Eobinson,  4  Del.  Ch. 
521;  Campbell  v.  Carey,  5  Harr.  427; 
Burton  v.  Cannon,  5  Harr.  13;  Farmers' 
Bank  ■;;.  Leonard,  4  Harr.  536.  Ga. 
Willingham  v.  Long,  47  Ga.  540;  State 
V.  Virgin,  36  Ga.  388;  Burt  v.  Casey, 
10  Ga.  178.  lU.— Howell  v.  Ednionds, 
47  111.  79.  Ind.— King  v.  Manville,  29 
Ind.  134;  Bright 's  Admr.  v.  Sexton,  IS 
Ind.  186;  Barker  v.  Adams,  4  Ind.  574; 
Eeddington  v.  Julian,  2  Ind.  224.  la. 
Hendricks  v.  Wallis,  7  Iowa  224.  Ky. 
Chiles  V.  Monroe,  4  Mete.  72.  Me. 
Noble  V.  Merrill,  48  Me.  140;  Cony  v. 
Barrows,  46  Me.  497;  Thayer  v.  Mowry, 
36  Me.  287.  Mass. — ^Bass  v.  Bass,  8 
Pick.  187.  Miss. — Meyer  v.  Dorrance, 
32  Miss.  263.  Mo. — McFaul  v.  Haley, 
166  Mo.  56,  65  S.  W.  995;  West  v. 
Brison,  99  Mo.  684,  13  S.  W.  95; 
Clemens  v.  Wilkinson,  10  Mo.  97;  Cobb 
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V.  Houston,  117  Mo.  App.  645,  94  S.  W. 
299;  Weneker  v.  Thompson's  Admr., 
96  Mo.  App.  59,  69  S.  W.  743;  Meyer 
V.  Mehrhofif,  19  Mo.  App.  682,  2  West. 
Eep.  417.  N.  J.— Guliek  v.  Loder,  13 
N.  J.  L.  68,  23  Am.  Dee.  711;  Mease 
V.  Stevens,  1  N.  J.  L.  433;  Pears  v. 
Bache,  1  N.  J.  L.  206;  Bird's  Admr. 
V.  Inslee's  Exr.,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  363. 
N.  Y.— Daby  v.  Ericsson,  45  N.  Y.  786; 
Miller  v.  Smith's  Exrs.,  16  Wend.  425; 
Kendrick's  Estate,  15  Abb.  N.  C.  189; 
Henderson  v.  Henderson,  3  Denio  314; 
In  re  Watson,  163  App.  Div.  41,  148 
N.  Y.  Supp.  525;  Belfer  v.  Ludlow,  69 
Misc.  486,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  130;  Camp 
V.  Hallanan,  42  Hun  628.  Ore. — ^Beek- 
man  v.  Hamlin,  20  Ore.  352,  25  Pac. 
672,  19  Ore.  383,  24  Pac.  195,  20  Am. 
St.  Eep.  827,  10  L.  E.  A.  454.  Pa. 
Eoberts  v.  Powell,  210  Pa.  594,  60  Atl. 
258;  Woodward  v.  Carson,  208  Pa.  144, 
57  Atl.  342;  Hummel  v.  Lilly,  188  Pa. 
463,  41  Atl.  613,  68  Am.  St.  Eep.  879; 
Devereux's  Estate,  184  Pa.  429,  39  Atl. 
225,  6  Pa.  Dist.  195,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
267;  Smith  v.  Shoenberger,  176  Pa.  95, 
34  Atl.  954;  Wheelen  Bros.  v.  Phillips, 
140  Pa.  33,  21  Atl.  239  (affirming  20 
Phila.  306),  47  Leg.  Int.  415,  26  W. 
N.  C.  363;  Gregory  v.  Com.,  121  Pa. 
611,  15  Atl.  452,  6  Am.  St.  Eep.  804, 
22  W.  N.  C.  381;  Breneman's  Appeal, 
121  Pa.  641,  15  Atl.  650,  22  W.  N.  C. 
391;  Biddle  v.  Bank,  109  Pa.  349,  16 
W.  N.  C.  397,  42  Leg.  Int.  366;  Moore 
V.  Smith,  *81  Pa.  182,  2  W.  N.  C.  433; 
Webb  V.  Dean,  21  Pa.  29;  Cope  v. 
Humphreys,  14  Serg.  &  E.  15;  Miller 
V.  Overseers  of  Poor,  17  Pa.  Super.  159; 
Broomall  v.  Laird,  1  Del.  Co.  Eep.  161. 
S.  C— Tobin  v.  Myers,  18  S.  C.  324; 
Pratt  V.  MoLure,  10  Eich.  Eq.  301; 
Charlton  &  Co.  v.  Felder,  6  Rich.  Eq. 
58;  Sargent  v.  Hayne,  Eiley  293;  Ken- 
nedy V.  Denoon,  2  Treadw.  617.  Va. 
James'  Exr.  v.  Life,  92  Va.  702,  24 
S.  E.  275;  Updike's  Admr.  v.  Lane,  78 
Va.  132.  W.  Va.— Criss  v.  Criss.  28  W. 
Va.   388. 

See  also  9  Enot.  op  Ev.  711. 
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'presumption  of  satisfaction  after  the  lapse  of  such  period  is  prima 
facie  only.^®  But  under  a  statute  fixing  the  time  from  which  pay- 
ment will  be  presumed,  such  presumption  is  conclusive  after  the  lapse 
of  the  limit  fixed  thereby,  unless  repelled  by  a  written  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  debt,  or  part  payment  thereof,^  or  other  facts  or  circum- 
stances conclusively  overcoming  such  presumption;^  but  no  presump- 
tion of  payment  arises  from  the  simple  lapse  of  time  until  the  statutory 


[a]  Tennessee  rule  is  that  payment 
is  presumed  after  sixteen  years.  See 
Yarnell  v.  Moore,  3  Coldw.  173;  Mc- 
Daniel  v.  Goodall,  2  Coldw.  391;  An- 
derson V.  Settle,  5  Sneed  202;  Leiper 
V.  Erwin,  5  Yerg.  97;  Blackburn  v. 
Squib,  Peek  60. 

[b]  The  rule  of  equity  as  to  pre- 
sumption of  payment,  where  the  period 
of  twenty  years  has  not  elapsed,  is  that 
in  addition  to  the  lapse  of  time,  some 
other  circumstance  must  appear  tend- 
ing to  the  conclusion,  or  raising  the 
presumption,  that  it  has  been  paid. 
Howe  V.  Robinson,  20  Fla.  352;  Buck- 
master  «.  Kelley,  15  Fla.  180,  195. 

99.  Conn. — Judson  v.  Phelps,  87 
Conn.  495,  89  Atl.  161;  Chapman  v. 
l/oomis,  36  Conn.  459.  Del. — Parsons 
V.  Cannon's  Exr.,  88  Atl.  470;  Knowles 
V.  Waller,  7  Peune.  220,  78  Atl.  611; 
Janvier  v.  Culbreth,  5  Penne.  505,  63 
Atl.  309;  Campbell  v.  Carey,  5  Harr. 
427;  Burton  v.  Cannon,  5  Harr.  13. 
Ga. — Thomas  v.  Hunnicutt,  54  Ga.  337; 
Willingham  v.  Long,  47  Ga.  540.  Ind. 
Bright *s  Admr.  v.  Sexton,  18  Ind.  186. 
Me.— Noble  v.  Merrill,  48  Me.  140; 
Jackson  v.  Nason,  38  Me.  85;  Thayer 
V.  Mowry.  36  Me.  287.  Mo. — Cobb  v. 
Houston,  117  Mo.  App.  645,  94  S.  W. 
299.  Neb. — Alberts  «;.  Courtland  Wagon 
Co.,  94  Neb.  313,  143  N.  W.  198;  Platte 
County  Bank  v.  Clark,  81  Neb.  255, 
115  N.  W.  787.  N.  H.— Clark,  Admr. 
«.  Clement,  33  N.  H.  563.  N.  J.— Bird's 
Admr.  v.  Inslee's  Exr.,  23  N.  J.  Eq. 
363;  Evans  v.  Huffman,  5  N.  J.  Eq. 
354.  N.  y.— Miller  v.  Smith's  Exrs., 
16  Wend.  425;  Jackson  v.  Sackett,  7 
Wend.  94;  Belfer  v.  Ludlow,  69  Misc. 
486,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  130;  Jacoby  v. 
Stephenson  Silver  Min.  Co.,  S.  Silv. 
130,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  371.  Ore.— Bow- 
man V.  Holman,  53  Ore.  456,  99  Pac. 
424.  Pa. — Hummel  v.  Lilly,  188  Pa. 
463,  41  Atl.  613,  68  Am.  St.  Bep.  879; 
Smith  V.  Shoenberger,  176  Pa.  95,  34 
Atl.  954;  Van  Loon  v.  Smith,  103  Pa. 
238;  Cope  v.  Humphreys,  14  Serg.  & 
B.  15;  Miller  v.  Overseers  of  Poor,  17 


Pa.  S'lper.  159;  Broomall  v.  Laird,  1 
Del.  Co.  161.  S.  O.—Du  Bose  v.  Kell, 
90  S.  C.  196,  71  S.  E.  371;  Pratt  v. 
MeLure,  10  Bich.  Eq.  301;  McQueen  v. 
Fletcher,  4  Eieh.  Eq.  152;  Cohen  v. 
Thomson,  2  Mill  146;  Stover  v.  Duren, 
3  Strobh.  L.  448,  51  Am.  Dec.  634. 

[a]  Sometimes  a  great  lapse  of 
time  will  not  raise  the  presumption  of 
payment,  where  attending  circum- 
stances and  conditions  all  tend  to  the 
contrary.  St.  Francis  Mill  Co.  v.  Sugg, 
206  Mo.  148,  104  S.  W.  45. 

1.  Ark. — ^Rector  v.  Morehouse,  17 
Ark.  131;  Woodruff  v.  Sanders,  15  Ark. 
143.  Colo. — Jones  v.  Stockgrowers ' 
Nat.  Bank,  17  Colo.  App.  79,  67  Pac. 
177.  Iia. — Tilghman's  Succession,  7 
Bob.  387.  Mass. — Haynes  v.  Blanchard, 
194  Mass.  244,  80  N.  E.  504,  120  Am. 
St.  Bep.  551.  Mo.— McFaul  v.  Haley, 
166  Mo.  56,  65  S.  W.  995;  Clemens  V. 
Wilkinson,  10  Mo.  97;  Cobb  v.  Hous- 
ton, 117  Mo.  App.  645,  94  S.  W.  299; 
Chiles  V.  School  District  of  Buekner, 
103  Mo.  App.  240,  77  S.  W.  82;  Wenck- 
er  V.  Thompson's  Admr.,  96  Mo.  App. 
59,  69  S.  W.  743.  N.  Y.— Matter  of 
Kendrick,  107  N.  Y.  104,  13  N.  E.  762; 
Matter  of  Watson,  163  App.  Div.  41, 
148  N.  Y.  Supp.  525;  Belfer  v.  Ludlow, 
143  App.  Div.  147,  127  N.  Y.  Supp. 
623;  Seaman  v.  Clarke,  60  App.  Div. 
416,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  1002;  Baphael  v. 
Mencke,  28  App.  Div.  91,  50  N.  Y. 
Supp.  920;  Gray  v.  Sesber,  53  Hun  611, 
6  N.  Y.  Supp.  802,  917;  Partridge  V. 
Moynihan,  59  Mise.  234,  110  N.  Y. 
Supp.  539.  N.  C. — ^Herman  v.  Watts, 
107  N.  C.  646,  12  S.  E.  437.  Ore. 
Alexander  v.  Munroe,  54  Ore.  500,  101 
Pac.  903,  103  Pac.  514,  135  Am.  St. 
Bep.  840;  Bowman  v.  Holman,  53  Ore. 
456,  99  Pae.  424.  Pa. — Stout 'g  Admrs. 
V.  Stout's  Admr.,  44  Pa.  457.  Tenn. 
Cannon  v.  Lamon,  7  Lea  513. 

Bebuttal  of  presumption,  see  mfra, 
I,  D,  2,  c. 

2.  In  re  Watson,  163  App.  Div.  41, 
148  N.  Y.  Supp.  525. 
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bar  attaches,'  unless  such  lapse  of  time,  taken  in  connection  with 
other  facts  and  circumstances  pointing  in  the  same  direction,  shall 
warrant  the  presumption  of  payment,*  or  the  submission  of  the 
question  of  such  fact  to  a  jury." 

This  presumption  is  usually  considered  as  a  rule  of  evidence,  rather 
tl;an  a  limitation,  and  theref6re  it  is  not  subject  to  the  exceptions 
and  incidents  of  a  statute  of  limitations;^  but  'in  some  jurisdictions, 
such  statutes  are  in  fact  statutes  of  limitations,  barring  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  judgment.'  ' 

The  rule  as  to  presumption  of  payment  from  lapse  of  time  applies 
only  to  judgments  for  the  payment  of  money.^ 

(II.)  Computing  Time,  -r-  The  lapse  of  time  upon  which  a  presumption 
of  payment  arises,  does  not  begin  until  the  amount  of  the  judgment 
has  been  ascertained,  and  the  entry  of  record  completed',^ 


3.  Ga.— Thomas  v.  Hunnieutt,  54  Ga. 
337.  Ihd. — Dodds  v.  Dodds,  57  Ind. 
293.  Ky. — Chiles  v.  Monroe,  4  Mete. 
72.  Miss. — Meyer  v.  Dorrance,  32 
Miss.  263.  N.  Y. — Daby  v.  Eriesson, 
45  N.  T.  786';  Camp  v.  Hallanan,  42 
Hun  628.  Pa. — ^Miirphy  v.  Philadelphia 
Tiust  Co.,  103  Pa.  379;  Webb  v.  Dean, 
21  Pa.  29.  Va. — James'  Bxr.  v.  Life. 
92  Va.  702,  24  S.  E.  275. 

4.  U.  S. — Eenwick.  v.  Wheeler,  48 
Fed.  431.  Ark. — ^Eector  v.  Morehouse, 
17  Ark.  131;  Woodruff  v.  Sanders,  15 
Ark.  143.  la. — Hendricks  v.  Wallis,  7 
Iowa  224.  Me. — Thayer  v.  Mowry,  36 
Me.  287.  Mo. — ^Mercantile  Bank  v. 
Hawe,  33  Mo.  App.  214.  N.  Y.— Dow- 
ling  V.  Hastings,  211  N.  Y.  199,  105 
N.  E.  194;  Imgard  v.  Ashley,  37  Misc. 
857,  76  N.  T.  Supp.  987;  Boyd  v.  Boyd, 
9  Masc.  161,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  7.  Pa. 
Murphy  v.  Philadelphia  Trust  Co.,  103 
Pa.  379;  Van  Loon  v.  Smith,  103  Pa. 
238;  Briggs'  Appeal,  93  Pa.  485; 
Moore  v.  Smith,  81  Pa.  182,  2  W.  N.  C. 
433;  Hughes  v.  Hughes,  54  Pa.  240; 
Webb  V.  Dean,  21  Pa.  29;  Diamond  v. 
Tobias,  12  Pa.  312.  S.  C— Kinsler  v. 
Holmes,  2  S.  C.  483;  Wherry  v.  Mc- 
Gammon,  12  Rich.  Eq.  337,  91  Am.  Dee. 
240;  Sessions  v.  Stevenson,  11  Bieh. 
Eq.  282;  Cohen  v.  Thomson,  2  Mill 
146;  Barnwell  v.  Waring,  Rich.  Eq. 
Cas.  283.  Tenn. — Husky  v.  Maples,  2 
Coldw.  25,  88  Am.  Dec.  588.  Va. 
James'  Exr.  v.  Life,  92  Va.  702,  24 
S.  E.  275.  W.  Va.— Criss  v.  Criss,  28 
W.  Va.  388. 

5.  Janvier  v.  Culbreth,  5  Penne. 
(Del.)  505,  63  Atl.  309;  Leiper  v.  Er- 
win,  5  Yerg.  (Tenn.)   97. 

6.  U.  S.— Gaines  v.  Miller,  HI  U.  S. 
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1 395,  4  Sup.  Ct.  426,  28  L.  ed.  466. 
Mo. — Cape  Girardeau  v.  Harbison,  58 
Mo.  90;  Smith's  Exr.  v.  Benton,  15  Mo. 
371;  Cobb  V.  Houston,  117  Mo.  App. 
645,  94  S. 'W.  299;  Chiles  v.  School 
Dist.  of  Buckner,  103  Mo.  App.  240,  77 
S.  W.  82.  Neb.— Alberts  v.  Courtland 
Wagon  Co.,  94  Neb.  313,  143  N.  W. 
198.  Pa. — Devereux's  Estate,  184  Pa. 
429,  39  Atl.  225,  6  Pa.  Dist.  195,  19 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  267;  Porter  v.  Nelson's 
Exrs.,  121  Pa.  628,  15  Atl.  852,  22  W. 
N.  C.  387;  Reed  v.  Reed,  46  Pa.  239. 
Tex. — ^Beardsley  v.  Hall,  9  Tex.  119, 
Va. — Cole's  Admr.  v.  Ballard,  78  Va. 
139. 

7.  Ga. — Solomon  v.  Hinton,  50  Ga. 
163;  Akin  v.  Freeman,  49  Ga.  51;  Black 
V.  Burton,  47  Ga.  362.  N.  Y.— Matter 
of  Kendrick,  107  N.  Y.  104,  13  N.  B, 
762.  N.  C. — Herman  v.  Watts,  107  N. 
C.  646^  12  S.  E.  437. 

[a]  The  effect  of  statutes  of  limita- 
tions on  judgments  is  to  deprive  the 
creditor  of  the  right  of  action  to  re- 
cover the  debt,  instead  of  extinguish- 
ing the  debt  itself.  Fanton  v.  Mid- 
dlebrook,  50  Conn.  44;  Howe  v.  Rob- 
inson, 20  Fla.  852. 

8.  Ala. — Moore  v.  Williams,  129  Ala. 
829,  29  So.  795.  Mo. — Elsea  v.  Pryor, 
87  Mo.  App.  157.  N.  Y.— Sheldon  v 
Mirick,  144  N.  Y.  498,  39  N.  E.  647; 
Barnard  v.  Onderdonk,  98  N.  Y.  158; 
A''an  Rensselaer  v.  Wright,  56  Hun  39, 
8  N.  Y.  Supp.  885. 

9.  N.  Y. — De  Agreda  v.  Mantel,  1 
Abb.  Pr.  130;  Aultman  &  Taylor  Co. 
V.  Syme,  163  N.  Y.  54,  57  N.  E.  168. 
79  Am.  St.  Rep.  565;  Belfer  v.  Lud 
low,  143  App.  Div.  147,  127  N.  Y.  Supp. 
623;   Partridge   v.   Moynihan,  59  Mise. 
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(III.)  Suspension  or  Interruption  of  Running  of  Time.  ■ — ^A  statute  of 
limitations  will  not  run  against  a  judgment  while  the  creditor  is 
diligently  endeavoring  to  enforce  it;^"  and  the  running  of  the  statute, 
or  common-law  period  of  twenty  years,  may  be  suspended  or  inter- 
rupted by  a  stay  of  execution,^^  or  other  legal  restraint^^  or  dis- 
ability." 

c.  Eehuttal  of  Presumptions.  —  The  fact  that  a  judgment  has  not 
been  paid  may  always  be  shown,  in  the  abseilce  of  statute  to  the  con- 
trary;^* and  there  appears  to  be  no  controlling  authority  for  requir- 
ing any  particular  kind  of  evidence  to  rebut  the'  presumption"  of  pay- 


234,  110  N.  T.  Supp.  539.  Pa.— "Wills 
V.  Gibson,  7  Pa.  154.  S,  C— Dillard  v 
Brian,  5  Bich.  501. 

S^ee  also  supra,  1,  D,  2,  b,  (I), 
note  99. 

■  10.  Kan. — Steflans  v.  Gurney,  6J. 
Kan.  292,  59  Pac.  725.  Mo.— St.  Fran- 
cis Mill  Co.  V.  Sugg,  206  Mo.  148,  104 
S.  W.  45j  St.  Francis  Mill  Co.  v.  Sugg, 
169  Mo.  130,  69  S.  W.  359.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Watson,  163  App.  Div.  41,  14J' 
N.  Y.  Supp.  525;  Palen  v.  Bushnell,  51 
Hun  423,  4  N.  Y.  Supp.  63.  Ore. 
Alexander  v.  Munroe,  54  Ore.  500,  101 
Pae.  903,  103  Pae.  514,  135  Am.  St. 
Eep.  840. 

11.  Kinsler  v.  Holmes,  2  S.  C.  483. 

12.  In  re  Watson,  163  App.  Div.  41, 
148  N.  Y.  Supp.  525;  Hutsonpiller  v 
Stover,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  579. 

13.  McQueen  v.  Fletcher,  4  Rich.  Eq. 
(S.  C.)   152. 

14.  U.  S. — Hjgginson  v.  Mein,  4 
Cranch  415,  2  L.  ed.  664;  Dunlop  & 
Co.  V.  Ball,  2  Cranch  180,  2  L.  ed. 
246.  Ark. — ^Eector  v.  Morehouse,  IT 
Ark.  131;  Woodruff  v.  Sanders,  15  Ark. 
143.  Conn. — Judaon  v.  Phelps,  87  Conn. 
495,  89  Atl.  161;  Fanton  v.  Middle- 
brook,  50  Conn.  44;  Chapman  v.  Loomis, 
36  Conn.  459;  Boardman  v.  De  Forest, 
5  Conn.  1.  Del. — Janvier  v.  Culbrsth, 
5  Penne.  505,  63  Atl.  309;  Moore  v. 
Carey,  1  Marv.  401,  41  Atl.  75;  Bob 
inson  v.  Milby's  Admr.,  2  Houst.  387. 
Ga.— Burt  v.  Casey,  10  Ga.  178.  Ind, 
Bright 's  Admr.  v.  Sexton,  18  Ind.  186; 
Barker  v.  Adams,  4  Ind.  574;  Bedding- 
ton  V.  Julian,  2  Ind.  224.  Me. — Knight, 
V.  Maoomber,  55  Mb.  132;  Noble  v. 
Merrill,  48  Me.  140;  Brewer  v.  Thomas, 
28  Me.  81.  Mass. — Haynes  v.  Blanch 
ard,  194  Mass.  244,  80  N.  E.  504,  120 
Am.  St.  Eep.  551;  Walker  v.  Bobinson, 
136  Mass.  280;  Denny  v.  Eddy,  22  Pick. 
533;   Bass  v.  Bass,  8  Pick.  187.     Mo. 


Cobb  l>.  Houston,  117  Mo.  App.  645, 
94  S.  W.  299.  N.  J.— Johnson  v. 
Tuttle,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  365  (the  fact  that 
a  judgment  was  permitted  to  remain 
unpaid  for  twenty-four  years,  when 
the  creditor  had  under  execution  and 
within  his  reach,  ample  property  to  pay 
it,  is  not  conclusive  that  it  was  satis- 
fied; the  indulgence  may  be  explained) ; 
Wanmaker  v.  Van  Buskirk,  1  N.  J. 
Eq.  685,  23  Am.  Dec.  748.  N.  O.—In 
re  Walker,  107  N.  C.  340,  12  S.  B.  136. 
Ore. — ^Bowman  v.  Halman,  53  Ore.  456, 
99  Pac.  424;  Beekman  v.  Hamlin,  23 
Ore.  313,  31  Pac.  707.  Pa.— Smith  «' 
Shoenberger,  176  Pa.  95,  34  Atl.  954; 
Breneman's  Appeal,  121  Pa.  641,  15 
Atl.  650,  22  W.  N.  G.  391;  Porter  v. 
Nelson,  121  Pa.  628,  15  Atl.  852,  22  W. 
N.  C.  387;  Biddle  v.  Bank,  109  Pa. 
349,,  16  W.  N.  C.  397,  42  Leg.  Int.  366; 
Hess  V.  Frankenfield,  106  Pa.  440,  15 
W.  N.  C.  405;  Van  Loon  v.  Smith,  103 
Pa.  238;  Horner  v.  Hower,  49  Pa.  475, 
22  Leg.  Int.  349,  7  Leg.  &  Ins.  Bep. 
333;  Wall  v.  Stone,  3  Lack.  Leg.  N. 
314.  S.  0. — Anderson  v.  Baughman,  69 
S.  C.  38,  48  S.  E.  38;  Colvin  v.  Phil- 
lips, 25  S.  C.  228.  Va.— Scott's  Admr. 
V.  Isaacs,  85  Va.  712,  8  S.  E.  678. 

15.  Conn. — Judson  v.  Phelps,  87 
Conn.  495,  89  Atl.  161;  Fanton  v.  Mid- 
dlebrook,  50  Conn.  44.  Del. — Janvier  v. 
Culbreth,  5  Penne.  505,  63  Atl.  309. 
Ga. — ^Burt  V.  Casey,  10  Ga.  178.  Ind. 
Bright 's  Admr.  v.  Sexton,  18  Ind.  186; 
Barker  v.  Adams,  4  Ind.  574;  Bedding- 
ton  V.  Julian,  2  Ind.  224.  Me. — Knight 
V.  Macomber,  55  Me.  132;  Noble  v.  Mer- 
rill, 48  Me.  140;  Brewer  v.  Thomas,  28 
Me.  81.  Mass. — Haynes  v.  Blanchard, 
194  Mass.  244,  80  N.  E.  504,  120  Am. 
St.  Bep.  551 ;  Walker  v.  Bobinson,  136 
Mass.  280:  Knapp  v.  Knapp,  134  Mass. 
358.  N.  H.— Clark  v.  Clement,  33  N. 
H.  563.    N,  J.— Johnson  v.  Tuttle,  9  N. 
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ment,   except  where  the  statutes  provide  how    the    presumption    of 
payment  must  be  rebutted." 

An  admission  in  writing,  made  by  the  judgment  debtor  prior  to 
the  time  when  the  presumption  of  payment  attaches,  to  the  effect  that 
the  judgment  is  an  existing  obligation  which  he  is  bound  to  pay, 
removes  such  presumption."  So  also,  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of  scire  , 
facias  before  the  time  when  the  presumption  of  payment  arises,  with 
proper  prosecution  of  the  claim,  will  rebut  the  presumption  of  pay- 
menl.^^  The  return  of  an  execution  unsatisfied  within  the  limited 
period  may  also  be  shown  to  repel  such  presumption.^^  But  the  re- 
moval of  the  debtor  to  another  state,  after  the  lapse  of  several  years, 
is  not  a  circumstance  calculated  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  pay- 
ment.^" Nor  will  the  mere  poverty  or  insolvency  of  a  judgment  debtor 
rebut  the  presumption  of  payment,  raised  by  lapse  of  time,^^  though 
in  some  jurisdictions,  proof  of  an  abiding  inability  to  pay  during  the 
entire  period,  if  shown,  will  rebut  such  presumption.^^    The  question 


J.  Eq.  365.  N.  C.—In  re  Walker,  107 
N.  C.  340,  12  S.  E.  136.  Ore.— Bowman 
V.  Halman,  53  Ore.  456,  99  Pae.  424; 
Beekman  v.  Hamlin,  20  Ore.  352,  25 
Pae.  672.  Pa.— Van  Loon  v.  Smith,  103 
Pa.  238;  Smith's  Exrs.  v.  Wagenseller, 
21  Pa.  491.  S.  0. — Anderson  v.  Baugh- 
man,  69  8.  C.  38,  48  S.  E.  38;  Colvin 
V.   Phillips,   25   S.   C.   228. 

[a]  Partial  Payment  in  Bebuttal  of 
Presumption. — In  an  action  on  a  judg- 
ment after  the  expiration  of  twenty 
years  from  its  rendition,  a  partial  pay- 
ment made  on  the  judgment  by  a  sure- 
ty before  the  lapse  of  said  period, 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  princi- 
pal debtor,  was  held  to  be  competent 
evidence  to  rebut  the  presumption  ol 
payment.  Mass. — ^Denny  v.  Eddy,  22 
Pick.  533.  Ohio. — Bissell  v.  Jaudon,  16 
Ohio  St.  498.  Pa. — Jenkins  v.  Ander- 
son, 8  Sadler  363,  11  Atl.  558.  Va. 
Eowe's  Admr.  v.  Hardy's  Admr.,  97 
Va.  674,  34  S.  E.  625,  75  Am.  St.  Eep. 
811. 

16.  Ark. — Rector  v.  Morehouse,  17 
Ark.  131.  Mo.— Cobb  v.  Houston,  117 
Mo.  App.  645,  94  S.  W.  299.  N.  Y, 
Fisher  v.  New  York,  67  N.  Y.  73. 

As  to  method  provided  by  statute  for 
repelling  presumption,  see  supra,  I,  D, 
2,  a. 

17.  Del. — Burton  v.  Cannon,  5  Harr. 
13.  Mo.— Chiles  v.  School  Dist.  of 
Buokner,  103  Mo.  App.  240,  77  S.  W. 
82.  N.  Y.— Waddell  v.  Elmendorf,  10 
N.  Y.  170.  Ore. — Beekman  v.  Hamlin, 
19  Ore.  383,  24  Pae.  195,  20  Am.  St. 
Bep.  827,  10  L.  B.  A.  454.  S.  C— Mc- 
Nair  v.  Ingraham,  21  S.  C.  70. 
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18.  Brearly  v.  Peay,  23  Ark.  172; 
In  re  Miller's  Estate,  243  Pa.  328,  9U 
Atl.  77;  James  v.  Jarrett,  17  l-'a.  370. 

[a]  But  reasonable  diligence  in  the 
prosecution  of  a  scire  facias  is  re- 
quired of  the  judgment  plaintiff,  and 
where  he  permits  it  to  lie  dormant 
for  more  than  twenty  years,  it  will  be 
deemed  to  have  been  abandoned,  and 
cease  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  pay- 
ment. Biddle  v.  Girard  Nat.  Bank,  109 
Pa,  349,  16  W.  N.  C.  397,  42  Leg.  Int. 
366;  Van  Loon  v.  Smith,  103  Pa.  238. 

19.  Black  V.  Carpenter,  3  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)  350;  Paxton  v.  Eich,  85  Va. 
378,  7  S.  E.  531,  1  L.  E.  A.  639. 

20.  Kline  v.  Kline,  20  Pa.  503. 

[a]  Absence  of  Debtor. — Where  it 
is  sought  to  repel  the  presumption  of 
payment  on  the  ground  of  the  absencs 
of  the  debtor,  it  must  be  shown  that 
the  absence  was  continuous  and  perma- 
nent, and  not  merely  occasional.  Board- 
man  V.  De  Forest,  5  Conn.  1. 

21.  Kline  v.  Kline,  20  Pa.  503; 
Taylor  v.  Megargee,  2  Pa.  225. 

[a]  Proof  that  the  debtor  failed  in 
business  soon  after  the  judgment  was 
rendered,  will  not  raise  the  legal  in- 
ference that  his  insolvency  continued 
afterwards  so  as  to  prevent  him  from 
paying  the  judgment.  Me. — Jackson  v. 
Nason,  38  Me.  85.  N.  0, — Grant  v. 
Burgwyn,  84  N.  C.  560.  Pa. — Taylor 
V.  Megargee,  2  Pa.  225. 

22.  Me. — Knight  v.  Maoomber,  55 
Me.  132;  Jackson  v.  Nason,  38  Me.  85. 
N.  Y.— Waddell  v.  Elmendorf,  10  N.  Y. 
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as  fo  whether  a  given  state  of  facts  rebuts  the  presumption  of  pay- 
ment arising  from  lapse  of  time,  is  one  of  law  for  the  eourt.^' 

II.  BY  TENDER  OP  PAYMENT.  — A  tender  of  payment  of  a 
judgment  does  not  in  itself  operate  to  satisfy  or  release  the  judgment, 
but  the  defendant  may  upon  refusal  to  accept  the  tender  pay  the 
money  into  court  and  apply  for  an  entry  of  satisfaction.^*  To  be 
effective  even  to  this  extent,  however,  the  tender  must  be  made  to 
the  judgment  plaintiff,  his  attorney  of  record,  or  other  person  author- 
ized to  receive  payment,^^  by  a  party  having  an  interest  to  protect 
by  the  payment  of  the  judgment  ;^^  and  must  be  of  the  full  amount 
due  on  the  judgment,  including  interest  to  the  date  of  the  tender  and 
aU  eosts.2^  The  tender  must  be  made  in  money  of  good  legal  tender, 
then  and  there  present.^^ 

III.  BY  MERGER  OP  JUDGMENT  OR  LIEN  THEREOP.  —  A. 
In  General.  —  A  second  judgment  recovered  on  the  same  cause  of 
action,  although  for  a  less  amount  than  the  first,  operates  as  a  merger 
and  extinguishment  of  the  first  judgment,^*  except  where  one  is  only 
collateral  to  the  other.*"*    But  a  new  judgment  recovered  in  an  action 


170;  Henderson  v.  Cairns,  14  Barb.  15. 
Ore. — ^Beekman  v.  Hamlin,  23  Ore.  313, 
31  Pac.  707.  S.  C. — ^Adams  v.  Richard- 
son, 30  8.  C.  215,  9  S.  E.  95.  Tenn, 
Yarnell  v.  Moore,  3  Coldw.  173.  Va. 
Paxton  V.  Eich,  85  Va.  378,  7  8.  E. 
531,  1  L.  R.  A.  639.  Wash.— Murray 
V.  Meade,  5  Wash.  693,  32  Pae.  780. 

23.  Beale's  Exrs.  v.  Kirk's  Admr., 
84  Pa.  415. 

24.  Cal.— Ferrea  v.  Tubbs,  125  Cal. 
687,  58  Pac.  308.  lU.— Tinney  v.  Wol- 
ston,  41  HI.  215,  219;  Campion  V.  Pried- 
berg,  55  HI.  App.  450.  See  Chicago  &  E. 
I.  E.  Co.  V.  Kamman,  119  HI.  362,  10 
N.  E.  217,  holding  that  money  deposited 
before  judgment,  but  not  afterwards 
tendered  in  full  of  the  judgment,  when 
paid  over  operates  as  satisfaction  pro 
tanto.  Minn. — ^Eo,ther  v.  Monahan,  60 
Minn.  186,  62  N.  W.  263.  N.  H.— Rog- 
ers V.  McDearmid,  7  N.  H.  506.  N.  Y, 
Law  V.  Jackson,  9  Cow.  641;  Jackson 
r.  Law,  5  Cow.  248,  affirmed  in  9  Cow. 
641;  Callanan  v.  Oilman,  23  Jones  & 
S.  511,  2  N.  T.  8upp.  702.  Pa.— Nesbit 
V.  Martin,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  95.  Tenn. 
Thompson  v.  McMillan,  89  Tenn.  110,  14 
S.  W.  439;  Bank  v.  Ewing,  12  Lea  598. 
Va. — Shumaker  v.  Nichols,  6  Gratt. 
(47  Va.)  592,  tender  nugatory  unless 
followed  by  payment  of  money  into 
court,  and  motion  to  enter  satisfaction 
on  the  record. 


Proceedings  to  obtain  entry  of  sat- 
isfaction, see  infra,  VIII,  B,  2. 

25.  Ferrea  v.  Tubbs,  125  Cal.  687, 
58  Pac.  308;  Roland  v.  Roland,  139  Ga. 
825,  78  8.  E.  249. 

[a]  Where  the  attorney  of  record 
has  no  authority  to  receive  payment, 
a  tender  to  him  is  not  good.  Roland 
V.  Roland,  139  Ga.  825,  78  8.  E.  249. 

To  whom  payment  made,  see  gener- 
ally supra,  I,  A. 

26.  Roberts  v.  Meighen,  74  Minn. 
273,  77  N.  W.  139. 

By  whom  payment  made,  see  gener- 
ally supra,  I,  B. 

27.  Ferrea  v.  Tubbs,  125  Cal.  687, 
58  Pac.  308;  Harper  v.  Rosenberger, 
56   Mo.   App.   388. 

28.  Roland  v.  Roland,  139  Ga.  825, 
78  S.  E.  249;  Jackson  v.  Law,  5  Cow. 
(N.   Y.)    248. 

29.  Kan. — ^Price  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
62  Kan.  735,  64  Pac.  637,  84  Am.  St. 
Rep.  419.  Neb. — Johnson  v.  Hesaer,  61 
Neb.  631,  85  N.  W.  894.  Wis.— Barth 
V.  Loeffelholtz,  108  Wis.  562,  84  N.  W. 
846. 

30.  V.  S.— Lynch  v.  Burt,  132  Fed. 
417,  67  C.  C.  A.  305.  Conn.— Fairchild 
V.  Holly,  10  Conn.  474.  Tex. — Cook  v. 
Sparks,  47  Tex.  28. 

[a]  A  statutory  judgment  arising  by 
operation  of  law  on  a  delivery  bond 
given,  and  returned  forfeited,  does  not 
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on  a  former  one,  is  merely  cumulative,  and  as  a  rule  does  not  merge 
the  first  judgment,  so  as  to  extinguish  the  same,°^  although  there  are 
authorities  to  the  eontrary.^^ 

B.  On  Forfeited  Deliveet  or  Forthcoming  Bond.  —  An  original 
judgment  is  merged  in  a  new  judgment  obtained  on  a  forfeited  de- 
livery bond;^^  and  by  statute  in  some  of  the  states,  an  original  judg- 
ment is  merged  in  a  new  statutory  judgment  arising  by  operation  of 
law  upon  the  forfeiture  of  a  delivery  bond.^* 

C.  Merger  of  Judgment  Lien.  —  Where  a  judgment  creditor  ac- 
quires title  to  a  parcel  of  land  subject  to  the  lien  of  his  judgment, 
the  lien  of  such  judgment  is  thereby  merged  in  the  title,^^  at  least  pro 
tanto  to  the  value  of  the  property  over  the  amount  of  his  bid,'^  unless 
otherwise  provided  by  statute,^'  or  it  is  necessary  to  keep  the  lien 
alive  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  creditor.^*    "Wliile  a  purchase  by 


satisfy  the  original  judgment,  whose 
execution  had  been  released  thereby. 
Cole  ».  Robertson,  6  Tex.  356,  55  Am. 
Dec.  784. 

31,  U.  S. — Hay  v.  Alexandria,  etc., 
E.  Co.,  20  Fed.  15;  Griswold  v.  Hill, 
2  Paine  492,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,836, 
Cal.— Ire  re  Wiley's  Est.,  138  Cal.  301, 
71  Pac.  441.  Ind.'  Ter.^Armour  Bros. 
Banking  Co.  v.  Addington,  1  Ind.  Ter. 
304,  37  S.  W.  100.  N.  H.— Weeks  v. 
Pearson,  5  N.  H.  324.  N.  Y. — Townsend 
V.  Whitney,  75  K.  Y.  425;  Mumford  V. 
Stocker,  1  Cow.  178;  Forman  v.  Law- 
rence, 6  Thomp.  &  C.  640.  N.  C, 
Springs  V.  Pharr,  131  N.  C.  191,  42  S. 
E.  590,  92  Am.  St.  Eep.  775;  McLean 
V.  McLean,  90  N.  C.  530.  S.  C— Law- 
ton  V.  Perry,  40  S.  C.  255,  18  8.  E. 
861.  Va.— Kelly  v.  Hamblen,  98  Va. 
383,  36  8.  E.  491.  • 

32,  Gould  V.  Hayden,  63  Ind.  443 
(holding  that  where  a  judgment  ob- 
tained in  one  state  is  the  basis  of  an 
action  which  is  prosecuted  to  judgment 
in  another  state,  the  former  judgment 
is  thereby  merged  into  the  latter,  and 
the  lien  of  the  former  abandoned); 
Dunn  V.  Dilks,  31  Ind.  App.  673,  68 
]Sr.  B.  1035;  Denegrs  «.  Haun,  13  Iowa 
240. 

33,  Ala. — Patton  v.  Hamner,  33  Ala. 
307;  Crawford  v.  Bank  of  Mobile,  5 
Ala.  55.  Pa. — Eice  v.  Groff,  58  Pa. 
116.  Tex. — Cole  v.  Eobertson,  6  Tex. 
356,  55  Am.  Dec.  784.  Va.— Cooper  v. 
Daugherty,  85  Va.  343,  7  8.  E.  387; 
Ehea  v.  Preston,  75  Va.  757;  Leake 
V.  Ferguson,  2  Gratt.  (43  Va.)  419; 
Eandolph  v.  Eandolph,  3  Band.  (24  Va.) 
490. 

Si.    Ark. — ^LipseDunb    D.    (Jraee,    26 
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Ark.  231,  7  Am.  Eep.  607;  Black  v. 
Nettles,  25  Ark.  606;  Eussell  v.  Shute, 
25  Ark.  469;  Douglas  v.  Twombly,  25 
Ark.  124;  Neale  v.  Jeter,  20  Ark.  98; 
Frazier  v.  McQueen,  20  Ark.  68;  Kelly 
v.  Garvin,  Carson  &  Co.,  12  Ark.  613; 
Whiting  V.  Beebe,  12  Ark.  421.  Ky. 
Chitty  u.  Glenn,  3  Mon.  424;  Harrison 
«.  Wilson,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  547.  IVIiss. 
Davis  V.  Hoopes,  33  Miss.  173;  Bank 
of  United  States  v.  Patton,  5  How.  200, 
35  Am.  Dec.  428;  Witherspoon  v. 
Spring,  3  How.  60,  32  Am.  Dec.  310; 
McComb  V.  Elliott,  8  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)  505.  Tenn. — ^Toung  v.  Bead, 
3  Yerg.  297. 

fa]  Bond  Given  Upon  Third  Party 
Claim, — The  original  judgment  rend- 
ered in  an  action  is  not  merged  by  one 
created  by  operation  of  law  on  a  bond 
given  for  the  trial  of  the  right  of 
property  returned  forfeited,  the  latter 
being  merely  cumulative  security  for 
the  payment  of  the  former,  and  for 
the  damages  on  a  failure  to  sustain 
the  claim  of  title  to  the  property  levied 
on.     Lewis  v.  Taylor,  17  Tex.  57. 

35.  la. — Gorman  Bank  v.  Iowa  Iron 
Works,  123  Iowa  516,  99  N.  W.  174; 
Price  V.  Eea,  92  Iowa  12,  60  N.  W.  208, 
in  both  cases  creditor  agreed  to  as- 
sume judgments.  N.  Y. — Vroom  v, 
Ditmas,  4  Paige  526.  Pa. — Koons  v. 
Hartman,  7  Watts  20.  Wis. — Mariner 
V.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E.  Co.,  26  Wis.  84. 

36.  Benton  v.  Hatch,  122  N.  Y.  322, 
25  N.  E.  486. 

37.  Van  Home  v.  McLaren,  8  Paige 
(N.  Y.)  285,  35  Am.  Dec.  685;  Emmet's 
Admrs.  v.  Bradstreet,  20  Wend.  (N.  Y.) 
50. 

S8.    Colo. — ^Vaujjba  «.  Comet  ConSot 
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the  owner  of  land  of  a  judgment  against  himself  constituting  a  lien 
thereon  usually  operates  to  satisfy  the  lien  of  such  judgment,^^  the 
rule  does  not  apply  to  a  grantee  of  the  mortgagor  or  judgment  debtor, 
unless  such  grantee  takes  a  conveyance  of  the  land  subject  to  the 
judgment  and  assumes  its  payment  as  a  part  of  the  consideration.*" 

IV.  BY  ASSIGNMENT  OP  JUDGMENT."  —  The  assignment  of 
a  judgment  to  a  person  primarily  liable  therein,  as  the  principal  or 
a  joint  defendant,  operates  as  a  satisfaction  and  discharge  thereof.*^ 
But  an  assignment  of  a  judgment  to  a  person  only  secondarily  liable 
for  the  debt,  as  a  surety,  or  to  one  not  a  party  thereto,  will  vest  in 
such  assignee  all  the  rights,  interests  and  remedies  of  his  assignor; 
it  does  not  operate  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment.*^ 


Min.  Co.,  21  Colo.  54,  39  Pao.  422. 
Ind.— Boas  v.  Morgan,  130  Ind.  305,  30 
N.  E.  141,  30  Am.  St.  Bep.  237;  Caley 
V.  Morgan,  114  Ind.  350,  16  N.  E.  790; 
Hancock  v.  Fleming,  103  Ind.  533,  3  N. 
E  254;  Gatling  v.  Dunn,  52  Ind.  498. 
Pa. — ^Eichards  v.  Ayres,  1  Watts  &  S. 
485. 

39.  Clark  v.  Glos,  180  111.  556,  54 
N.  E.  631,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  223. 

40.  Clark  v.  Glos,  180  lU.  556,  54 
N.  E.  631,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  223;  Donk 
V.  Alexander,  117  111.  330,  7  N.  B.  672. 

41.  ESect  of  assignment  af  judg- 
ment on  riglit  to  set  off  same  against 
another  judgment,  see  infra,  V,  A,  4. 

42.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Pres- 
lar  V.  Stallworth,  37  Ala.  402.  D.  C. 
Flagg  V.  Kirk,  9  Mackey  (D.  C.)  335. 
Ga. — ^Adams  v,  Keeler,  30  Ga.  86.  Idaho, 
Vermont  Loan  &  Tr.  Co.  v.  McGregor, 
6  Idaho  134,  53  Pae.  399.  111.— Tomp- 
kins V.  Fifth  Nat.  Bank  of  Chicago,  53 
HI.  57;  Eussell  v.  Hugunin,  2  111.  562, 
33  Am.  Dec.  423.  Ind.— Hubble  v. 
Berry,  180  Ind.  513,  103  N.  E.  328; 
Zimmerman  v.  Gaumer,  152  Ind.  552,  53 
N,  E.  829;  Ashcraft  v.  Knoblock,  146 
Ind.  169,  45  N.  E.  69;  Merritt  v. 
Eichey,  97  Ind.  236.  la. — Bones  v, 
Aiken,  35  Iowa  534.  Mass. — National 
Security  Bank  v.  HunneweU,  124  Mass. 
260;  Holmes  v.  Day,  108  Mass.  563. 
Miss. — Ebllins  v.  Thompson,  13  Smed. 
&  M.  522.  Mo.— "Weston  v.  Clark,  37 
Mo.  568;  Warren  County  Bank  v.  Eem- 
ble,  61  Mo.  App.  215.  Neb.— First  Nat. 
Bank  of  Plattsmouth  v.  Gibson,  60  Neb 
767,  84  N.  W.  259.  N.  H.— Edgerly  v. 
Emerson,  23  N.  H.  555,  55  Am.  Dee. 
207.  N.  Y.— Ten  Eyck  v.  Craig,  62  N. 
Y.  406  (afflrmed  in  2  Hun  452,  5  Thomp. 
&  C.  65);  Harbeck  v.  Vanderbilt,  20 
N.  Y,  395;  Chicago  Varnieli  Co.  v.  Har- 


good  Eealty,  etc.  Co.,  78  Misc.  256,  138 
N.  T.  Supp.  93;  Storz  v.  Boyce,  37 
Misc.  279,  69  N.  T.  Supp.  612;  Bresliu 
V.  Peck,  38  Hun  623;  Booth  v.  Farm- 
ers, etc.,  Nat.  Bank,  11  Hun  258; 
Thompson  v.  Noble,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  373, 
28  N.  Y.  St.  514.  N.  C— Dunn  v.  Bea-  • 
man,  126  N.  C.  764,  36  S.  E.  174;  Hin- 
ton  V.  Odenheimer,  57  N.  C.  406;  Towa 
V.  Felton,  52  N.  C.  216;  Sherwood  v. 
Collier,  14  N.  C.  380,  24  Am.  Dec.  264. 
Pa. — Thompson  v.  Sankey,  175  Pa.  594, 
34  Atl.  1104;  Boyer  v.  Bolender,  129 
Pa.  324,  18  Atl.  127,  15  Am.  St.  Eep. 
723.  E.  I.— Sager  v.  Moy,  15  E.  I.  528, 
9  Atl.  847.  S.  C— Fowler  v.  Wood,  31 
S.  C.  398,  10  S.  B.  93,  5  L.  E.  A.'  721. 
Tenn. — Anderson  v.  Saylors,  3  Head 
551;  Baldwin  v.  Merrill,  8  Humph.  132. 
Vt.— Porter  v.  Gile,  44  Vt.  520. 

See  .also  siipra,  I,  B,  1,  a,  note  43. 

[a]  The  assignment  of  a  Judgment 
to  a,  firm,  (1)  one  member  of  which  is 
a  joint  defendant  therein,  operates  as 
a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  as  to 
both.  Morley  v.  Stevens,  47  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  228.  (2)  But  the  purchase  by 
a  firm  of  a  judgment  against  one  of  its 
members  and  other  persons,  the  assign- 
ment being  taken  in  the  name  of  a 
member  who  was  not  a  party  to  the 
judgment,  does  not  operate  as  a  satis- 
faction of  the  judginent.  Owensby  v. 
Piatt,  3  Ind.  459. 

43.  See  the  following:  Cal. — Heisen 
«.  Smith,  138  Cal.  216,  71  Pac.  180,  94 
Am.  St.  Eep.  39;  Brown  v.  Scott,  25 
Cal.  189.  Oolo. — Barnum  v.  Green,  13 
Colo.  App.  254,  57  Pae.  757.  Oonn. 
"Vila  V.  Weston,  33  Conn.  42.  Fla. 
Eitch  V.  Bichelberger,  13  Fla.  169.  Ga. 
Thompson  v.  First  State  Bank,  102  Ga. 
696,  29  S.  E.  610.  HI.— Pearson 's 
Exrs.  IK  LuBOht^  109  HI.  475,  65  N,  E. 
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V.  BY  SET-OFF.**  —  A.  Of  Judgment  Against  Judgment.*'  —  1. 
Generally.  —  Courts  of  law  as  well  as  courts  of  chancery  are  now  gen- 
erally authorized  by  statute  to  set  off  one  judgment  against  another  f 
but  independent  of  statute,  courts  have  the  power,  under  their  general 
jurisdiction  over  their  officers  and  suitors,  and  in  the  exercise  of  their 
general  equitable  powers  under  the  common  law,  to  set  off  one  judg- 
ment against  another,*^  and  this  power  is  inherent  in  courts  of  law, 
in  the  exercise  of  their  legitimate  and  incidental  powers,  as  well  as 
in  courts  of  equity,  and  co-extensive  with  the  latter.*^ 


363.  Ind. — Perry  v.  Roberts,  30  Ind. 
244,  95  Am.  Dee.  689;  Applegate  ». 
Mason,  13  Ind.  75;  Burson  v.  Blair,  12 
Ind.  371;  Owensby  v.  Piatt,  3  Ind. 
459.  la. — ^Anglo-American  Land,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Bush,  84  Iowa  272,  50  N.  W.  1063. 
Ky. — ^Forwood  v.  Dehoney,  5  Bush  174. 
Mass. — Brown  v.  Maine  Bank,  11  Mass. 
153.  Miss. — Vanhouten  v.  Beily,  6 
Smed.  &  M.  440.  Mo. — ^Bardon  v.  Sav- 
age, 1  Mo.  560;  Burns  v.  Bangert,  16 
Mo.  App.  22.  Neb. — Lederer  v.  Union 
Savings  Bank,  52  Neb.  133,  71  N.  "W. 
954.  N.  J. — ^Wimpfheimer  v.  Perrine, 
61  N.  J.  Eq.  126,  47  Atl.  769.  N.  Y. 
Bolen  V.  Crosby,  49  N.  Y.  183;  Par- 
melee  V.  Dann,  23  Barb.  461;  Bishop 
V.  Garcia,  14  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)'  69;  Els- 
worth  V.  Caldwell,  18  Abb.  Pr.  20; 
Kretseh  v.  Denofrio,  137  App.  Div.  617, 
122  N.  Y.  Supp.  242;  Avery  v.  Ackart, 
20  Misc.  631,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  1085; 
Fratt  V.  Wertheimer,  39  Hun  463.  Pa. 
EJchmond  Bldg.  Assn.  v.  Eichmond 
Bldg.  Assn.,  100  Pa.  St.  191;  Shoup  v. 
fehoup,  25  Pa.  Super.  552;  Beehtel  v. 
Lauer  Brewing  Co.,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  449. 
S.  C— King  V.  Aughtry,  3  Strobh.  149. 
Tex. — Davidson  v.  Lee  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  162  S.  W.  414. 

See  also  supra,  I,  B,  2,  note  54;  I, 
B,  3,  note  59;  I,  B,  3,  b,  noi,e  62. 

44.  As  to  set-off  generally,  see  the 
title  "Set-Off,  Counterclaim  and  Re- 
coupment." 

45.  Set-off  of  judgment  against 
claim,  see  infra,  V,  B. 

Set-off  of  claim  against  judgment, 
see  infrn,  V,  C. 

46.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  U.  S.— 18  St.  at.  L.  481. 
Ga. — Langcton  v.  Eoby,  68  Ga.  406; 
Meriwether  v.  Bird,  9  Ga.  594.  Ky. 
McBrayer  v.  Dean,  100  Ky.  398,  38  S. 
W.  508;  Bu^  v.  Monroe,  20  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  547,  47  S.  W.  215.  Mass.— Pranks 
V.  Edinberg,  185  Mass.  49,  69  N.  E. 
1058.     Mo.— State   v.   Hudson,   86   Mo. 
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App.  501;  Haseltine  v.  Thrasher,  65 
Mo.  App.  334;  Skinker  v.  Smith,  48 
Mo.    App.   91. 

[a]  The  judgment,  and  not  the  exe- 
cution issuing  thereon,  is  the  proper 
subject  matter  of  set-off.  Bryant  v. 
Hambrick,  9  Ga.  133. 

47.  See  the  following:  U.  S. 
Blount  V.  "Windley,  95  U.  S.  173,  24  L. 
ed.  424;  Teller  v.  United  States,  113 
Fed.  463,  51  C.  C.  A.  297;  Eeed  v. 
Smith,  158  Fed.  889.  Ky.— Jeffries  v. 
Evans,  6  B.  Mon.  119,  43  Am.  Dee. 
158. "  Me. — Collins  v.  Campbell,  97  Me. 
23,  53  Atl.  837,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  458. 
Mass. — Perry  v.  Pye,  215  Mass.  403, 
102:  N.  E.  653.  Mich.— Eobinson  v. 
Kunkleman,  117  Mich.  193,  75  N.  W. 
451,  5  Det.  Leg.  N.  192.  Minn.— Tem- 
ple V.  Scott,  3  Minn.  419.  N.  H. 
Chandler  v.  Drew,  6  N.  H.  469,  26  Am. 
Dec.  704.  N.  J. — ^Brown  v.  Hen- 
drickson,  Sft  N.  J.  L.  239.  N.  M. 
Scholle  V.  Pino,  9  N.  M.  393,  54  Pac. 
335.  Pa. — Leitz  v.  Hohmr.n,  207  Pa. 
289,  56  Atl.  868,  99  Am.  St.  Eep.  791. 
S.  0.,— Simmons  v.  Eeid,  31  S.  C.  389, 
9  S.  E.  1058,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  36;  Dun- 
can V.  Bloomstock,  2  McCord  318,  13 
Am.  Dee.  728.  Tex. — ^Dutton  v.  Mason, 
21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  389,  52  8.  "W.  651. 
Vt.— Eix  V.  Nevius,  26  Vt.  384. 
W.  Va. — ^Zinn  v.  Dawson,  47  W.  Va.  45, 
34  S.  B.  784,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  772. 

48.  See  the  following:  U.  S.— Loy 
V.  Alston,  172  Fed.  90,  96  C.  C.  A.  578, 
courts  of  equity  have  original  jurisdic- 
tion. Ala. — Scott  V.  Elvers,  1  Stew. 
&  P.  24,  21  Am.  Dec.  646.  Cal.— Has- 
kins  V.  Jordan,  123  Cal.  157,  55  Pac. 
786.  Colo. — ^Whitehead  v.  Jessup,  7 
Colo.  App.  460,  43  Pac.  1042,  jurisdic- 
tion by  court  of  law  does  not  divest 
court  of  equity  of  jurisdiction.  Ga. 
Skrine  v.  Simmons,  36  Ga.  402,  91  Am. 
Dec.  771;  Colquitt  v.  Bonner,  2  Ga.  155. 
la. — Ballinger  v.  Tarbell,  16  Iowa  491, 
85   Am.   Dee.   527.     Ky. — Palmateer   v. 
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"Where  a  set-off  is  not  a  matter  of  right  under  the  statutes,  it  rests 
in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  judge  to  allow  it  or  not,  and  no  ex- 
ception will  lie  to  his  refusal  to  do  so.*^  Whether  the  power  to  set 
off  judgments  shall  be  exercised  is  to  be  determined  in  every  case 
upon  equitable  considerations,  and  it  will  not  be  done  where  it  will 
operate  as  an  injustice,  or  infringe  upon  the  substantial  rights^"  of 


Meredith,  4  J.  J.  Marsh.  74;  Dickin- 
son V.  Chism,  4  Mon.  1;  Prior  v.  Eich- 
ard's  Admr.,  4  Bibb  356;  Davidson  v, 
Geoghagan,  3  Bibb  233.  Me. — Collins 
V.  Campbell,  97  Me.  23,  53  Atl.  837, 
94  Am,  St.  Eep.  458;  New  Haven  Cop- 
per Co.  V.  Brown,  46  Me.  418.  Mass, 
Ames  V.  Bates,  119  Mass.  397;  Green  v. 
Hatch,  12  Mass.  195;  Makepeace  v. 
Coates,  8  Mass.  451;  Goodenow  v.  But- 
trick,  7  Mass.  140;  Winslow  v.  Hatha- 
way, 1  Pick.  211.  Minn. — Temple  v. 
Scott,  3  Minn.  419.  N.  H.— Goodwin 
V.  Richardson,  44  N.  H.  125;  Brown  v. 
Warren,  43  N.  H.  430;  Wright  v.  Cob- 
leigh,  23  N.  H.  32;  Hurd  v.  Fogg,  22 
N.  H.  98;  Hutchins  v.  Eiddle,  12  N.  H. 
464;  Chandler  v.  Drew,  6  N.  H.  469,  26 
Am.  Dee.  704.  IT.  J. — McAdams  v. 
Randolph,  42  N.  J.  L.  332;  Brown  v. 
Henderson,  39  N.  J.  L.  239.  N.  M. 
Scheie  v.  Pino,  9  N.  M.  393,  54  Pae. 
335.  N.  Y.— Stilwell  v.  Carpenter,  2 
Abb.  N.  C.  238;  Simpson  v.  Hart,  34 
Johns.  63,  1  Johns.  Ch.  91.  Pa. 
Leitz  V.  Holman,  207  Pa.  289,  56  Atl. 
868,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  791;  Coate's  Ap- 
peal, 7  Watts  &  S.  99;  Burns  v.  Thorn- 
burgh,  3  Watts  78;  Welloek  v.  Cowan, 
16  Serg.  &  E.  318;  Ehrhart  v.  Esben- 
shade,  53  Pa.  Super.  258;  Chapman  v. 
Griffith,  19  Pa.  Dist.  855;  Dry  v.  Fil- 
bert, 2  Woodw.  Dec.  134;  Moser  v. 
Quirk,  2  Deg.  Rec.  1.  S.  C. — Simmons 
i:  Reid,  31  S.  C.  389,  9  S.  B.  1058,  17 
Am.  St.  Rep.  36;  Duncan  v.  Bloomstock, 
2  McCord  318,  13  Am.  Dec.  728;  Will- 
iams V.  Evans,  2  MeCord  203.  Tenn. 
Duff  V.  Wells,  7  Heisk.  17.  Tex. 
Simpson  v.  Huston,  14  Tex.  476;  Dut- 
ton  V.  Mason,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  389, 
52  S.  W.  651.  Vt.— Eix  v.  Nevins,  26 
Vt.  384.  W.  Va.— Zinn  v.  Dawson,  47 
W.  Va.  45,  34  S.  E.  784,  81  Am.  St.  Eep, 
772. 

49.  U.  S.— Eeed  v.  Smith,  158  Fed. 
889.  Ala. — Scott  v.  Elvers,  1  Stew.  & 
P.  24,  21  Am.  Dec.  646.  Ga.— Col- 
quitt V.  Bonner,  2  Ga.  155.  Kan, 
Sehuler  v.  ColHns,  63  Kan.  372,  65  Pac. 
662.     Ky. — Davidson   v.   Geoghagan,   3 


Bibb  233.  Me. — Bartlett  v.  Pearson,  29 
Me.  9.  Mass. — Chipman  v.  Fowls,  130 
Mass.  352;  Makepiece  v.  Coates,  8 
Mass.  451.  Minn. — Lundberg  v.  David- 
son, 68  Minn.  328,  71  N.  W.  395,  72  N. 
W.  71;  Temple  v.  Scott,  3  Minn.  419. 
Mo. — Skinker  v.  Smith,  48  Mo.  App.  91. 
N.  H.— Chandler  v.  Drew,  6  N.  H.  469, 
26  Am.  Dec.  704.  N.  J.— Brown 
V,  Heudrickson,  39  N.  J.  L.  239;  Cbxe 
V.  State  Bank  at  Trenton,  8  N.  J.  L. 
172,  14  Am.  Dee.  417.  N.  Y.— Alex- 
ander V.  Durkee,  112  N.  T.  655,  19  N. 
E.  514;  Baker  v.  Hoag,  6  How.  Pr. 
201;  Kretsch  v.  Denofrio,  137  App. 
Div.  617,  122  N.  T.  Supp.  242;  Eando 
V.  National  Park  Bank,  137  App.  Div. 
190,  121  N.  T.  Supp.  1048.  Pa, 
Thropp  V.  Susquehanna  Mut.  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  125  Pa.  427,  17  Atl.  473,  11  Am. 
St.  Rep.  909;  Burns  v.  Thornburgh,  3 
AVatts  78;  Ehrhart  v.  Esbenshade,  21 
Pa.  Dist.  658,  53  Pa.  Super.  258.  S.  C. 
Rookard  v.  Atlanta  &  C.  Air  Line  Ey. 
Co.,  89  S.  C.  371,  71  S.  E.  992;  Ex  parte 
Wells,  43  S.  C.  477,  21  S.  B.  334;  Sim- 
mons V.  Reid,  31  S.  C.  389,  17  Am.  St. 
Rep.  36;  Meador  v.  Rhyne,  11  Rich. 
L.  631;  Low  v.  Duncan,  3  Strobh.  195; 
Tolbert  v.  Harrison,  1  Bailey  599;  Dun- 
can V.  Bloomstock,  2  McCord  318,  13 
Am.  Dee.  728;  Williams  v.  Evans,  2  Mc- 
Cord 203.  Vt.— Eix  V.  Nevins,  26  Vt. 
384;  Conable  V.  Bucklin,  2  Aik.  221. 
Wis.— Gauche  v.  Milbrath,  105  Wis.  355, 
81   N.   W.   487. 

[a]  A  statute  providing  that  an  at- 
torney's lien  on  a  judgment  shall  be 
"subordinate  to  the  rights  existing  he- 
tween  the  parties  to  the  action  or  pro- 
ceeding" does  not  give  a,  party  the 
right  to  a  set-ofiE  demandable  as  of 
right.  Lundberg  v.  Davidson,  68  Minn. 
328,  71  N.  W.  395,  72  N.  W.  71. 

50.  See  the  following:  TJ.  S.— Reed 
V.  Smith,  158  Fed.  889.  Ind.— Beard 
».  Puett,  105  Ind.  68,  4  N.  E.  671.  la. 
Miller  V.  Eosebrook,  136  Iowa  158,  113 
N.  W.  771.  Kan. — Sehuler  v.  Collins, 
63  Kan.  372,  65  Pae.  662;  Herman  v. 
Miller,   17    Kan.    328.     Ky.— Davidson, 
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others  honestly  acquired,  and  of  equal  grade.^^  But  the  leg-al  title 
will  control  the  equity,  and  authorize  a  set-ofif  by  a  judgment  defend- 
ant against  another  judgment  in  which  a  stranger  has  acquired  an 
equitable  interest  prior  to  the  motion  to  set  off  the  judgments.®^ 

2.  Requisites  of  Judgment  To  Be  Set-off.''  —  a.  Generally.  —  A 
judgment  cannot  be  set  off  unless  it  is  the  final  adjudication  of  the 
cause  upon  which  it  is  founded,'*  by  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction,'' for  the  payment  of  money,"  and  appears  of  record  as  a 
subsisting  demand."  One  judgment  cannot  be  set  off  against  another 
pending  an  appeal  from  either,  until  the  rights  of  the  parties  are 
finally  determined.'^ 


for  McKim  v.  Geoghagan,  3  Bibb  233; 
Mercer  v.  Henderson,  7  Ky.  Op.  448; 
McNees  v.  Owens,  15  Ky.  L.  Eep.  126. 
Mass. — Ames  v.  Bates,  119  Mass.  397; 
Makepeace  v.  Coates,  8  Mass.  451.  N.  Y. 
Kretsch  v.  Denofrio,  137  App.  Div.  617, 
122  N.  Y.  Supp.  242.  See  Berg  v. 
Bates,  153  App.  Div.  12, 137  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1032.  Pa. — Leitz  v.  Hohman,  207  Pa. 
289,  56  Atl.  868,  99  Am.  St.  Eep.  791 
(reversivff  22  Pa.  Super.  1);  Chapman 
v.  Griffith,  19  Pa.  Dist.  855;  Ehrhart 
V.  Esbenshade,  53  Pa.  Super.  258.  S.  C. 
Eookard  v.  Atlanta  &  C.  Air  Line  Ey. 
Co.,  89  S.  C.  371,  71  S.  E.  992.  Tex. 
McManus  v.  Cash,  101  Tex.  261,  108  S. 
W.  800;  Button  v.  Mason,  21  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  389,  52  S.  W.  651.  Utah.— Snow 
V.  West,  37  Utah  528,  110  Pae.  52.  Can. 
Moffat  V.  Foley,  26  V.  C.  Q.  B.  509. 

[a]  Where  the  right  of  set-ofE  was 
not  asserted  for  more  than  three  years 
'  after  the  judgments  were  rendered,  nor 
until  other  rights  had  intervened,  and 
where  the  party  had  neglected  to  avail 
himself  of  the  special  security  decreed 
to  him  with  which  to  satisfy  his  judg- 
ment, the  court  properly  refused  the 
application  for  a  set-off.  Schuler  v. 
Collins,  63  Kan.  372,  65  Pac.  662. 

51.  TJ.  S.— Blount  V.  Windley,  95  TJ. 
S.  173,  24  L.  ed.  424;  Eeed  v.  Smith, 
158  Ped.  889.  Ky. — Mercer  v.  Hender- 
son, 7  Ky.  Op.  448.  N.  J. — Schautz  v. 
Kearney,  47  N.  J.  L.  56;  Terney  v.  Wil- 
son, 45  ■  N.  J.  L.  282;  MeAdams  v. 
Eandolph,  42  N.  J.  L.  332.  N.  D. 
Cleveland  v.  MeCanna,  7  N.  D.  455,  73 
N.  W.  908,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  670,  41  L. 
E.  A.  832.  Ohio.— Gieske  v.  Schrak- 
amp,  8  Ohio  610,  6  Ohio  N.  P.  299. 

52.  Williams  v.  Taylor,  69  Ind.  48; 
Brooks  f.  Harris,  41   Ind.  390. 

[a]  A  party  must  be  the  absolute 
and  beneficial  owner  of  a  judgment  be- 
fore he  can  have  it  offset  a  judgment 
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against    himi      Herman '  V.    Miller,    17 
Kan.  328. 

53.  Form  and  sufficiency  of  judg- 
ments generally,  see  15  Standabd 
Pkoc.  22  et  seq. 

54.  Zerbe  v.  Missouri,  etc.  E.  Co.,  80 
Mo.  App.  414. 

55.  Skrine  v.  Simmons,  36  Ga.  402, 
91  Am,  Dec.  771;  Hamor  v.  Loeb,  9  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.   609. 

56.  Cal.— Hobbs  v.  Duff,  23  Cal. 
596.  Minn.— Temple  «.  Scott,  3  Minn. 
439.  N,  Y. — Gridley  v.  Garrison,  4 
Paige  647. 

57.  Ga. — Camp  v.  Pace,  40  Ga.  45. 
Mass. — Parker  v.  Eugg,  9  Gray  209. 
Neb. — Spencer  v.  Johnston,  58  Neb.  44, 
78  N.  W.  482.  N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Briggs, 
9  Barb.  252;  Utiea  Ins.  Co.  v.  Power, 
3  Paige  365;  Firmenich  v.  Bovee,  1 
Hun  532.  Pa. — Eupp  v.  Swartz,  3  Lack. 
Jur.  125.  Tex. — Simpson  v.  Huston,  14 
Tex.  476.  Va. — Magarity  v.  Succop's 
Admr.,  90  Va.  561,  19  S.  E.  260. 

[a]  A  judgment  which  has  been 
paid,  and  extinguished,  cannot  be  set 
off  against  another  judgment.  Selinas 
V.  Lee,  73  Vt.  363,  51  Atl.  5. 

58.  Minn. — ^Lindholm  v.  Itasca  Lum- 
ber Co.,  64  Minn.  46,  65  N.  W.  931. 
Mo. — Gemmell  v.  Hueben,  71  Mo.  App. 
291.  N.  Y.— De  Camp  v.  Thomson,  159 
N.  Y.  444,  54  N.  E.  11,  70  Am.  St.  Eep. 
570. 

[a]  A  motion  for  a  set-off  of  judg- 
mtrnts  made  pending  an  appeal  from 
one  of  the  judgments,  will  be  retained 
by  the  court  without  decision  thereon  • 
until  the  appeal  is  determined.  Irvine 
V.  Myers  &  Co.,  6  Minn.  562. 

fb]  Stay  of  Execution  for  Purpose 
of  Set-Ofl.— (1)  A  trial  court,  after  af- 
firmance of  its  judgment  on  appeal, 
and  the  record  has  been  remitted,  may 
stay  the  execution  of  the  judgment, 
and  bold  it  for  the  purpose  of  setting 
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Judgments  may  be  set  off  regardless  of  the  fact  that  one  may  be 
founded  on  an  action  ex  contractu  and  the  other  on  an  action  ex 
delicto,^"  or  that  one  is  founded  upon  a  claim  for  usurious  interest.^" 

A  judgment  for  costs  in  favor  of  a  defendant,  may  be  set  off  against 
the  judgment  rendered  for  plaintiff  on  a  retrial,®^  or  where  plaintiff 
appeals  from  a  judgment  in  his  favor,  and  defendant  obtains  a  judg- 
ment for  costs  on  the  appeal  ;°^  but  a  judgment  at  law  cannot  be 
set  off  against  the  costs  on  a  creditor's  bill.*^ 

b.  Mutuality  of  Parties.  —  One  judgment  may  be  set  off  against 
another  between  mutual  debtors.**    Nor  is  it  necessary  that  all  the 


it  off  against  a  counter  judgment. 
Troxell  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  "W.  E.  Co.,  205 
Fed.  830;  Blackburn  v.  Eeilly,  48  N.' 
J.  L.  82,  2  Atl.  817.  But  see  Booth  v. 
■Walton,  44  V.  C.  Q.  B.  (Can.)  497. 
(2)  But  it  has  been  held  that  a  stay 
of  execution,  allowed  by  law  on  a 
judgment  upon  which  replevin  bail  has 
bten  entered,  does  not  prevent  the 
owner  of  such  judgment  from  setting 
it  off  in  an  action  against  him  by  the 
judgment  debtor.  Hayes  v.  Boyer,  59 
Ind.  341. 

59.  U.  S.— Eeed  v.  Smith,  158  Fed. 
889.  Qa. — ^Langston  v.  Eoby,  68  Ga. 
406.  Ind. — Quick  v.  Durham,  115  Ind. 
302,  16  N.  E.  601;  Puett  v.  Beard,  86 
Ind.  172,  44  Am.  Eep.  280;  Pickrell  v. 
Jerauld,  1  Ind.  App.  10,  27  N.  E. 
433,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  192.  Minn. — Hunt 
V.  Conrad,  47  Minn.  557,  50  N.  W.  614; 
14  L.  E.  A.  512.  Pa.— Leitz  v.  Hoh- 
man,  207  Pa.  289,  56  Atl.  868,  99  Am. 
St.  Eep.  791;  Porreea  v.  Marks,  23  Pa. 
Dist.  276;  Chapman  v.  Griffith,  19  Pa. 
Dist.  855;  Ziegenfuss  v.  Cyphers,  19  Pa. 
Dist.  854;  Ehrhart  v.  Esbenshade,  53 
Pa.  Super.  258;  Pasek  v.  Vockroth,  13 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  593. 

60.  Lloyd  V.  Krst  Nat.  Bank,  5  Kan. 
App.  512,  47  Pac.  575. 

61.  V.  Sj — Troxell  v.  Delaware,  L. 
&  "W.  E.  Co.,  205  Fed.  830.  Mo.— Zerbe 
V.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.,  80  Mo. 
App.  414.  S.  O. — ^Eookard  v.  Atlanta 
etc.  Air  Line  Ey.  Co.,  89  S.  C.  371,  71 
S.  E.  992. 

62.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Perk- 
ins, 1  Ala.  App.  376,  56  So.  105;  Van 
Cise  V.  Peterman,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  536. 

63.  Brisley  v.  Jones,  5  N.  J.  Eq. 
512 

64.  U.  S.— Blount «.  "Windley,  95  U.  S. 
173,  24  L.  ed.  424;  Troxell  v.  Delaware, 
L.  &  "W.  E.  Co.,  205  Fed.  830;  Sowlesc. 
Witters,  40  Fed.  413;  United  States  v. 
Griswold,    30   Fed.    604.     Ala.— Louis- 


ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Perkins,  1  Ala. 
App.  376,  56  So.  105.  Ark.— Milner 
V.  Camden  Lumber  Co.,  74  Ark.  224, 
85  S.  W.  234.  Cal.— Coonan  v.  Loew- 
enthal,  147  Cal.  218,  81  Pac.  527,  109 
Am.  St.  Eep.  128;  McBride  v.  Fallon, 
65  Cal.  301,  4  Pac.  17.  Ga.— Skrine  v. 
Simmons,  36  Ga.  402,  91  Am.  Dec.  771. 
111.— Leathe  v.  Thomas,  109  111.  App. 
*34.  Ind. — Quick  v.  Durham,  115  Iuq 
302,  16  N.  E.  601.  la.— Schnitker  v. 
Schnitker,  109  Iowa  349,  80  N.  W.  403. 
Kan. — Leaveuson  v.  Lafoutane,  3  Kan. 
523;  Lloyd  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  5  Kan. 
App.  512,  47  Pac.  575.  La.— L.  Luder- 
bach  Plumbing  Co.  v.  Its  Creditors,  121 
La.  371,  46  So.  359.  Me.— Harrington 
V.  Bean,  ,94  Me.  208,  47  Atl.  147;  Peirce 
1/.  Bent,  69  Me.  381;  New  Haven  Cop- 
per Co.  V.  Brown,  46  Me.  418.  Mass. 
Ames  V.  Bates,  119  Mass.  397;  Winslow 
V.  Hathaway,  1  Pick.  211;  Green  v. 
Hatch,  12  Mass.  195;  Makepeace  v. 
Coates,  8  Mass.  451;  Goodsnow  v.  But- 
trick,  7  Mass.  140.  Mich. — Eobinson 
V.  Kunkleman,  117  Mich.  193,  75  N.  W. 
451,  5  Det.  Leg.  N.  192.  Minn.— Irvine 
V.  Myers,  6  Minn.  562;  Temple  v.  Scott, 
3  Minn.  419.  Mo. — Tice  v.  Fleming, 
173  Mo.  49,  72  S.  W.  689,  96  Am.  St. 
Eep.  479  (an  award  for  improvements 
may  be  set  off  against  a  judgment  for 
rents  and  profits  of  land,  in  an  eject 
ment  suit);  Johnson  v.  Hall,  84  Mo 
210;  Fenwick  v.  Gill,  38  Mo.  510;  Wal 
ton  V.  Catron,  125  Mo.  App.  501,  102  S, 
W.  1058;  Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Bowring, 
103  Mo.  App.  158,  77  S.  W.  106;  Hasel' 
tine  V.  Thrasher,  65  Mo.  App.  334;  Tis 
sier  V.  Hill,  13  Mo.  App.  36.  N.  H 
Chase  v.  Woodward,  61  N.  H.  79; 
]6rown  V.  Warren,  43  N.  H.  430.  N.  J, 
Schautz  v.  Kearney,  47  N.  J.  L.  56 
McAdams  v.  Eandolph,  42  N.  J.  L.  332 
Brown  v.  Hendrickson,  39  N.  J.  L 
239;  McChesney  v.  Bogers,  8  N.  J 
L.  272,  holding  that  a  judgment  rend 

Vol.  XVI 


564 


JUDGMENTS,  SATISFACTION  OF 


parties  to  the  different  records  shall  be  the  same,  where  circum- 
stances render  it  equitable  to  allow  the  set-off/'  though  it  is  necessary 
that  a  substantial  mutuality  shall  exist."" 

Insolvency. —  Where  two  parties  have  judgments  against  each  other 
and  one  of  them  is  insolvent,  the  right  of  set-off  exists"^  to  protect  the 


ered  against  a  debtor  in  his  individual 
capacity  cannot  be  off-set  against  him 
as  administrator,  the  claims  being  in 
different  rights.  N.  M. — Schalle  v. 
Pino,  9  N.  M.  393,  54  Pae.  335.  N.  Y. 
Simpson  v.  Hart,  14  Johns.  63,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  91.  Pa.— Miller  v.  Klopp,  141  Pa. 
375,  21  Atl.  601;  Matthews  v.  Kussell, 
17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  590.  S.  C— Rookard  v. 
Atlanta  etc.  Air  Line  R.  Co.,  89  S.  C. 
371,  71  S.  E.  992.  Tenn.— Hadley 's 
Admr.  v.  Hickman,  1  Yerg.  501.  Tex. 
Kelly  Furniture,  etc.  Co.  v.  Sheltou 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  62  S.  W.  794;  Brin 
V.  Anderson,  25  Tex.  Civ.  App.  323,  60 
S.  W.  778.  Vt.— Eix  v.  Nevins,  26  Yt. 
384.  W.  Va. — ^Zinn  v.  Dawson,  47  W. 
Va.  45,  34  S.  E.  784,  81  Am.  St.  Rep. 
772.  Wis.— Hart  v.  Godkin,  122  Wis. 
646,  100  N.  W.  1057. 

65.    U.   S. — Troxell   v.   Delaware,   L. 

6  W.  R.  Co.,  205  Ped.  830.  Cal.— Hobbs 
1.  Duff,  23  Cal.  596.  Ga.^Colquitt  v. 
Bonner,  2  Ga.  155.  Ind. — Cosgrove  v. 
Cosby,  86  Ind.  511;  Carter  v.  Compton, 
79  Ind.  37.    Mass. — Sheldon  v.  Kendall, 

7  Gush.  217;  Barrett  v.  Barrett,  8  Pick. 
;'.41.  Minn. — ^Hunt  v.  Conrad,  47  Minn. 
557,  50  N.  W.  614,  14  L.  R.  A.  512. 
N.  Y.— Baker  v.  Hoag,  6  How.  Pr.  201. 
Ohio. — Johnson  v.  Taylor,  1  Disn.  168. 
Pa.— Hibert  v.  Lang,  165  Pa.  439,  30 
Atl.  1004.  Utah.— Snow  v.  West,  37 
Utah  528,  110  Pac.  52.  Tex. — McManus 
I.  Cash,  101  Tex.  261,  108  S.  W.  800. 
Wis. — Wasbhurn  Water  Works  Co.  v. 
Town  of  Washburn,  156  Wis.  434,  145 
N.  W.  1090. 

fa]  Thus,  (1)  a  judgment  in  favor 
of  a  principal  alone  may  be  set  off  in 
satisfaction  of  one  against  him  and  his 
suretv.  Johnson  v.  Hall,  84  Mo.  210; 
Skinicer  v.  Smith,  48  Mo.  App.  91.  (2) 
A  judgment  in  favor  of  one  surety  on 
a  bond  may,  with  his  consent,  be  set 
olX  against  a  judgment  obtained  against 
another  surety  on  the  same  bond 
(Hibert  v.  Lang,  165  Pa.  439,  30  Atl. 
1004),  (3)  or  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
p.  sole  plaintiff  is  properly  set  off 
against  one  in  which  such  plaintiff  is 
a  joint  defendant  (la* — ^Ballinger  v. 
Tarbell,  16  Iowa  491,  85  Am.  Pec.  527. 
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Kan. — Read  v.  Jeffries,  16  Kan.  534. 
Minn. — Hunt  v.  Conrad,  47  Minn.  557, 
50  N.  W.  614,  14  L.  R.  A.  512.  Mo. 
State  V.  Hudson,  86  Mo.  App.  501) ;  (4) 
or  a  judgment  in  favor  of  a  partnership 
may  be  offset  by  one  in  favor  of  the 
defendant  therein  and  against  one  of 
the  partners  individually  (McManus  v. 
Cash,  101  T«x.  261,  108  S.  W.  800), 
(5)  or  a  judgment  recovered  by  a  feme 
sole  may  be  set  off  against  one  rendered 
against  her  husband  and  herself  after 
marriage.  Rutherford  v.  Crabb,  5 
Yerg.  (Tsun.)  112. 

66.  U.  S.— Troxell  v.  Delaware,  L.  & 
W.  R.  Co.,  205  Ped.  830.  Ala.— Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Perkins,  1  Ala. 
App.  376,  56  So.  105.  Cal.— Corwin  v. 
Ward,  35  Cal.  195,  95  Am.  Dec.  93. 
Conn. — Atkins  v.  Churchill,  19  Conn. 
394.  Ga.— Daniel  v.  Bush,  80  Ga.  218, 
4  S.  E.  271.  lU.— Howe  Machine  Co.  v. 
Hickox,  106  111.  461;  Hughes  v.  Trahern, 
64  111.  48.  Ind. — Carter  v.  Compton,  79 
Ind.  37;  Brooks  v.  Harris,  41  Ind.  390. 
la. — Miller  v.  Rosebrook,  136  Iowa  158, 
,113  N.  W.  771;   Gallaher  v.  Pendleton, 

55  Iowa  142,  7  N.  W.  512;  Bell  v.  Perry 
&  Townsend,  43  Iowa  368.  Ky. — Mer- 
cer V.  Henderson,  7  Ky.  Op.  448;  Dick- 
inson V.  Chism's  Admr.,  4  Mon.  1; 
Prior  V.  Richard's  Admr..,  4  Bibb  356. 
Minn. — ^Martin  County  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Bird,  92  Minn.  110,  99  N.  W.  780.  N.  Y. 
Aikin  v.  Satterlee,  1  Paige  289.  N.  D. 
Patterson  v.  Ward,  8  N.  D.  87,  76  N. 
W.  1046.  Ohio. — Holmes  v.  Robinson, 
4  Ohio  90.  Ore. — Richmond  v.  Bloch, 
36  Ore.  590,  60  Pae.  385;  Ladd  v.  Fer- 
guson, 9  Ore.  180. 

[a]  Cestui  Que  Trust. — (1)  The  de- 
fendant in  a  suit  by  a  trustee  may  set 
off  a  debt  due  him  from  the  cestui  que 
trust.  Heavenridge  v.  Mondy,  49,  Ind. 
434.  (2)  But  he  cannot  set  off  one  due 
him  by  the  trustee  personally.  Heav- 
enridge V.   Mondy,  49   Ind.  434. 

67.  Conn. — Betts  v.  Connecticut  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  78  Conn.  442,  62  Atl.  345. 
Ky. — Jeffries  v.  Evans,  6  B.  Mon.  119, 
43  Am.  Dee.  158.  Mass. — Perry  v. 
Pye,  215  Mass.  403,  102  N.  E.  6,53. 
Minn.— Hunt  v,  Conrad,  47  Minn.  557, 


JUDGMENTS,  SATISFACTION  OF 


565 


solvent  party;  and  will  be  granted  even  where  the  insolvent  has 
assigned  his  judgment.*^ 

e.  Ownership  Mhist  Be  Shoivn.  —  A  party  seeking  to  set  off  one 
judgment  against  another,  must  show  that  he  is  the  real  and  beneficial 
owner  of  the  judgment  which  he  seeks  to  set  off  against  his  own 
debt;°*  and  he  may  do  this  even  where  the  judgment  stands  in  the 
name  of  another  person/" 

d.  Judgments  of  Different  Courts.  —  Judgments  rendered  by  differ- 
ent courts  may  be  set  off  against  each  other,^^  by  order  of  the  court 
rendering  the  judgment  sought  to  be  off-set." 


50  N.  W.  614,  14  L.  E.  A.  512.  Mo. 
Walton  V.  Catron,  125  Mo.  App.  501, 
102  S.  W.  1058.  N.  Y.— Simpson  v. 
Hart,  14  Johns.  63,  1  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.) 
91;  Hopper  v.  Ersler,  38  N.  Y.  Supp. 
176,  1  Ann.  Cas.  192.  Tex. — Trammell 
V.  Chamberlain,  60  Tex.  Civ.  App.  238, 
128  S.  W.  429. 

68.  Hopper  v.  Ersler,  38  N.  T.  176, 
1  Ann.  Cas.  192;  Trammell  v.  Cham- 
berlain, 60  Tex.  Civ.  App.  238,  128  S. 
W.  429. 

Effect  of  assignment  to  a  third  per- 
son on  right  to  set-off,  see  infra,  V, 
A,  4. 

69.  Ala. — Hembree  v.  Glover,  93  Ala. 
622,  8  So.  660.  Cal.— Jones  v.  Chal- 
fant,  55  Oal.  505.  Ga. — Lee  v.  Lee,  31 
Ga.  26,  76  Am.  Dee.  681.  Ky. — See 
Mercer  v.  Henderson,  7  Ky.  Op.  448. 
Mich. — ^MeGr&w  ■».  Pettibone,  10  Mich. 
530.  N.  Y. — ^Turner  v.  Saterlee,  7  Cow. 
480;  Mason  v.  Knowlson,  1  Hill  218. 
S.  O. — Meador  v.  Ehyne,  11  Eich.  L. 
631. 

70.  Md. — Norwood  v.  Norwood,  4 
Har.  &  3.  112.  N.  H. — Andrews  v, 
Varrell,  46  N.  H.  17;  "Wright  v.  Cob- 
leigh,  23  N.  H.  32.  Utah. — Snow  v. 
West,  37  Utah  528,  110  Pac.  52. 

71.  V.  S.— Eeed  v.  Smith,  158  Fed. 
889;  Sowles  v.  Witters,  40  Fed.  413, 
decree  in  equity  may  be  set  off  against 
a  judgment  at  law.  Ind. — Heaven- 
ridge  V.  Mondy,  49  Ind.  434;  Brooks 
V.  Harris,  41  Ind.  390.  Ky. — Smith  v. 
Bohon,  12  Bush  448.  Compare  Tenant's 
Heirs  v.  Marmaduke,  5  B.  Mon.  76, 
holding  that  the  consent  of  the  owner 
of  the  judgment  to  be  offset  is  neces- 
sary. Me. — Howe  v.  Klein,  89  Me. 
376,  36  Atl.  620.  Mich. — Eobinson  v. 
Kunkleman,  117  Mich.  193,  75  N.  W. 
451,  5  Det.  Leg.  N.  192;  McEwen  v. 
Bigelow,  40  Mich.  215.  N.  J.— Phillips 
V.  Mackay,  54  N.  J.  L.  319,  23  Atl. 
941;  Schauta  v.  Kearney,  47  N.  J.  L. 


56  (holding  that  a  decree  in  admiralty 
in  favor  of  a  libelant,  on  a  libel  for 
damages  in  a  federal  court,  may  be 
set  off  in  a  state  court  against  the 
libelant,  the  parties  to  the  two  suits 
being  the  same) ;  Brookfield  v.  Hugh- 
son,  44  N.  J.  L.  285;  Brown 
V.  Hendrickson,  39  N.  J.  L.  239;  Coxe 
V.  State  Bank  at  Trenton,  8  N.  J.  1* 
172,  14  Am.  Dec.  417,  holding  that 
judgments  of. a  justice's  court  may  be 
set  off  against  a  judgment  of  a  circuit 
court.  N.  Y. — People  v.  New  York 
Com.  Pleas,  13  Wend.  649,  28  Am.  Dec. 
495;  Smith  v.  Lowden,  1  Sandf.  696; 
Cooke  V.  Smith,  7  Hill  186;  Kimball 
V.  Munger,  2  Hill  364;  Ewen  v.  Terry, 
8  Cow.  126;  Schermerhorn  v.  Schermer- 
horn,  3  Caiues  Cas.  190;  Simpson  v. 
Hart,  14  Johns.  63,  75,  1  Johns.  Ch. 
91;  Brewerton  v.  Harris,  1  Johns.  144; 
Winterson  v.  Hitchings,  1  Ann.  Cas. 
193.  N.  C— Hogan  v.  Kirkland,  64  N. 
C.  250;  Wright  v.  Mooney,  28  N.  C. 
22;  Noble  v.  Howard,  3  N.  C.  163. 
Pa. — ^Best  V.  Lawson,  1  Miles  11.  S.  0. 
Duncan  v.  Bloomstock,  2  McCord  318, 
13  Am.  Dec.  728.  Teun. — Sneed  v. 
Sneed,  14  Lea  13.  Vt. — Eix's  Admr. 
V.  Nevins,  26  Vt.  384.  Wis.— Welsher 
V.  Libby,  107  Wis.  47,  82  N.  W.  698; 
Taylor  v.  Williams,  14  Wis.  155. 

72.  Ind. — Brooks  V.  Harris,  41  Ind. 
390.  Me. — Howe  v.<  Klein,  89  Me. 
376,  36  Atl.  620.  Mich.— Eobinson  v. 
Kunkleman,  117  Mich.  193,  75  N.  W. 
451,  5  Det.  Leg.  N.  192.  N.  J.— Brown 
V.  Hendrickson,  39  N.  J.  L.  239; 
Coxe  V.  State  Bank  at  Trenton,  8  N.  J. 
L.  172,  14  Am.  Dec.  417.  N.  Y.— Cooke 
V.  Smith,  7  Hill  186;  Boss  v.  Hicks, 
11  Barb.  481;  Smith  v.  Lowden,  1 
Sandf.  696;  People  v.  New  York  Com. 
Pleas,  13  Wend.  649,  28  Am.  Dec.  495; 
Ewen  V.  Terry,  8  Cow.  126;  Brewerton 
V.  Harris,  1  Johns.  144;  Haff  v.  Spicer, 
3   Caines'  Cas.  190;  Simpson  v.  Hait, 
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3,  Effect  of  Attorney's  Lien.'''  —  Generally,  where  the  judgments 
sought  to  be  set  off  against  each  other  were  recovered  in  different 
actions,  the  attorney's  lien  for  his  services  or  for  his  taxable  costs  is 
superior  to  the  equities  of  the  parties  seeking  the  set-off.^*  There  are 
authorities,  however,  to  the  effect  that  -the  right  of  set-off  is  superior 
to  the  attorney's  lien  under  such  circumstances/^  "Where  the  judg- 
ments sought  to  be  set  off  were  recovered  in  the  same  action,'*  the  right 


14  Johns.  63,  1  Johns.  Ch.  91.  See 
Wycoff  V.  Williams,  136  App.  Div.  495, 
121  N.  Y.  Supp.  189.  N.  C— Hogan 
V.  Kirkland,  64  N.  C.  250;  Wright  v. 
Mooney,  28  N.  C.  22;  Noble  v.  Howard, 
3  N.  C.  163.  Pa.— Best  v.  Lawson,  1 
Miles  11.  S.  C. — Duncan  v.  Bloomstock, 
2  McCord  318,  13  Am.  Dee.  728.  Vt 
Rix's  Admr.  v.  Nevins,  26  Vt.  384. 
Wis. — ^Welsher  v.  Libby,  107  Wis.  47, 
82  N.  W.  693;  Taylor  v.  Williams,  14 
Wis.  155. 

73.  Effect  of  attorney's  lien  on  right 
to  set  off  generally,  see  the  title 
"Set-off,  Counterclaim  and  Kecoup- 
ment." 

74.  See  the  following:  TJ.  S. — Buck! 
&  Son  Lbr.  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Lbr.  Co., 
128  Fed.  332,  63  C.  C.  A.  62.  Fla. 
Carter  v.  Bennett,  6  Pla.  ,214.  111. 
Brent  v.  Brent,  24  111.  App.  448.  Ind. 
Harshman  v.  Armstrong,  119  Ind.  224, 
21  N.  E.  662;  Puett  v.  Beard,  86  Ind. 
172,  44  Am.  Rep.  280;  Adams  v.  Lee, 
82  Ind.  587;  Johnson  v.  Ballard,  44 
Ind.  270.  Kan, — ^Leavenson  v.  Lafon- 
tane,  3  Kan.  523.  Me. — Collins  v. 
Campbell,  97  Me.  23,  53  Atl.  837,  94 
Am.  St.  Rep.  458;  Harrington  v.  Bean, 
94  Me.  208,  47  Atl.  147;  Howe  v.  Klein, 
89  Me.  376,  36  Atl.  620;  Peirce  v.  Bent, 
69  Me.  381;  Stratton  v.  Hussey,  62 
Me.  286;  Stone  v.  Hyde,  22  Me.  318; 
Hooper  v.  Brundage,  22  Me.  460.  IMlnn. 
Lindholm  v.  Itasca  Lbr.  Co.,  64  Minn. 
46,  65  N.  W.  931.  Mo.— Kansas  City 
Rapid  Motor  &  Transp.  Co.  v.  Young, 
188  Mo.  App.  289,  175  S.  W.  95;  State 
V.  V.  e.  Fidelity,  etc.  Co.,  135  Mo. 
App.  160,  115  S.  W.  1081.  Neb.— Rice 
V.  Day,  33  Neb.  204,  49  N.  W.  1128; 
Ward  V.  Watson,  27  Neb.  768,  44  N. 
W.  27;  Boyer  v.  Clark,  3  Neb.  161. 
N.  J.— Pride  v.  Smalley,  66  N.  J.  L. 
578,  52  Atl.  955;  Phillips  v.  Mackay, 
54  .N.  J.  L.  319,  23  Atl.  941;  Terney 
V.  Wilson,  45  N.  J.  L.  282;  Brown  v. 
Hendrickson,  39  N.  J.  L.  239.  N.  Y. 
Davidson  v.  Alfaro,  80  N.  Y.  660; 
Zogbaum  v.  Parker,  55  N^  Y.  120; 
Perry  v.  Chester,  53  N.  Y.  240;  Davoy, 
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V.  Boyer,  3  Johns.  247;  Dunkin  v.  Van- 
denbergh,  1  Paige  622;   Cole  v.  Grant, 

2  Caines  Cas.  105;  In  re  Steele,  165 
App.  Div.  683,  151  N.  Y.  Supp.  81; 
Webb  V.  Parker,  130  App.  Div.  92,  114 
N.  Y.  Supp.  489;  Smith  v.  Cayuga 
Lake  Cement  Co.,  107  App.  Div.  524, 
95  N.  Y.  Supp.  236;  Barry  v.  Third 
Ave.  R.  Co.,  87  App.  Div.  543,  84  N.  Y. 
Supp.  830;  Wesley  v.  Wood,  73  Misc. 
33,  132  N.  Y.  Supp.  248;  Kaufman  v. 
Keenan,  13  Civ.  Proc.  225.  Ohio. 
Diehl  V.  Friester,  37  Ohio  St.  473.  S.  D. 
Mostetter  v.  Holborn,  21  S.  D.  547,  114 
N.  W.  693;  Hroch  v.  Aultman,  etc.  Co., 

3  S.  D.  477,  54  N.  W.  269.  Tenn. 
Roberts  v.  Mitchell,  94  Tenn.  277,  29 
S.  W.  5,  29  L.  R.  A.  705.  Tex.— Mc- 
Manus  v.  Cash,  101  Tex.  261,  108  S. 
W.  800;  Davidson  v.  Lee  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  162  S.  W.  414.  Wis. — Stanley 
V.  Bouek,  107  Wis.  225,  83  N.  W.  298. 
Can. — ^Rogers  v.  Ledden,  4  N.  Bruns. 
59. 

[a]  The  reason  is  that  the  set-off 
will  destroy  the  judgment  to  which 
the  lieu  has  attached.  Webb  v.  Parker, 
130  App.  Div.  92,  114  N.  Y.  Supp. 
489. 

75.  Ga. — Smith  v.  Evans,  110  Ga. 
536,  35  S.  E.  633;  Langston  v.  Roby, 
68  Ga.  406.  la. — Tiffany  v.  Stewart, 
60  Iowa  207,  14  N.  W.  241;  Hurst  v. 
Sheets,  21  Iowa  501.  Vt. — ^McDonald 
V.  Smith,  57  Vt.  502.  W.  Va.— Renick 
V.  Ludington,  16  W.  Va.  378. 

[a]  Thei  Uen  of  Vaa  attorney  Is  sub- 
ject to  all  the  equitable  liflns  of  the 
defendant  in  the  judgment,  existing 
at  the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment  or  decree.  Renick  v.  Lud- 
ington, 16  W.  Va.  378. 

76.  See  the  following:  la. — ^Watson 
V.  Smith,  63  Iowa  228,  18  N.  W.  916. 
Mass. — Little  v.  Rogers,  2  Mete.  478. 
Mo. — State  v.  United  States  Fidelity, 
etc.  Co.,  135  Mo.  App.  160,  115  S.  W. 
1081.  N.  Y. — Dunkin  v.  Vandenbergh, 
1  Paige  622;  Smith  v.  Chenoweth,  18 
Abb.  N.  C.  349,  14  Daly  166;  Hoyt  v. 
Godfrey,  11  Daly  278;  Hayes  v.  Carr, 
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to  set-off  eannot  be  defeated  by  any  lien  of  the  attorney,  though  there 
is  a  possible  exception  in  favor  of  his  taxable  costs." 

4.  Eifect  of  Assignment  to  a  Third  Person.'^  —  A  bona  fide  as- 
signment of  one  of  the  judgments  prior  to  notice,  or  application*  to 
set  off  the  same,  will  extinguish  the  right  of  set-off, ^°  especially  where 
the  assignment  of  the  one  judgment  is  made  before  the  rendition 
of  the  other;*"  but  an  assignment  after  notice  of  the  right  and  de- 
mand of  set-off  will  not  avail  to  defeat  that  right.*^     Nor  will  an 


44  Hun  372;  Warden  v.  Frost,  35  Hun 
141;  Hopper  v.  Ersler,  1  N.  Y.  Ann. 
Cas.  192,  38  N.  T.  Supp.  176;  Winter- 
eon  V.  Hitchings,  1  Ann.  Cas.  193;  Van 
Cise  V.  Peterman,  100  N.  T.  iSupp. 
536.  S.  D. — Garrigan  v.  Huntimer,  21 
S.  D.  269,  111  N.  W.  563;  Lindsay  v. 
Pfittigrew,  8  S.  D.  244,  66  N.  W.  321. 
Wis. — ^Bosworth  v.  Tallman,  66  Wis. 
533,  29  N.  W.  542. 

77.  Winton  v.  Winton,  18  Civ.  Proe. 
(N.  Y.)  67;  Place  v.  Hayward,  8  Civ. 
Proe.  (N.  Y.)  352;  Lachenmeyer  v. 
Lachenmeyer,  65  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  422; 
Wellman  v.  Frost,  38  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
389;  Tunstall  v.  Winton,  31  Hun  (N. 
Y.)  219  {aHwmea  in  96  N.  Y.  660;) 
Strauss  v.  Seamon,   18   N.  Y.  St.  942. 

78.  Effect  of  assignment  as  satisfac- 
tion  of   judgment,    see   supra,  IV. 

79.  XT.  S. — ^Anglo-Am.  Provision  Co. 
V.  Davis  Provision  Co.,  112  Fed.  574. 
m.— Lockhart  *-.  Wolf,  82  111.  37.  Ind. 
Ault  V.  Zehering,  38  Ind.  429.  la. 
Davis  V.  Milburn,  3  Iowa  163.  Ky. 
Pfeifer  d.  Harris,  11  Bush  400.  Md. 
Levy  V.  Steinbach,  43  Md.  212.  Mass. 
AmBs  v.  Bates,  119  Mass.  397;  Make- 
peace V.  Coates,  8  Mass.  451.  IVIicli, 
Ledyard  v.  Phillips,  58  Mich.  204,  24 
N.  W.  551;  Huntoon  v.  Russell,  41 
Mich.  316,  2  N.  W.  38.  Minn.— Wyvell 
V.  Barwise,  43  Minn.  171,  45  N.  W. 
11.  Miss. — ^Holly  v.  Cook,  70  Miss. 
590,  13  So.  228.  Mo.— Walton  «. 
Catron,  125  Mo.  App.  501,  102  S.  W, 
1058;  Haseltine  >».  Thrasher,  65  Mo. 
App.  334.  N.  H. — Goodwin  v.  Richard- 
son, 44  N".  H.  125.  N.  J.— McAdams 
t'.  Randolph,  42  N.  J.  L.  332.  N.  Y. 
Perry  v.  Chester,  53  N.  Y.  240;  Rob- 
erts V.  Carter,  38  N.  Y.  107;  Mackey 
V.  Mackey,  43  Barb.  58;  Hackett  «. 
Connett,  2  Edw.  Ch.  73;  Kretsch  v. 
Denofrio,  137  App.  Div.  617,  122  N.  t. 
Supp.  242;  Silver  v.  Krellman,  89  App. 
Div.  363,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  945;  Hopper 
v.  Ersler,  1  Ann.  Cas.  192.  N.  C— Sel- 
lers  V.   Bryan,    17   N,    C.    358.      Pa. 


Horton  V.  Miller,  44  Pa.  256;  Ramsey's 
Appeal,  2  Watts  228,  27  Am.  Dec.  301; 
Marine  Saw  Mill  Co.'s  Appeal,  1  Sad- 
ler 342,  2  Atl.  866;  Matthews  v.  Rus- 
sell, 17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  590.  S.  G.—^x  parte 
Wells,  43  S.  C.  477,  21  S.  E.  334.  Tex. 
McManus  v.  Cash,  101  Tex.  261,  108 
S.  W.  800;  Davidson  «.  Lee  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  162  S.  W.  414;  Dutton  v.  Mason, 

21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  389,  52  S.  W.  651. 
Vt.— Day  V.  Abbott,  15  Vt.  632. 

80.  Mass. — Smith  v.  Brown,  151 
Mass.  338,  24  N.  E.  31.  Miss.— Holly 
V.  Cook,  70  Miss.  590,  13  So.  228.  ^.'H, 
Goodwin  V.  Richardson,  44  N.  H.  125. 
N.  J.— Laubsch  v.  West  N.  Y.  Silk  Mill 
Co.,  57  N.  J.  L.  234,  30  Atl.  550.  N.  Y. 
McDonogh  v.  Sherman,  138  App.  Div. 
291,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  1033.  Pa.— Hor- 
ton V.  Miller,  44  Pa.  256.  Tex. — Mc- 
Manus V.  Cash  &  Luekel,  101  Tex.  261, 
308  S.  W.  800;  Dutton  v.  Mason,  21 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  389,  52  S.  W.  651.  Vt. 
Day  V.  Abbott,  15  Vt.  632. 

81.  TT.  S.— Wood  V.  Carr,  3  Story 
366,  30  Fed.  Gas.  No.  17,940.  Ala. 
Skipper  v.  Stokes,  42  Ala.  255,  94  Am. 
Dec.  646.  Cal. — Coonan  v.  Loewenthal, 
147  Cal.  218,  81  Pac.  527,  109  Am.  St. 
Rep.  128;  McBride  v.  Fallon,  65  Cal. 
301,  4  Pac.  17;  Porter  v.  Liscom,  22 
Cal.  430,  83  Am.  Dec.  76;  Russell  v. 
Conway,  11  Cal.  93.  Colo. — Whitehead 
V.  Jessup,  7  Colo.  App.  460,  43  Pac. 
1042.  Del. — Morris  v.  Hollis,  2  Harr. 
4.  Ga. — Langston  v.  Roby,  68  Ga. 
406.  Ind. — Williams  v.  Taylor,  69  Ind. 
48.  la. — Miller  v.  Rosebrook,  136  Iowa 
158,  113  N.  W.  771;  Gregory  v.  Cuppy, 
82  N".  W.  1016;  Benson  v.  Haywood,  86 
Iowa  107,  53  N.  W.  85,  23  L.  R.  A. 
335;  Hurst  v.  Sheets,  14  Iowa  322. 
Ky. — Jeffries  v.  Evans,  6  B.  Mon.  119, 
43  Am.  Dec.  158;  Merrill  v.  Souther,  6 
Dana  305.  Me.— Peirce  v.  Bent,  69 
Me.  381;  New  Haven  Copper  Cu.  v. 
Brown,  46  Me.  418;  Bartlett  v.  Pear- 
son,   29   Ms.    9;    Hooper   v.   Brundage, 

22  Me.   460.     Mass.— Franks   v.   Ediu- 
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equitable  assignment  of  a  part  of  a  judgment,  without  the  consent 
of  the  judgment  debtor,  defeat  his  right  to  set  off  his  cross-judgments 
against  the  whole  of  such  judgment.*^ 

Assignment  as  Collateral. —  While  a  judgment  is  held  by  an  assignee 
having  a  lien  thereon  as  collateral,  the  right  of  set-off  against  it  is 
suspended,  but  attaches  immediately  upon  satisfaction  of  such  lien.*^ 

5.  Effect  of  Claim  of  Exemption,  etc.  —  A  set-off  may  be  defeated 
by  a  claim  of  exemption  under  the  exemption  laws;**  and  a  judg- 
ment recovered  for  the  value  of  exempt  personal  property,  levied 
on  and  sold  contrary  to  law,  is  likewise  exempt,  and  may  not  be  offset 
by  another  judgment.*^    But  the  right  of  exemption  is  personal  and 


berg,  185  Mass.  49,  69  N.  E.  1058; 
Green  v.  Hatch,  12  Mass.  195.  Minn. 
Irvine  v.  Myers,  6  Minn.  562.  IVIiss. 
Kershaw  v.  Merchants  Bank  of  New 
York,  7  How.  386,  40  Am.  Dec.  70. 
Mo. — Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Bowring,  103 
Mo.  App.  158,  77  S.  W.  106;  Skinker 
V.  Smith,  48  Mo.  App.  91.  Mont. 
Wells  V.  Clarkson,  5  Mont.  336,  5  Pac. 
894.  N.  H. — Chase  v.  Woodward,  61 
N.  H.  79;  Hovey  v.  Morrill,  61  N.  H. 
9,  60  Am.  Eep.  315.  N.  J. — Brown  v. 
Hendrickson,  39  N.  J.  L.  239.  N.  M. 
Scholle  V.  Pino,  9  N.  M.  393,  54  Pac. 
335.  N.  Y. — Noxon  v.  Gregory,  5  How. 
Pr.  339;  GroVes  v.  Woodbury,  4  Hill 
559,  40  Am.  Dec.  296;  Cormier  v.  Con- 
stantine,  5  N.  T.  Supp.  177.  Ohio. 
Johnson  v.  Taylor,  1  Disn.  168.  Pa. 
Skinner  v.  Chase,  6  Pa.  Super.  279. 
Tex. — Davidson  v.  Lee  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
162  S.  W.  414.  W.  Va.— Jfuzum  v. 
Morris,  25  W.  Va.  559.  Wis.— Yorton 
V.  Milwaukee,  L.  S.  &  W.  E.  Co.,  62 
Wis.  367,  21  N.  W.  516,  23  N.  W. 
401.  Can. — Grant  v.  McAlpine,  46  U. 
C.  Q.  B.  284. 

[a]  An  assignment  by  an  insolvent 
assignor,  after  the  right  of  st'-off  has 
accrued  to  the  adverse  party,  will  not 
defeat  the  right  of  set-off.  Haker  v. 
Serhant,  20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.   (N.  S.)   446. 

82.  Bank  v.  Noonan,  88  Mo.  372; 
lioomis  V.  Eobinson,  76  Mo.  488;  Bur- 
nett V.  Crandall,  63  Mo.  410;  Love  v. 
Fairfield,  13  Mo.  300,  53  Am.  Dec. 
148;  Crecelius  v.  Bierman,  72  Mo.  App. 
355. 

83.  Stilwell  v.  Carpenter,  2  Abb.  N. 
C.  (N.  Y.)  238,  62  N.  Y.  639,  modify- 
ing 59  N.  Y.  414,  which  reversed  1 
Thomp.  &  C.  615. 

84.  Ark. — Atkinson  &  Co.  v.  Pitt- 
man,  47  Ark.  464,  2  S.  W.  114.  Ga. 
Taylor  v.  Jarrell,  104  Ga.  169,  30  S.  E. 
675;  Daniel  v.  Bush,  80  Ga.  218,  4  S.  E. 
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271;  Watkins  v.  Cason,  46  Ga.  444. 
Ind.— Puett  V.  Beard,  86  Ind.  172,  44 
Am.  Eep.  280.  Mo. — Wabash  E.  Co.  «. 
Bowring,  103  Mo.  App.  158,  77  S.  W. 
106;  Bowen  ■».  Holden,  95  Mo.  App.  1, 
75  S.  W.  686;  Lewis  v.  Gill,  76  Mo. 
App.  504.  N.  D. — Cleveland  v.  Mc- 
Cauna,  7  N.  D.  455,  75  N.  W.  908,  66 
Am.  St.  Eep.  670,  41  L.  E.  A.  852. 
Ohio. — Haker  v.  Serhant,  20  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  (N".  S.)  446.  Tenn.— DuflE  v.  WeUs, 
7.  Heisk.  17.  Tex. — James  MeCord  Co. 
V.  Eea  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W. 
649;  Stagg's  Heirs  v.  Piland,  31  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  245,  71  S.  W.  762. 

[a]  For  the  reason  that  an  exemp- 
tion statute  will  not  be  annulled  by 
one  for  the  set-off  of  judgments.  Mo. 
Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Bowring,  103  Mo. 
App.  158,  77  S.  W.  106;  Bowen  v. 
Holden,  95  Mo.  App.  1,  75  S.  W.  686; 
Lewis  V.  Gill,  76  Mo.  App.  504.  N.  D. 
Cleveland  v.  McCanna,  7  N.  D.  455,  75 
N.  W.  908,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  670,  41 
L.  E.  A.  852.  Ohio.^Gieske  v.  Schra- 
kamp,  8  Ohio  Dec.  610,  6  Ohio  N.  P. 
299;  Haker  v.  Serhant,  20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
(N.  S.)  446.  Tex.— James  McCord  Co. 
V.  Eea  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  178  S.  W. 
649. 

[b]  In  equity,  the  chancellor  will 
generally  follow  the  exemption  stat- 
utes in  enforcing  the  right  of  set-off. 
Wabash  E.  Co.  v.  Bowring,  103  Mo. 
App.  158,  77  S.  W.  106. 

85.  Cal. — Beekman  v.  Manlove,  18 
Cal.  388.  Ind.— Junker  v.  Hustes,  113 
Ind.  524,  16  N.  E.  197;  Pickrell  v. 
Jerauld,  1  Ind.  App.  10,  27  N.  E.  433, 
50  Am.  St.  Eep.  192.  la. — Millington 
V.  Laurer,  89  Iowa  322,  56  N.  W.  533, 
48  Am.  St.  Eep.  385,  and  note.  Minn. 
Wylie  V.  Grundysen,  51  Minn.  360,  53 
N.  W.  805,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  509,  19 
L.  E.  A.  33.  N.  D.— Cleveland  v.  Mc- 
Canua,  7  N.  D.  455,  75  N.  W.  908,  66 
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cannot  be  transferred  to  the  assignee  of  a  judgment  against  which  the 
right  of  set-off  existed.'^ 

6.    Procedure  To  Obtain."  —  a.    By  Motion  or  Bule.^^  —  (i.)   in 
General.  —  Courts    have    general    jurisdiction    over    their    judgments, 
processes  and  suitors,*^  and  may  proceed  upon  motion,®"  or  under  a 
rule  of  court,'^  to  set  off  one  judgment  against  another  pro  tan  to  be- 
tween the  same  parties. 

(II.)  Jurisdiction. —  A  motion  to  set  off  a  judgment  obtained  in  one 
coiiit  against  a  judgment  in  another  court  should  be  made  in  that 
court  where  the  judgment  against  the  mover  was  rendered."^ 


Am.  St.  Bep.  670,  41  L.  E.  A.  852. 
Tenn. — Collier  v.  Murphy,  90  Tenn.  300, 
16  S.  W.  465,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  698. 
Tex.— Cullers  v.  May,  81  Tex.  110,  16 
S.  W.  813;  Howard  v.  Tandy,  79  Tex. 
450,  15  S.  W.  578.  Wis.— Below  v. 
Bobbins,  76  Wis.  600,  45  N.  W.  416, 
20  Am.  St.  Rep.  89,  8  L.  R.  A.  467. 

But  see  Temple  v.  Scott,  3  Minn. 
419. 

[a]  A  judgment  recovered  for  the 
value  of  a  building  wrongfully  sev- 
ered from  the  homestead  by  a  tres- 
passer, will  be  treated  as  a  judgment 
for  exempt  personal  property.  Wylie 
v.  Grundysen,  51  Minn.  360,  53  N.  W. 
805,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  509,  19  L.  R. 
A.  33. 

86.  Lane  v.  Richardson,  104  N.  C. 
642,  10  S.  E.  189;  Haker  v.  Serhant,  20 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.)  446. 

Effect  of  assignment  to  a  third  per- 
son on  right  to  set-off  judgment,  see 
supra,  V,  A,  4. 

87.  Procedure  in  connection  with 
set-off  generally,  see  the  title  "Set-off, 
Counterclaim  and  Becoupment.' 

88.  .See  generally  the  title  "Mo- 
tions." 

89.  See  generally  the  title  "Juris- 
diction." 

90.  Cal. — Coonan  v.  Loewenthal,  147 
Cal.  218,  81  Pac.  527,  109  Am.  St. 
Rep.  128;  Haskins  v.  Jordan,  123  Cal. 
157,  55  Pac.  786;  Jones  v.  Chalfant,  55 
Cal.  505;  Porter  v.  Liscom,  22  Cal.  430, 
83  Am.  Dec.  76.  Ga. — ^Langston  v. 
Roby,  68  Ga.  406.  Ind.— Hill  ■;;.  Brink- 
ley,  10  Ind.  102.  Ky. — ^Bush  v.  Mon- 
roe, 20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  547,  47  S.  W.  215. 
Compare,  Tenant's  Heirs  v.  Marma- 
duke,  5  Mon.  76,  as  to  consent  of  hold- 
er of  the  judgment  to  be  offset.  Mass. 
Green  v.  Hatch,  12  Mass.  195.  IVIinn. 
Hunt  V.  Conrad,  47  Minn.  557,  50  N. 
W.  614,  14  L.  R.  A.  512;  Irvine  v. 
Myers,  6  Minn.  562,  holding  that  mo- 


tion is  a  very  familiar  practice  in  the 
courts  to  set  off  judgments.  N.  J. 
Coxe  V.  State  Bank  at  Trenton,  8  N. 
J.  L.  172,  14  Am.  Dec.  417.  N.  Y. 
Kretsch  v.  Denofrio,  137  App.  Div. 
617,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  242.  Pa.— Hortou 
V.  Miller,  44  Pa.  256.  S.  C— Rookard 
V.  Atlanta,  etc.  Air  Line  Ry.  Co.,  89 
S.  C.  371,  71  S.  E.  992;  Duncan  v. 
Bloomstoek,  2  McCord  318,  13  Am.  Dec. 
728;  Williams  v.  Evans,  2  MeCord 
203.  Tenn. — Rutherford  v.  Crabb,  5 
Yerg.  112;  Hadley's  Admr.  ■;;.  Hick- 
man, 1  Terg.  501.  W.  Va. — Zinn  v. 
Dawson,  47  W.  Va.  45,  34  S.  E.  784, 
81  Am.  St.  Rep.  772,  upon  proper 
notice. 

[a]  A  motion  to  satisfy  judgments 
by  setting  them  off  one  against  an- 
other does  not  require  a  complaint  or 
pleadings,  as  all  defenses  can  be  in- 
troduced on  the  hearing  of  the  motion. 
Brooks  V.  Harris,  41  Ind.  390;  Hill  v. 
Brinkley,  10  Ind.  102. 

91.  Troxell  v.  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  205 
Fed.  830;  Ehrhart  v.  Esbenshade,  53 
Pa.  Super.  258. 

92.  Ind. — ^Brooks  v.  Harris,  41  Ind. 
390.  Me.— Howe  v.  Klein,  89  Me.  376, 
36  Atl.  620.  Mich. — Robinson  v.  Kun- 
kleman,  117  Mich.  193,  75  N.  W.  451, 
5  Det.  Leg.  N.  192.  Minn. — Irvine  v. 
Myers,  6  Minn.  562.  N.  J.— Brook- 
field  V.  Hughson,  44  N.  J.  L.  285; 
Brown  v.  Hendriekson,  39  N.  J.  L.  239; 
Coxe  V.  State  Bank  at  Trenton,  8  N. 
J.  L.  172,  14  Am.  Dee.  417.  N.  Y. 
People  v.  New  York  Com.  Pleas,  13 
Wend.  649,  28  Am.  Dec.  495;  Smith 
V.  Lowden,  1  Sandf.  696;  Brewerton 
V.  Harris,  1  Johns.  144.  N.  C. — Hogan 
V.  Kirkland,  64  N.  C.  250;  Wright  v. 
Mooney,  28  N.  C.  22.  Pa.— Best  v. 
Lawson,  1  Miles  11.  S.  0. — Duncan  v. 
Bloomstoek,  2  MeCord  318,  13  Am.  Dec. 
728.  Vt.— Rix  V.  Nevins,  26  Vt.  384. 
W.   Va.-rZinn   v.   Dawson,   47   W.   Va. 
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b.  Action  at  Law.  —  An  action  at  law  may  be  maintained  to  have 
one  judgment  set  off  against  another.®^ 

c.  Suit  in  Equity.  —  When  there  is  no  adequate  remedy  at  law, 
or  when  there  has  been  an  obstacle  to  the  party's  proceeding  at  law, 
such  as  insolvency  or  non-residence,  a  court  of  equity  will,  upon  bill 
filed,  compel  an  equitable  sel^-oif  of  mutual  judgments  between 
parties;®*  and  when  necessary,  will  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  a  judg- 
ment to  that  end,  even  where  defense  might  have  been  made  against 
such  judgment  in  the  action  at  law.®" 

B.  Of  Judgment  Against  Claim.®'  —  A  judgment  may  be  pleaded 
as  a  set-off  in  an  action  on  an  open  account,  or  demand  for  money,®' 
or  in  assumpsit  for  money  collected,®^  or  against  a  note  held  by  one 
who  is  insolvent,  even  where  the  note  is  not  due.®®  A  judgment  may 
also  be  pleaded  as  a  set-oS  in  an  action  founded  upon  a  contract, 


45,  34  S.  E.  784,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  772. 
Wis. — Welsher  v.  Libby,  107  Wis.  47, 
82  N.  W.  693. 

93.  Kan. — ^Lloyd  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
5  Kan.  App.  512,  47  Pae.  575.  Mass. 
Franks  -p.  Edinberg,  185  Mass.  49,  69 
N.  B.  1058,  by  statute.  Minn. — Mor- 
ton V.  Urquhart,  79  Minn.  390,  82  N.  "W. 
653. 

See  generally  supra,  Y,  A,  1. 

[a]  Such  action  may  be  tried  upon 
an  agreed  statement  of  facta.  Lloyd 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  5  Kan.  App.  512, 
47  Pac.  575. 

94,  See  the  following:  TT.  S.— ^Loy  ». 
Alston,  172  Fed.  90,  96  C.  C.  A.  578; 
Eeed  v.  Smith,  158  Fed.  889.  Oal. 
Coonan  v.  Loewenthal,  147  Cal.  218,  81 
Pae.  527,  109  Am.  St.  Eep.  128;  Eus- 
sell  V.  Conway,  11  Cal.  93.  Ga. — Liv- 
ingston V.  Marshall,  82  Ga.  281,  11  S. 
E.  542.  HI.— Hughes  v.  Trahern,  64 
III.  48;  Buckmaster  v.  Grundy,  8  111. 
626.  Ind. — Cosgrove  v.  Cosby,  86  Ind. 
511.  la. — Davis  v.  Milburn,  3  Iowa  163. 
Ky. — Prior  v.  Eichards'  Admr.,  4  Bibb 
356.  Mo. — Walton  v.  Catron,  125  Mo. 
App.  501,  102  S.  W.  1058;  Gemmell 
V.  Hueben,  71  Mo.  App.  291.  N.  V. 
Kretsch  v.  Denofrio,  137  App.  Div. 
617,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  242.  Tenn.— Ed- 
minson  v.  Baxter,  4  Hayw.  112,  9  Am. 
Dec.  751.  Vt. — Damner  v.  Dana,  17  Vt. 
518. 

See  also  swpra,  V,  A,  1;  and  15 
Standard  Proc.  345,  et  seq. 

[a]  Equity  will  entertain  a  bill  for 
the  purpose  of  setting  off  a  debt  due 
on  a  dormant  judgment,  when  a  scire 
facias  is  pending  to  revive  it,  against 
a  judgment  which  is  not  dormant,  wh^n 
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the  defendant  in  the  former  and  plain- 
tiff in  the  latter  is  insolvent.  Camp  v. 
Pace,  42  Ga.  161;  Tommey  v.  Ellis,  41 
Ga.  260. 

[b]  Where  no  other  special  equities 
intervene,  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
refuse  to  allow  a  set-off  on  the  ground 
that  the  claims  of  the  party  sought 
to  be  set  off  have  not  been  settled 
and  liquidated  at  law,  or  are  uncer- 
tain, but  will  allow  the  amount  to  be 
ascertained,  and  then  order  the  set-off 
against  the  judgment  of  the  opposing 
insolvent  or  non-resident  party.  Davis 
V.  Milburn,  3  Iowa  163. 

95.  See  15  Standard  Proc.  347. 

96.  Set-off  of  one  judgment  against 
another,  see  supra,  V,  A. 

Set-off  of  claim  against  judgment, 
see  infra,  V,  C. 

97.  U.  S.— Mendenhall  v.  Hall,  134 
U.  S.  559,  10  Sup.  Ct.  616,  33  L.  ed. 
1012.  Ala. — McMahan  ».  Crabtree,  30 
Ala.  470.  Ky. — Carlisle  v.  Long,  1  A. 
K.  Marsh.  486.  Me. — Harrington  v. 
Bean,  94  Me.  208,  47  Atl.  147.  N.  Y. 
Wells  V.  Henshaw,  3  Bosw.  625;  Cor- 
nell V.  Donovan,  3  N.  Y.  St.  261.  N.  C. 
Wright  V.  Mooney,  28  N.  C.  22.  Pa. 
Metzgar  v.  Metzgar,  1  Eawle  227;  Ben- 
jamin V.  Phelps,  2  L.  T.  N.  S.  140.  Tex. 
Sheldon  v.  Martin,  65  Tex.  409.  Vt. 
Hassam  v.  Hassam,  22  Vt.  516. 

98.  Turner  v.  Tapscott,  30  Ark. 
312;  Moffat  1).  Foley,  26  U.  C.  Q.  B. 
509. 

99.  Ind.— Keightley  v.  Walls,  27 
Ind.  384;  King  v.  Conn,  25  Ind.  425. 
Ky. — Dickinson  v.  Chism's  Admr.,  4 
Mon.  1.  Mo. — Barber  v.  Baker,  70  Mo. 
App.  680. 
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even  where  the  action  is  for  unliquidated  damages  thereunder,^  or 
for  wrongful  attachment  of  a  stock/Of  merchandise.^ 

A  stockholder  may  set  off  a  judgment  against  the  company  against 
a  suit  in  equity  by  the  company  to  make  him  individually  liable  in 
proportion  to  his  stoek.^ 

C.  Op  Claim  Against  Judsment.*  —  Any  legal  claim  may  be 
pleaded  as  a  set-off  in  an  action  or  proceeding  for  the  collection  of 
a  judgment  of  which  the  defendant  is  possessed  at  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  upon  which  an  action  could  be  maintained  f  and  the  fact 
that  such  claim  existed  prior  to  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  sought 
to  be  enforced,  does  not  preclude  the  defendant  from  interposing  it 
as  a  defense,"  although  some  courts  refuse  to  set  off  a  claim  which 
could  have  been  pleaded  in  defense  of  the  action  in  whi.ch  the  judg- 
ment was  recovered;^  but  a  claim  for  damages  cannot  be  set  off  in 
an  action  on  a  judgment,  unless  the  damiages  have  been  liquidated,  or 
spring  from  the  same  transaction  as  that  upon  which  the  judgment 
rests.* 

VI.    BY  PROCEEDINGS  UNDER  EXECUTION.'  — A.    Levy  op 

Execution.^"  —  1.  On  Personal  Property.  ^^  —  a.  Generally.  —  The 
levy  of  an  execution  on  personal  property  of  the  judgment  debtor 

1.  Bead  v.  Jeffries,  16  Kan.  534;!  by  confession  or  obtained  b7  adverse 
Brady-Neely  Grocer  Co.  v.  De  Foe  (Tex.  i  process. 

Civ.  App.),  169  S.  W.  1135.  6.    Ind. — Bannister  v.   Jett,   83   Ind. 

2.  Brady-Neely  Grocflry  Co.  v.  De  129.  Ky. — Bishop's  Admr.  v.  Bishop, 
Foe  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  169  S.  W.  1135.  !  162    Ky.    769,   173    S.   W.    130.     Mass. 

3.  Boyd  17.  Hall,  56  Ga.  563.  JFiske  v.  Steele,  152   Mass.  260,   25  N. 

4.  Set-off  of  one  judgment   against   E.  291;  Hunt  v.  Brown,  146  Mass.  253, 


another,  see  supra,  V,  A. 

Set-off  .of  judgment  against  claim, 
see  supra,  V,  B. 

5.  U.  S. — Nashville  &  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
United  States,  101  U.  S.  639,  25  L.  ed. 
1074;  Central  Appalachian  Co.  v.  Buch- 


15  N.  E.  587.     N.  Y.— Cobb  v.  Curtiss, 
8   Johns.  470. 

7,  la. — Corbin  v.  Minchen,  81  Iowa 
682,  47  N.  W.  879.  Mich.— MeGraw  v. 
Pettibone,  10  Mich.  530.  Pa.— McKee 
V.  Verner,  239  Pa.  69,  86  Atl.  646,  44 


anan,    90    Fed.   454,    33    C.    C.    A.    598.  !L.  B.  A.   (N.  S.)   727;   Thorp  v.  Wege 


Ala. — Weaver  v.  Brown,  87  Ala.  533, 
6  So.  354.  D.  0. — Fedarwisch  v.  Alsop, 
18  Abb.  Cas.  318.  Ind. — Bannister  v. 
Jett,  83  Ind.  129.    Ky. — Bishop's  Admr. 


farth,  56  Pa.  82,  93  Am.  Dec.  789. 

8.  U.  S. — Lee  v.  Munroe,  .7  Cranch 
366,  3  L.  ed.  373;  Olyphant  v.  St. 
Louis  Ore,  etc.   Co.,  39  Fed.  308.     111. 


V.  Bishop,  162  Ky.  769,  173  S.  W.  130;  Raymond  v.  Varnum,  185  HI.  App.  289. 
Rowzee  v.  Gregg,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  487.  Ind. — Patten  v.  Stewart,  24  Ind.  332. 
La.  —  Gilmore's  Succession,  12  La.  iLa. — Hereford  v.  Babin,  14  La.  Ann. 
Ann.  562.  IMass. — ^Fiske  v.  Steele,  152  333.  Md. — Smith  v.  Washington  Gas 
Mass.  260,  25  N.  E.  291;  Sheldon  v..  Light  Co.,  31  Md.  12,  100  Am.  Dec. 
Kendall,  7  Cush.  217.  IVCss. — Lock-  49.  Pa. — Kennedy  v.  Kennedy,  41  Pa. 
wood  V.  Eainey,  19  So.  294.  N.  H.  185;  Anderson's  Appeal,  2  Walk.  491. 
Malony  v.  Waddle,  55  N.  H.  227.    N.  0.    Tex.— Howard    v.    Randolph,     73     Tex. 


Mann   v.   Blount,  (65  N.   C.   99.     E.   I. 
Cole  V.  Shanahan,  24  E.  I.  427,  53  Atl. 
273. 
But  see  McKee  v.  Verner,  239  Pa. 


454,  11  8.  W.  495. 

9.  Execution  to  enforce  judgments, 
see  generally  the  title  "Judgments  and 
Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 


69,  86  Atl.  646,  44  L.  R.  A.   (N.  S.)  I      10.    As   to   levy   of   execution    gen- 
727,  holding  that  a  debt  not  in  judg-    erally,    see   the   title    "Judgments  and 
ment  cannot  be  set  off  against  a  judg-   Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 
ment,  whether  the  judgment  is  entered  I      11.    Levy  on  real  property  as  satis- 
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sufficient  in  value  to  pay  the  judgment,  operates  as  a  satisfaction, 
prima  facie,  as  between  the  parties,  so  long  as  the  levy  remains  in 
force,^^  if  the  property  be  taken  from  the  possession  of  the  defendant 


faction  of  judgment,  see  infra,  VI,  A, 
2. 

12.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Dashiel, 
3  Wall.  688,  18  L-.  ed.  268;  Smith  v. 
Bank  of  Columbia,  4  Craneh  C.  C.  143, 
22  Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,011;  Campbell  v. 
Pope,  Hempst.  271,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
2,365a.  Ala.— Cobb  v.  Cage,  7  Ala.  619; 
Campbell  v.  Spence,  4  Ala.  543,  39  Am. 
Dec.  301.  Ark. — ^Whiting  v.  Beebe,  12 
Ark.  421,  540;  Cummins  v.  Webb,  4 
Ark.  229.  Cal.^ — Barber  v.  Reynolds, 
44  Cal.  519;  Mulford  v.  Estudillo,  23 
Cal.  94;  People  v.  Chisholm,  8  Cal.  29. 
Del.— Fiddeman  v.  Biddle,  1  Harr.  500. 
Ga.— Code,  1910,  §§6047,  6048;  Chisolm 
v..  Chittenden  &  Co.,  45  Ga.  213;  Fos- 
ter V.  Rutherford,  20  Ga.  676;  Ham- 
mond V.  Myrick,  14  Ga.  77;  Marshall 
V.  Morris,  13  Ga.'  185;  Lynch  v.  Press- 
ley,  8  Ga.  327.  111. — Robinson  v. 
Brown,  82  111.  279;  Martin  v.  Charter, 
27  111.  294;  Smith  v.  Hughes,  24  HI. 
270;  Montgomery  v.  Wayne,  14  111. 
373;  Ambrose  v.  Weed,  11  111.  488; 
Pearl  v.  Wellman,  8  111.  311.  Ind. 
Burr  V.  Mendenhall,  80  Ind.  49;  Frank 
V.  Brasket,  44  Ind.  92;  Freeman  v. 
Smith,  7  Ind.  582;  Barret  v.  Thompson, 
5  Ind.  457;  Stewart  v.  Nunemaker,  2 
Ind.  47;  Mcintosh  v.  Chew,  1  Blackf. 
289.  la. — Williams  v.  Gartrell,  4  Greene 
287.  Mass. — Wood  v.  Mann,  125  Mass. 
319;  Ladd  v.  Blunt,  4  Mass.  403.  Minn. 
Bennett  v.  McGrade,  15  Minn.  132; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rogers,  15  Minn. 
381;  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Hastings  v. 
Rogers,  13  Minn.  407,  97  Am.  Dee.  239. 
Miss. — Peale  v.  Bolton,  24  Miss.  630; 
Heizer  v.  Fisher,  13  Smed.  &  M.  672; 
Banks  v.  Evans,  10  Smed.  &  M.  35, 
48  Am.  Dec.  734;  Kershaw  v.  Mer- 
chants' Bank  of  New  York,  7  How. 
386,  40  Am.  Dec.  70;  Bingaman  v. 
Hyatt,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  437.  Mo.— State 
t>.  Six,  80  Mo.  61;  Lower  v.  Buchanan 
Bank,  78  Mo.  67;  Trigg  v.  Harris,  49 
Mo.  176;  Blair  v.  Caldwell,  3  Mo.  353; 
City  of  Warrensburg  v.  Simpson,  22 
Mo.  App.  695.  Nev. — Sweeney  v.  Haw- 
thorne, 6  Nev.  129.  N.  J. — Hanness  v. 
Bonnell,  23  N.  J.  L.  159;  Carr  v.  Weld, 
19  N.  J.  Eq.  319;  Banta  v.  McClennan, 
14  N.  J.  Eq.  120;  Johnson  v.  Tuttle,  9 
N.  J.  Eq.  365.  N.  Y.— Shepard  v. 
Howe,  14  Wend.  260;  Mickles  v.  Haskin, 
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11  Wend.  125;  Wood  v.  Torrey,  6  Wend. 
561;  Ontario  Bank  v.  Hallett,  8  Cow. 
192;  Cornell  V.  Cook,  7  Cow.  310; 
Jackson  v.  Bowen,  7  Cow.  13;  Ex  parte 
Lawrence,  4  Cow.  417,  15  Am.  Dec. 
386;  Troup  v.  Wood,  4  Johns.  Ch.  228. 
N.  0. — Seawell  v.  Bank  of  Cape  Fear, 
14  N.  C.  279,  22  Am.  Dec.  722;  San- 
derson V.  Rogers,  14  N.  C.  38.  Ohio. 
Reynolds  v.  Rogers'  Exrs.,  5  Ohio  169; 
Ford  V.  Skinner,  4  Ohio  378;  Cass  v. 
Adams,  3  Ohio  223.  Pa. — Cathcart's 
Appeal,  13  Pa.  416;  Hamner  «;.  Griffith, 
1  Grant  Cas.  193;  Lytle  v.  MehafEy, 
8  Watts  267;  Hunt  v.  Breading,  12 
Serg.  &  R.  37,  14  Am.  Deo.  665; 
Monongahela  Nav.  Co.  v.  Ledlie,  3  Pa. 
L.  J.  179,  1  Clarke  498;  Coleman  v. 
Mansfield,  1  Miles  56.  S.  C. — McElwee 
V.  Jeffreys,  7  S.  C.  228;  Collins  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 2  Nott  &  McC.  392;  Lewis  v. 
Spann,  1  Rich.  L.  429.  Tenn. — Fry  v. 
Manlove,  1  Baxt.  256,  25  Am.  Rep. 
775;  Clark  v.  Bell,  8  Humph.  26;  Car- 
roll V.  Fields,  6  Yerg.  305;  Camp  v. 
Laird,  6  Yerg.  246;  Young  v.  Read,  3 
Yerg.  297.  Tex. — Garner  v.  Cutler,  28 
Tex.  175;  Cornelius  v.  Burford,  28  Tex. 
202,  91  Am.  Dec.  309;  White  v. 
Graves,  15  Tex.  183.  Eng.— Clerk  v. 
Withers,  1  Salk.  322,  91  Eng.  Reprint 
286;  Slie  v.  Finch,  2  Rolle  57,  81  Eng. 
Reprint  657;  Speake  v.  Richards,  Hob. 
206,  80  Eng.  Reprint  353. 

[a]  An  execution  is  constructive 
discharge  of  a  debt  where  the  sheriff 
takes  sufficient  to  pay  it  and  will  not 
dispose  of  it.  Ex  parte  King,  13  N.  C. 
341,  21  Am.  Dec.  335. 

[b]  '  'The  reason  of  the  rule  is,  that 
the  moment  the  levy  is  made  the  title 
is  divested  out  of  the  defendant  and 
vested  in  the  officer.  The  officer  then 
is  lawfully  in  possession  of  property 
sufficient  to  discharge  the  debt,  and 
he  and  his  official  sureties  are  sub- 
stituted as  the  plaintiff's  debtors  in- 
stead of  the  original  defendants."  Fry 
V.  Manlove,  1  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  256,  25 
Am.  Eep.  775.  To  same  effect,  see 
White  V.  Graves,  15  Tex.  183. 

[c]  The  presumption  of  satisfaction 
does  not  arise  from  a  mere  levy,  but 
from  a  sufficient  levy.  Lindley  v.  Kel- 
ley,  42  Ind.  294,  308. 

[d]  Value   of  property    levied    on 
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in  execution,^'  and  is  a  sufficient  satisfaction  to  discharge  third  per- 
sons who  are  liable  collaterally,  such  as  sureties  thereon.^^  It  is 
deemed  a  payment  in  those  cases,  where,  if  it  were  not,  the  defendant 
would  be  twice  deprived  of  his  property  on  the  same  judgment;  in 
all  other  instances  it  is  no  payment."  The  levy  operates  as  a  tem- 
porary satisfaction,^'  which  becomes  permanent  only  when  the  de- 
fendant's title  is  permanently  divested  although  the  creditor  may  not 
have  been  paid.^^ 

According  to  some  authorities,  the  term  suspension  is  more  ap- 
plicable to  the  effect  of  such  a  levy  than  the  term  satisfaction;^^ 
or,  as  stated  in  some  decisions,  the  levy  is  a  satisfaction  sub  modo 
only.^« 

b.  Where  Levy  Is  Unproductive.  —  If  the  levy  is  unproductive,^" 
because  it  is  overreached  by  a  prior  lien,^^  or  because  it  is  abandoned 


must  be  shown  to  raise  presumption. 
Fuller  V.  Watkins,  11  Heisk.  (Tenn.) 
489. 

[e]  Levy  ITpon.  Both  Real  and  Per- 
sonal Property. — ^If  ths  execution  is 
levied  upon  personal  property  and  upon 
land  at  the  same  time,  and  only  the 
land  is  sold,  the  execution  is  not, 
prima  facie,  satisfied  by  such  a  levy 
on  personal  property.  Dowdell  v.  Neal, 
10  Ga.  148.  Levy  upon  real  property 
as  satisfaction  of  judgment,  see  imfra, 
VI,  A,  2. 

13.  Ga. — Marshall  v.  Morris,  13.  Ga. 
185,  query.  IMiss. — Parker  v.  Dean,  45 
Miss.  408,  419.  N.  Y.— Peck  v.  Tiffany, 
2  N.  Y.  451.  Tenn. — Murphy  v.  Par- 
tee,  7  Baxt.  373;  Fry  v.  Manlove,  1 
Baxt.  256,  25  Am.  Eep.  775.  Tex. 
Cornelius  v.  Burford,  28  Tex.  202,  91 
Am.  Dee.  309;  Garner  «.  Cutler,  28 
Tex.  175. 

See  also,  infra,  VI,  A,  1,  b,  note  24. 

14.  Mulford  V.  Estudillo,  23  Cal.  94; 
Lynch  v.  Presaley,  8  Ga.  327;  New- 
some  v.  McLendon,  6  Ga.  392. 

15.  Parker  v.  Dean,  45  Miss.  408; 
Banks  v.  Evans,  10  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 
35,  07,  48  Am.  Dec.  734;  :Ex  parte 
King,  13  N.  C.  341,  21  Am.  Dec.  335. 

16.  Montgomery  v.  Wayne,  14  111. 
373;  Pry  v.  Manlove,  1  Baxt.  (Tenn.) 
256,  25  Am.  Eep.  775. 

17.  United  States  v.  Dashiel,  3  Wall. 
(IT.  S.)  688,  18  L.  ed.  268;  Fry  V. 
Manlove,  1  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  256,  25  Am. 
Bep.   775. 

18.  Colburn  v.  Barton,  17  HI.  App. 
391. 

[a]  "A  mere  levy  upon  sufficient 
personal  property,  without  anything 
wore,  never  amounts  to  a  satisfaction 


of  the  judgment.  So  long  as  the  prop- 
erty remains  in  legal  custody,  the  other 
remedies  of  the  creditor  will  be  sus- 
pended." People  V.  Hopson,  1  Denio 
(N.  Y.)  574.  To  same  effect:  Ark. 
Black  V.  Nettles,  25  Ark.  606;  Whit- 
ing V.  Beebe,  12  Ark.  421,  539.  Ind. 
Lindley  v.  Kelley,  42  Ind.  294,  307. 
Ky. — Morrow  v.  Hart,  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
291, 

19.  Ga.' — Lynch  ».  Pressley,  8  6a. 
327.  111. — Everingham  v.  National  City 
Bank,  124  111.  527,  17  N.  E.  26;  Logs- 
don  V.  Spivey,  54  111.  104.  Ind. — Lind- 
ley V.  Kelley,  42  Ind.  294,  307.  N.  Y. 
Green  v.  Burke,  23  Wend.  490. 

20.  See  Newsom  v.  McLendon,  6 
6a.  392,  and  cases  cited  infrh,  this 
section. 

[a]  A  levy  is  a  satisfaction  so  far 
as  to  throw  upon  the  plaintiff  the  bur- 
den of  proving,  either  that  it  was  in- 
sufficient, or  that  its  proceeds  were  ap- 
plied to  the  extinguishment  of  prior 
liens,  or  that  it  was  otherwise  unpro- 
ductive, and  made  so  without  fault  in 
the  plaintiff,  or  the  levying  officer, 
Newsom  v.  McLendon,  6  Ga.  392. 

21.  TTnited  States  v.  Dashiel,  3  Wall. 
(IT.  S.)  688,  18'  L.  ed.  268;  Newsom 
v.  McLendon,  6  Ga.  392. 

[a]  The  presumption  that  the  levy 
has  satisfied  the  judgment  is  not  re- 
butted by  a  showing  that  the  property 
was  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied  to 
the  payment  of  debts  of  higher  lien, 
without  the  further  showing  that  the 
property,  at  its  full  value,  was  insuffi- 
cient to  pay  the  debts  of  higher  lien 
and  the  fieri  facias  levied.  Horn  v. 
Boss,  20  Ga.  210,  65  Am.  Dec.  621. 
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or  released-^  at  the  instance  of  the  debtor,  or  to  his  benefit,*'  or  be- 
cause it  is  defeated  by  his  misconduct,^*  it  does  not  apaount  to  a  satis- 
faction of  the  judgment.  Nor  is  the  judgment  deemed  satisfied  if  the 
title  reverts  or  the  possession  is  restored  to  the  defendant,^^  or  if  the 
property  seized  does  not  belong  to  the  defendant.^*  If  on  the  sale 
the  property  does  not  produce  a  sufiicient  amount  to  pay  the  execution 
in  full,  the  levy  ceases  to  be  a  satisfaction,  except  pro  tanto  and  a 
new  execution  will  issue.*^ 

c.    Effect  of  Failure  of  Officer  To  Make  Due  BeturnJ^^  —  A  levy 


22.  TJ.  S. — United  States  v.  Dashiel, 
3  Wall.  688,  18  L.  ed.  268.  Ala.— Sum- 
merhill  v.  Trapp,  48  Ala.  363.  Ark. 
Trapnall  «.  Biehardson,  13  Ark.  543, 
58  Am.  Dee."  338;  Kelly  v.  Garvin,  Car- 
son &  Co.,  12  Ark.  613,  617;  Whiting 
V.  Beebe,  12  Ark.  421.  Cal.— Mulford 
V.  Estudillo,  32  Cal.  131.  111. — Chand- 
ler V.  'Higgins,  109  111.  602.  Minn. 
Willis  V.  Jelineck,  27  Minn.  18.  Tenn. 
Williams  i>.  Bowdon,  1  Swan  282;  Pigg 
V.  Sparrow,  3  Hayw.  144. 

[a]  Where  the  plaintiff,  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  defendant,  authorizes  the 
sheriff  to  release  the  goods,  the  defend- 
ant cannot  avail  himself  of  the  doc- 
trine. Coleman  v.  Mansfield,  1  Miles 
(Pa.)  56;  Cornelius  v.  Burford,  28  Tex. 
202,  91  Am.  Dec.  309. 

23.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Dashiel, 

3  Wall.  688,  18  L.  ed.  268.    Ga ^Baw- 

son  V.  Davis,  86,  Ga.  511.  Mo. — Thom- 
as' Exr.  v.  Cleveland,  33  Mo.  126,  82 
Am.  Dee.  155;  Williams  v.  Boyee,  11 
Mo.  537.  N.  Y.— Benedict  v.  Smith,  10 
Paige  126.  Ohio.— Ford  v.  Skinner,  4 
Ohio  378.  Pa. — ^Feak's  Appeal,  81*  Pa. 
76. 

■  24.     Cornelius   V.   Burford,    28    Tex. 
202,  91  Am.  Dec.  309. 

[a]  If  the  property  seized  is  fraud- 
ulently withdrawn  by  the  defendant, 
or  by  his  procurement  or  agency,  from 
the  custody  of  the  ofS.cer,  the  levy  is 
not  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment. 
Ark. — ^Biscoe  v.  Sandefur,  14  Ark.  568; 
Walker  v.  Bradley,  2  Ark.  578.  111. 
Chandler  v.  Higgins,  109  111.  602.  Mich. 
Lustfield  V.  Ball,  103  Mich.  17,  61  N. 
W.  339. 

[b]  If  the  fruits  of  the  levy  are 
de.<!troyed  by  some  act  of  the  debtor, 
the  levy  is  not  a  satisfaction.  Mont- 
gomery V.  Wayne,  14  111.  373;  Garner 
V.  Cutler,  28  Texi  175. 

25.  Ark. — Trapnall  v.  Richardson,  13 
Ark.  543,  58  Am.  Dec.  338;  Caudle  v. 
Dare,  7  Ark.  46.    HI. — Howard  v,  Ben- 
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nett,  72  111.  297}  Montgomery  v. 
Wayne,  14  111.  373.  Ky. — Morrow  v. 
Hart,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  291.  Miss. 
Parker  v.  Dean,  45  Miss.  408,  419. 
Mo. — City  of  Warrensburg  ■».  Simpson, 
22  Mo.  App.  695.  N.  Y.— Peek  v.  Tif- 
fany, 2  N.  T.  451.  Ore.— Wright  v. 
Young,  6  Ore.  87. 

[a]  If  the  levy  is  annulled  by  man- 
date of  law,  it  is  no  satisfaction.  Pry 
V.  Manlove,  1  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  256,  25 
Am.  Eep.  775. 

[b]  On  Giving  a  Stay  or  Delivery 
Bond. — ^Ark. — Trapnall  «.  Biehardson, 
13  Ark.  543,  58  Am.  Dec.  338;  Whiting 
v.  Beebe,  12  Ark.  421,  548;  Walker  v. 
Bradley,  2  Ark.  578.  Minn. — First  Nat. 
Bank  of  Hastings  ■».  Bogers,  15  Minn. 
381;  Bennett  v.  MeGrade,  15  Minn. 
132.  Miss. — McNutt  v.  Wilcox,  3  How. 
419.  Mo. — ^Blackburn  v.  Jackson,  26 
Mo.  308;  Blair  v.  Caldwell,  3  Mo.  353. 
Tenn. — ^Fry  v.  Manlove,  1  ,Baxt.  256,  25 
Am.  Bep.  775;  Camp  v.  Laird,  6  Terg. 
246;  Carroll  v.  Fields,  6  Terg.  305; 
Young  V.  Bead,  3  Terg.  297. 

26.  Biscoe  v.  Sandefur,  14  Ark.  568. 
[a]     But    a    defendant    who    denies 

that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  property 
levied  on  is  estopped  from  invoking 
the  rule.  Ontario  Bank  v.  Hallett,  8 
Cow.  (N.  Y.)'  192;  Coleman  v.  Mans- 
field, 1  Miles  (Pa.)  56. 

27.  V.  S. — Smith  v.  Bank  of  Colum- 
bia, 4  Cranch  C.  C.  143,  22  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  13,011;  Corning  ■».  Burdick,  4  Mc- 
Lean 133,  6  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,246.  Ark. 
Trapnall  v.  Biehardson,  Waterman  & 
Co.,  13  Ark.  543,  550,  58  Am.  Dec.  338. 
m. — ^Montgomery  v.  Wayne,  14  111.  373. 
Miss. — ;Moody  v.  Harper,  28  Miss.  615; 
Bibb  i).  Jones,  7  How.  397;  McNutt 
V.  Wilcox,  Freem.  Ch.  116. 

As  to  issuance  of  alias  and  pluries 
writ,  see  generally  the  title  "Judg- 
ments and  Decrees,  Enfoi^cement  of." 

28.  Effect  of  failure  of  officer  to 
make  return  of  writ  of  execution  gen- 
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upon  sufficient  property  to  satisfy  the  writ  operates  as  a  satisfaction 
even  though  the  officer  fails  to  make  return  on  his  execution.^^ 

2.    On  Eeal  Property.^"  —  The  mere  levy  of  an  execution  upon 
real  estate  is  not  prima  facie  a  satisfaction  thereof,^^  though  it  will 


erally,  see  the  title  "Judgments  and 
Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

29.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Dashiel, 
3  Wall.  688, 18  L.  ed.  268.  Ala.— Hous- 
ton V.  Crutchfield's  Admr.,  22  Ala.  76; 
Campbell  v.  Spence,  4  Ala.  543,  39  Am. 
Dec.  801.  Ark. — ^Whiting  v.  Beebe,  12 
Ark.  421,  548.  Ga.— Oliver  v.  State,  64 
Ga.  480.  lU.— Harris  v.  Evans,  81  111. 
419.  Mass. — Ladd  v.  Blunt,  4  Mass. 
402.  IVIinn. — ^First  Nat.  Bank  of  Hast- 
ings V.  Eogers,  13  Minn.  407,  97  Am. 
Dec.  239.  IMiss. — Parker  v.  Dean,  45 
Miss.  408,  419;  Kershaw  v.  The  Mer- 
chants' Bank  of  New  York,  7  How. 
386,  40  Am.  Dec.  70.  N.  Y. — Peek  v. 
Tiffany,  2  N.  Y.  451;  People  v.  Hop- 
son,  1  Denio  574.  Tenn. — Fiy  v.  Man- 
love,  1  Baxt.  256,  25  Am.  Rep.  775; 
Sewell  V.  Morgan,  2  Heisk.  672;  Evans 
V.  Barnes,  2  Swan  292;  Williams  v. 
Bowdon,  1  Swan  282;  Hogshead  v.  Car- 
ruth,  5  Yerg.  227;  Pigg  v.  Sparrow, 
3  Hayw.  144.    Can. — Massey-Harris  Co. 

V.  MoUond,  15  Man.  364. 
Compare,  infra,  VI,  0. 

[a]  A  sheriff's  receipt  for  a  comity 
warrant  taken  in  satisfaction  of  an 
execution,  operates  to  discharge  the 
judgment  upon  which  the  execution 
issued,  although  the  sheriff  failed  to 
pay  the  money  to  the  judgment  cred- 
itor.    Trigg  V.  Harris,  49  Mo.  176. 

30.  Levy  on  personal  property  as 
satisfaction    of    judgment,    see    supra, 

VI,  A,  1. 

31.  XT.  S. — United  States  v.  Dashiel, 
3  Wall.  688,  18  L.  ed.  268.  Ala — ^Fry 
V.  Branch  Bank  of  Mobile,  16  Ala.  282. 
Ark. — Trapnall  v.  Richardson,  13  Ark. 
543,  58  Am.  Dec.  338;  Whiting  v.  Beebe, 
12  Ark.  421,  541.  Colo.— New  Zealand 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Maaz,  13  Colo.  App.  493, 
59  Pac.  213.  Conn. — Clarkson  v.  Beard- 
sley,  45  Conn.  196.  Del. — Farmers' 
Bank  v.  Leonard,  4  Harr.  536.  Ga, 
Overby  v.  Hart,  68  Ga.  493;  Foster 
V.  Rutherford,  20  Ga.  676;  Hammond 
V.  Myrick,  14  Ga.  77;  Deloach  v.  My- 
rick,  6  Ga.  410.  111. — Scott  v.  Aultman 
Co.,  211  111.  612,  71  N.  E.  1112,  103 
Am.  St.  Rep.  215;  Everingham  v.  Na- 
tional City  Bank,  124  111.  527,  17  N. 
K  26;  Robinson  v,  Brown^  82  111.  279; 


Gold  V.  Johnson,  59  111.  62;  Gregory 
V.  Stark,  4  111.  611;  Cassell  v.  Mor- 
rison, 8  111.  App.  175.  Ind. — Doe  v. 
Dutton,  2  Ind.  309,  52  Am.  Dec.  510. 
But  see  Mcintosh  v.  Chew,  1  Blackf. 
289.  Me.— Parlin  v.  Churchill,  30  Me. 
187;  Ware  v.  Pike,  12  Me.  303;  Chand- 
ler V.  Furbish,  8  Me.  408.  Md. — Sass- 
cer  V.  Walker,  5  Gill  &  J.  102,  25  Am. 
Dec.  272.  Mass. — M'Lellan  v.  Whitnfey, 
15  Mass.  137;  Gooch  v.  Atkins,  14 
Mass.  378;  Tate  v.  Anderson,  9  Mass. 
92;  Ladd  v.  Blunt,  4  Mass.  402.  Mich, 
Ackerman  v.  Pfent,  145  Mieh.  710,  108 
N.  W.  1084,  13  Det.  Leg.  N.  647;  Spaf- 
ford  V.  Beach,  2  Doug.  149.  Minn. 
Davidson  v.  Gaston,  16  Minn.  230; 
Miss. — Peale  v.  Bolton,  24  Miss.  630; 
Beazley  v.  Prentiss,  13  Smed.  &  M. 
97;  Pickens  v.  Marlow,  2  Smed.  &  M, 
428.  Mo. — Schneider  v.  Johnson,  164 
Mo.  App.  639,  147  S.  W.  538.  N.  H. 
Sullivan  v.  M,'Kean,  1  N.  H.  371.  N.  Y. 
Taylor  v.  Banney,  4  Hill  619;  Shepard 
V.  Rowe,  14  Wend.  260.  N.  C. — Sea- 
well  V.  Bank  of  Cape  Fear,  14  N.  C. 
279,  22  Am.  Dee.  722.  Ohio.— Reynolds 
V.  Rogers'  Exrs.,  5  Ohio  169.  Pa. 
Gro  V.  Huntington  Bank,  1  Penr.  & 
W.  425;  Patterson  v.  Swan,  9  Serg.  & 
R.  16;  Lyons  v.  Ott,  6  Whart.  163. 
S.  D.— Wood  V.  Conrad,  2  S.  D.  405,  50 
N.  W.  903.  Tenn.— Boyd  v.  Mann,  9 
Baxt.  349;  Hogshead  v.  Carruth,  5  Yerg. 
227.  Tex. — Cavanaugh  v.  Peterson,  47 
Tex.  197';  Cundiff  v.  Teague,  46  Tex 
475;  Townsend  v.  Smith,  20  Tex.  465, 
70  Am.  Dee.  400;  White  v.  Graves,  15 
Tex.  183.  Vt.— Tarbell  v.  Downer,  29 
Vt.  339. 

[a]  The  reason  for  the  distinction 
as  to  land  is  that  the  debtor  sustains 
no  loss  by  a  mere  levy  upon  his  land 
and  the  creditor  gains  nothing  beyond 
what  he  already  had  by  the  lien  of 
his  judgment.  The  land  remains  in 
the  possession  of  the  defendant  and  ha 
continues  to  receive  and  enjoy  the  rents 
and  profits  thereof.  United  States  v. 
Dashiel,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.)  688,  18  L.  ed. 
268. 

[b]  Exempt  Land. — The  levy  of  an 
execution,  by  mistake,  upon  land  that 
is    exempt    from    levy,     where     return 
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operate  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  where  the  creditor  takes  and 
holds  possession  of  the  land,*^  or  secures  a  writ  of  elegit  for  rents 
and  profits  arising  therefrom  ;^^  and  it  will  east  upon  the  judgment 
creditor  the  onus  of  showing  that  the  levy  was  not  productive  of  a 
complete  satisfaction,  before  he  can  take  other  proceedings  on  his 
judgment.^* 

3.  Levy  on  Property  of  Joint  Debtor.'^  —  A  levy  of  execution 
on  the  property  of  one  of  two  joint  debtors  is  prima  facie  a  satis- 
faction of  the  judgment;^"  but  this  may  be  overcome  by  a  showing 
that  the  property  was  restored  to  the  debtor  or  that  the  levy  was 
otherwise  unproductive,^^  unless  the  other  debtor  is  in  the  position 
of  a  surety,  rather  than  one  primarily  bound,^* 

B.  Sale  on  Bxbcution.^s  —  1.  Generally.  —  A  sale  of  the  debt- 
or's property  upon  execution,  which  is  not  set  aside,  operates  to  satisfy 
the  judgment  to  the  extent  of  the  net  amount  realized  by  such  sale,*" 
if  the  money  is  collected  by  the  offtcer  making  the  sale,*^  whether  he 


thereof  is  withheld,  does  not  operate 
to  satisfy  the  judgment  upon  which 
such  execution  issued.  Gooch  v.  At- 
kins, 14  Mass.  378. 

32.  Eames  v.  Wheeler,  19  Pick. 
(Mass.)  442;  Lawrence  v.  Pond,  17 
Mass.  433;  M'Lellan  v.  Whitney,  15 
Mass.  137;  Moore  v.  McMillan,  54  Vt. 
27. 

S3.  Hinesly  v.  Hunn  's  Admr.,  5  Harr. 
(Del.)  236;  Thomas  v.  Platts,  43  N.  H. 
629. 

34.  McCabe  v.  Goodwine,  65  Ind. 
288;  Lindley  v.  Kelley,  42  Ind.  294, 
306;  Miller  v.  Ashton,  7  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
29;  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Hastings  v, 
Eogers,  13  Minn.  407,  97  Am.  Dec. 
239. 

35.  Payment  hy  joint  debtor  as  sat- 
isfaction of  judgment,  see  supra,  I, 
B,  1. 

36.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  Motlow,  137 
Ala.  405,  47  So.  568.  Midi.— Boardman 
V.  Acer,  13  Mich.  77,  87  Am.  Dec.  736. 
Miss. — Kershaw  v.  Merchants'  Bank,  7 
How.  386,  40  Am.  Dec.  70.  Pa.— Bow- 
ser's Appeal,  101  Pa.  466.  S.  O. 
Davis  V.  Barkley,  1   Bailey   140. 

37.  Slater's  Appeal,  28  Pa.  169; 
Hyde  v.  Kogers,  59  Wis.  154,  17  N.  W. 
127. 

38.  Cal.— Mulford  v.  Estudillo,  23 
Cal.  94.  N.  Y. — La  Farge  v.  Herter,  4 
Barb.  346.  Pa. — Bank  v.  Pordyce,  9 
Pa.  275,  49  Am.  Dec.  561;  Mortland  v. 
Himes,  8  Pa.  265.  Tenn. — Finley  v. 
King,  1  Head  123;  Brown  ■;;.  McDon- 
ald, 8  Yerg.  158,  29  Am.  Dec.  112. 

39.  Sale  on  execution  generally,  see 
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the  title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  En- 
forcement of." 

Payment  of  execution  as  satisfaction 
of  judgment,  see  supra,  I,  A,  4. 

40.  TJ.  S. — United  States  v.  Dashiel, 
3  Wall.  688,  18  L.  ed.  268.  AJa. 
Niolin  V.  Hamner,  22  Ala.  578.  Ark. 
See  Sturdivant  v.  Ward,  90  Ark.  321, 
119  S.  W.  247,  134  Am.  St.  Eep.  32. 
D.  O. — ^Davis  v.  Sanders,  25  App.  Cas. 
26.  Ind.— Ray  v.  Ferrell,  127  Ind.  570, 
27  N.  E.  159.  N.  Y.— Hamlin  v. 
Boughton,  4  Cow.  65.  Can. — Massey- 
Harris  Co.  v.  MoUond,  15  Man.  364. 

[a]  Sale  for  Less  Than  Appraised 
Value. — Where  real  estate  upon  which 
appraisement  has  not  been  waived  is 
sold  for  less  than  the  required  two- 
thirds  of  its  appraised  value,  it  will 
operate  as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment up  to  two-thirds  of  the  appraised 
value  thereof,  where,  under  subsequent 
proceedings  of  the  case,  title  to  the 
property  passes  from  the  judgment 
debtor  to  the  purchaser  thereof.  De 
Jarnette  v.  Verner,  40  Kan.  224,  19 
Pac.  666. 

41.  Ind.— State  ex  rel.  Wilber  v.  Sal- 
yers,  19  Ind.  432.  La. — Daboval  v. 
Escurix,  8  La.  (O.  S.)  96.  Pa.— Mc- 
Devitt's  Appeal,  70  Pa.  373. 

Effect  of  failure  to  make  return  on 
execution  generally,  see  infra,  VI,  C. 

Levy  on  personal  property  as  satis- 
faction whether  return  made  or  not, 
see  supra,  VI,  A,  1,  b. 

Payment  to  officer  as  satisfaction 
whether  proper  return  made  or  not,  see 
supra,  I,  A,  4,  e. 
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makes  proper  return  thereof  or  not,  or  if  the  money  be  paid  into 
court.*^ 

2.  Effect  of  Purchase  by  Creditor.  —  A  purchase  by  the  judgment 
creditor  at  his  execution  sale  is  a  satisfaction  of  his  judgment  to  the 
amx^unt  of  his  bid.*'  This  is  true  notwithstanding*  any  defect  in  or 
failure  of  the  debtor's  title  thereto,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  imposition 
or  surprise  perpetrated  upon  the  plaintiff,**  and  notwithstanding  the 
failure  of  the  creditor  to  realize  the  amount  of  his  judgment  from 
the  property  purchased,*^  unless  the  sale  is  afterwards  canceled  and 
set  aside  by  judgment  of  the  court  in  another  action,*^   or  upon 


42.  N.  J. — Jonea  v.  Schmidt,  55  N. 
J.  L.  504,  27  Atl.  902.  Pa.— Cake  v. 
Bird,  15  Atl.  774.  Tex. — Hamburger 
V.  Kosminsky  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  61  S. 
W.  958. 

Payment  to  clerk  of  court  as  satis- 
faction of  judgment,  see  supra,  I,  A, 
4,  b. 

43.  U.  S. — ^Walker  v.  Powers,  104 
U,  S.  245,  26  L.  ed.  729.  Ala.— "Womack 
V.  Sanford,  37  Ala.  445.  Ga. — Simmona 
V.  Gates,  56  Ga.  609.  111. — Graham  v. 
Holloway,  44  111.  385.  Ind.— Boos  v. 
Morgan,  130  Ind.  305,  30  N.  E.  141, 
30  Am.  St.  Eep.  237;  Johnston  v.  Wat- 
son, 7  Blackfj  174.  la. — Miller  v. 
Felkner,  42  Iowa  458.  Ky. — Covington, 
etc.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Walker,  2  Duv.  150. 
La. — ^Bank  Commissioners  v.  Hodge,  8 
Rob.  450;  Zacharie  v.  Winter,  17  La. 
(O.  S.)  76.  Me.— Keene  v.  Lord,  45 
Me.  613.  Nev. — Tonopah  Banking 
Corp.  V.  McKane  Min.  Co.,  31  Nev. 
295,-103  Pac.  230.  N.  Y.— Kleinhenz 
V.  Phelps,  6  Hun  568.  Ore. — ^Vaughn 
V.  Canby  Canal  Co.,  68  Ore.  566,  137 
Pac.  784.  Pa.— Sahl  v.  Wright,  6  Pa. 
433.  Tenn. — Gonce  v.  McCoy,  101  Tenn. 
587,  49  S.  W.  754,  70  Am.  St.  Eep. 
714.  Wash. — Hanna  v.  Savage,  21 
Wash.  555,  58  Pac.  1069. 

[a]  The  purchase  of  acceptance  by 
the  creditor  of  the  debtor's  goods  and 
chattels  at  execution  sale  in  lieu  and 
in  full  of  the  purchase  money  bid 
therefor,  will  operate  to  satisfy  the 
judgment.  Jones  v.  Schmidt,  55  N.  J 
L.  504,  27  Atl.  902. 

[b]  But  where  the  officer  resells  the 
property  because  the  creditor  refused 
to  pay  therefor,  a  purchase  of  the 
debtor's  property  under  execution  sale 
will  not  operate  as  a  satisfaction  of 
the  judgment.  Sweeney  v.  Hawthorne 
6  Nev.  129. 

[c]  Purchase  by  Creditor's  Attor 
ney. — A  purchase  of  the  debtor's  prop- 


\ 


erty  at  execution  sale  by  the  creditor's 
attorney  for  the  amount  of  the  judg- 
ment is  a  satisfaction  thereof,  notwith- 
standing a  denial  of  the  attorney's 
authority  by  his  client  to  bid  in  the 
property  for  him,  where  such  denial  is 
made  nearly  two  years  after  such  pur- 
chase. Duvall  V.  Waggener,  2  Mon. 
(Ky.)   183. 

44.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Thomas 
V.  Glazener,  90  Ala.  537,  8  So.  153,  24 
Am.  St.  Eep.  830;  Goodbar  v.  Daniel, 
88  Ala.  583,  7  So.  254,  16  Am.  St.  Eep. 
76;  Burns  v.  Hamilton's  Admr.,  33  Ala. 
210,  70  Am.  Dec.  570;  McCartney  v. 
King,  25  Ala.  681;  Worthington  v.  Mc- 
Eoberts,  9  Ala.  297.  N.  Y.— Lansing 
V.  Quackenbush,  5  Cow.  38.  Ohio. — Hol- 
lister  V.  Dillon,  4  Ohio  St.  197;  Beal] 
V.  Price,  13  Ohio  368,  42  Am.  Dec.  204; 
Vattier  v.  Lytle's  Exrs.,  6  Ohio  478, 
Pa. — Freeman  v.  Caldwell,  10  Watts  9. 

Effect  of  unproductive  or  void  sale 
generally,  see  infra,  VI,  B,  8. 

45.  Covington  &  Cincinnati  Bridge 
Co.  V.  Walker,  2  Duv.  (Ky.)  150; 
Tonopah  Banking  Corp.  ii.  McE^na 
Min.   Co.,   31   Nev.   295,   103   Pac.  230. 

[a]  But  where  the  judgment  cred- 
itor merely  bids  in  the  land  at  exe- 
cution sale,  and  transfers  his  bid  to 
another,  who  takes  the  title  direct  from 
the  sheriff,  the  judgment  is  not  there- 
by satisfied,  when  the  judgment  cred- 
itor collects  nothing.  Chaonia  State 
Bank  v.  Sollars,  190  Mo.  App.  284,  176 
S.   W.   263. 

46.  Ala. — Boykin  v.  Cook,  61  Ala. 
472;  MeClellan  v.  Lipscomb,  56  Ala. 
255.  Ariz, — ^Brandt  «.  Meade,  17  Ariz. 
34,  148  Pac.  297.  Ark.— Sturdivant  v. 
Ward,  90  Ark.  321,  119  S.  W.  247,  134 
Am.  St.  Eep.  32;  Jones,  McDowell  & 
Co.  V.  Arkansas  Mech.  &  Agl.  Co.,  38 
Ark.  17.  Colo. — Copeland  v.  Colorado 
State  Bank,  13  Colo.  App.  489,  59  Pac. 
70.      Ind. — Johnson    v.    State    ex    rel. 
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motion,*'  or  the  judgment  is  revived;**  but  a  court  of  equity  may 
grant  relief  where  an  execution  has  been  returned  satisfied  by  a  sale 
under  which  the  plaintiff  gained  nothing  because  the  defendant  had 
no  title  to  the  property  sold/* 

3.  Effect  of  Unproductive  or  Void  Sale.  —  An  unproductive  sale 
of  real  estate  under  an  execution,  or  one  void  because  of  defective 
proceedings,  does  not  operate  as  a  satisfaction  in  equity  of  the  judg- 
ment.^" 

C.  Eetxjen  op  Execution.  —  The  return  of  an  execution  as  satis- 
fied is  prima  facie  evidence  of  its  satisfaction,^^  if  not  indeed,  con- 
ehisive  evidence  thereof,^''  unless  the  recital  of  some  unauthorized  or 
irregular  act  on  the  part  of  the  officer  shows  the  contrary  to  be  true.°' 

Failure  To  Make  Eetum  of  Execution.  —  The  mere  absence  of  an  exe- 
cution unaccounted  for  is  no  evidence  of  the  satisfaction  of  the  judg- 
ment upon  which  it  issued.^*  A  failure  by  the  officer  to  make  return 
of  the  execution  will  not  defeat  the  discharge  of  the  judgment,  how- 
ever, if  the  officer  receives  full  payment  thereof.®* 


Slinkard,  80  Ind.  220;  Kcreheval  v. 
Lamar,  68  Ind.  442.  Tex. — Townsend 
V.  Smith,  20  Tex.  465,  70  Am.  Dec.  400. 
Wash. — Calhoun  v.  Quinlan,  86  Wash. 
547,  150  Pac.  1132. 

[a]  Where  the  property  is  covered, 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  by  a  mortgage 
which  is  subsequently  foreclosed,  and 
the  judgment  creditor  realizes  noth- 
ing, his  judgment  is  not  thereby  satis- 
fied. Schneider  v.  Johnson,  164  Mo. 
App.  639,  147  S.  W.  538.  Compare 
Covington  &  Cincinnati  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Walker,  2  Duv.   (Ky.)   150. 

[b]  The  levy  may  be  vacated  prior 
to  sale,  upon  application  of  plaintiff, 
where  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant 
has  no  title  to  the  property  levied  on. 
Tudor  V.  Taylor,  26  Vt.  444. 

47.  Eitter  v.  Henshaw,  7  Iowa  97. 

48.  Ark. — Sturdivant  v.  Ward,  90 
Ark.  321,  119  S.  W.  247,  134  Am.  St. 
Eep.  32.  Cal. — Scherr  ■».  Himmelmann, 
53  Cal.  312.  Conn. — Cowles  v.  Bacon, 
21   Conn.   451,  56   Am.  Dec.   371. 

49.  Warner  v.  Helm,  6  HI.  220; 
Henry  v.  Keys,  5  Sneed  (Tenn.)  488. 

Injunction'  against  execution  gen- 
erally, see  the  title  "Judgments  and 
Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

50.  Ark. — Caudle  v.  Dare,  7  Ark.  46. 
Cal.— Smith  v.  Eeed,  52  Cal.  345.  la. 
Farmer  v.  Sasseen,  63  Iowa  110,  18 
N.  W.  714.  Ky. — Duvall  v.  Waggener, 
2  B.  Men.  183;  Wilson  v.  Percival,  1 
Dana  419.  La. — ^Baham  v.  Langfield, 
16  La.  Ann.  156;  Eeboul  v.  Behren,  9 
La.  90.     Mass. — Gooch  f,    Atkins,    14 
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Mass.  378.  Minn. — Shelby  v.  Lash,  14 
Minn.  498.  Ohio. — Arnold  v.  Puller's 
Heirs,  1  Ohio  458.  R.  I. — East  Green- 
wich Inst,  for  Savings  v.  Allen,  22  E. 
L  337,  47  Atl.  885. 

ESect  of  unproductive  or  void  sale 
where  judgment  creditor  purchases,  see 
supra,  VI,  B,  2. 

51.  Ark. — Einggold  v.  Edwards,  7 
Ark.  86.  Md. — Parker  v.  Sedwick,  5 
Md.  281.  S.  C. — Todd  v.  WHliamson,  1 
McCord  148. 

Evidence  and  presumptions  of  pay- 
ment of  judgments,  see  supra,  I,  D. 

[a]  But  a  return  of  satisfaction  on 
an  execution,  which  fails  to  state  by 
whom  the  payment  was  made,  does  not 
operate  to  extinguish  the  lien  of  the 
judgment  on  the  judgment  debtor's 
land,  where  the  record  shows  the  ex- 
istence of  a  surety  who  was  entitled 
to  keep  the  judgment  alive.  Downey 
V.  Washburn,  79  Ind.  242. 

52.  Walters  v.  Moore,  90  N.  C.  41; 
Snead  v.  Ehodes,  19  N.  C.  386;  Estes 
V.  Cooke,  12  E.  I.  6. 

53.  Mitchell  v.  Hockett,  25  Cal.  538, 
85  Am.  Dec.  151;  Hawkeye  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Luekow,  76  Iowa  21,  39  N.  W.  923; 
Aultman  v.'  McGrady,  58  Iowa  118,  12 
N.  W.  233. 

54.  Ga. — Sanders  v.  Etcherson,  36 
6a.  404.  Mass. — ^Wood  v.  Mann,  125 
Mass.  319.  N.  J. — ^Eunyan  v.  Weir,  8 
N.   J.   L.    286. 

55.  Ala. — ^Houston  v.  Crutehfield'a 
Admr.,  22  Ala.  76.  Ind.— State  v.  Sal- 
yers,  19  Ind.  432.    N,  Y,— Pubpis  V-.  Pu- 


JUDGMENTS,  SATISFACTION  OF 


579 


D.-  By  Aerest  of  Debtor  or  Discharge  Therefrom.  —  The  effect 
of  arrest  and  imprisomnent  of  the  debtor  on  a  capias  and  his  dis- 
charge from,'  arrest,  a?  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  is  treated 
elsewhere  in  this  work.^^ 

VII.  BY  RELEASE  OR  DISCHARGE."  —  A.  Generally.  — A 
judgment  may  be  satisfied  by  the  execution  of  a  release  thereof,  by 
the  legal  or  equitable  owner  of  the  judgment,^^  or  by  the  plaintiff's 
attorney  of  record,  upon  payment  to  him  of  the  amount  of  his  client 's 
judgment.^^  The  form  and  requisites  of  the  release  are  governed  by 
the  law  of  the  state  in  which  it  is  executed  and  delivered,  although 
the  judgment  may  have  been  rendered  in  a  different  state;""  but 
whether  an  instrument  or  covenant  amounts  to  a  release  depends  upon 
the  facts  and  circumstances  under  which  it  is  given,"^  except  where 
a  release  is  required  to  be  executed  under  seal."^ 

Such  a  release  must  be  supported  by  a  consideration,^*  even  where 
it  extends  to  only  a  part  of  the  property  bound,"*  unless  it  is  the 


boisi  2  Wend.  416;  Jaekson  v.  Bowen, 
7  Cow.  13.  Vt. — Fifield  v.  Richardson, 
34  Vt.  410. 

Compare  supra,  VI,  A,  1,  b;  VI, 
B,  1. 

56.  See  the  title  "Judgments  and 
Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

57.  See  generally  the  title  "Re- 
lease." 

58.  Pease  v.  Sanderson,  188  111.  597, 
59  N.  E.  425;  StUwell  v.  Carpenter,  62 
N.  T.  639. 

[a]  A  joint  owner  (1)  of  a  judg- 
ment may  release  the  same  so  far  as 
his  interests  therein  can  affect  a  re- 
lease. Penn  v.  Edwards,  50  Ala.  63; 
Canadian  Bank  of  Comiaaeroe  v.  Tin- 
ning, 15  Ont.  Pr.  (Can.)  401.  (2)  Thus 
a  partner  may  release  a  judgment  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  partnership.  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Immerman  v.  Devlin,  63 
Misc.  363,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  478. 

59.  U.  S. — Erwin  v.  Blake,  8  Pet. 
18,  8  L.  ed.  852;  Union  Bank  of  George- 
town V.  Geary,  5  Pet.  99,  8  L.  ed.  60. 
N.  J.— Wyckoff  V.  Bergen,  1  N.  J.  L. 
214.  N.  Y. — ^Beers  ■;;.  Hendricsson,  45 
N.   T.   665,   reversing   6   Eobt.   53. 

Payment  to  attorney  as  satisfaction 
of  judgment,  see  I,  A,  2. 

[a]  A  release  of  a  judgment  is  void, 
when  entered  of  record  by  one  who 
signs  the  release  as  attorney  of  rec- 
ord, but  is  not  such  attorney,  and 
has  no  authority  to  enter  such  re- 
lease, and  the  judgment  has  not  been 
paid.  Eounsaville  v.  Hazen,  33  Kan. 
71,  5  Pac.  422. 

60.  Beam  v,  Baruum,  21  Couo.  200. 


I  61.  Ind.— Plunkett  v.  Black,  117 
Ind.  14,  19  N.  E.  537.  Ky.— Scott  v. 
,  Sanders '  Heirs,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  506. 
Mo. — Hempstead  v.  Hempstead,  32  Mo. 
1 134.  N.  Y.— Agate  v.  Sands,  8  Daly 
66  (affirmed  in  73  N.  Y.  620);  People 
ex  ret.  Immerman  v.  Devlin,  63  Misc. 
363,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  478.  Pa.— Chan- 
cellor V.  Schott,  23  Pa.  68. 

Form  and  sufElciency  of  entry  of  sat- 
isfaction, see  infra,  VIII,  A. 

[a]  An  entry  on  the  margin  of  the 
record  of  a  judgment  of  revivor, 
acknowledging  satisfaction,  will  have 
the  effect  of  releasing  the  judgment. 
Schneider  v.  Maney,  242  Mo.  36,  145 
S.  W.  823. 

62.  Davis  v.  Bowker,  1  N«v.  487. 
[a]    Nothing  short  of  a  release  under 

seal  of  one  joint  wrongdoer,  or,  satis- 
faction of  the  demand,  is  available  as 
a  defense  by  others  jointly  liable  with 
him.  Tandrup  v.  Sampsell,  234  111. 
526,  85  N.  E.  331,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
852. 

63.  Ind.— Plunkett  v.  Black,  117  Ind. 
14,  19  N.  E.  537;  "Wray  v.  Chandler, 
64  Ind.  146;  McCleary  v.  Chipman,  32 
Ind.  App.  489,  68  N.  E.  320.  Ky.— Col- 
lins V.  Fawcett,  18  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1052, 
39  S.  W.  250.  Mo. — Winter  v.  Kansas 
City  Cable  Ey.  Co.,  73_Mo.  App.  173. 
N.  Y. — VanNess  v.  Ransom,  164  App. 
Div.  483,  >150  N.  Y.  Supp.  251.  Pa. 
Whitehill  V.  Wilson,  3  Penr.  &  W.  405, 
24  Am.  Dec.  326.  Can. — Maguire  v. 
Carr,  28  Nova  Scotia  431,  which  may 
consist  of  the  debtor's  note. 

64.  BeaU  p.  Elder,  35  La.  Ann.  1022. 
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purpose  of  the  judgment  creditor  to  abandon  or  renounce  his  judg- 
ment."^ 

B.  On  Partial  Payment."^  —  A  duly  executed  release  will  oper- 
ate to  satisfy  and  discharge  a  judgment,  upon  payment  of  a  part  only 
of  the  amount  due,"'  when  a  mere  receipt  for  payment  "in  full"  will 
not,"^  since  the  law  ascribes  to  the  former  a  conclusive,  and  to  the 
latter  a  prima  facie,  character  only."*  So  also,  a  release  from  all 
liability  on  a  judgment,  executed  and  delivered  upon  paym.ent  of  a 
portion  only  of  the  amount  of  the  judgment,  will  operate  as  a  satis- 
faction of  the  judgment,  on  a  verbal  agreement  to  that  effect,'"  in 
a  voluntary  compromise  without  fraud  or  imposition;'^  especially 
where  such  partial  payment  is  accompanied  by  some  additional  con- 
sideration,'^ or  where  a  third  person  furnishes  the  means  of  pay- 
ment.'^ 

It  is  true  that  at  common  law,  a  parol  release  of  a  money  judg- 
ment, in  consideration  of  the  payment  of  a  less  sum,  was  invalid, 


65.  Eamage  v.  Clem'ents,  4  Bush 
(Ky.)  161;  McPherson  v.  United 
States  Fidelity  &  Guaranty  Co.,  33 
Ont.  L.  Rep.  (Can.)  524,  8  Ont.  W.  N. 
299,  6  Ont.  W.  N.  677,  26  Ont.  W.  R. 
620;  Labbe  v.  Eouthier,  8  Queb.  Q.  B. 
(Can.)  263;  Cameron  v.  Bradbury,  9 
Grant  Ch.  U.  C.  (Can.)  67. 

66.  Partial  payment  as  satisfaction 
of  judgment,  see  supra,  I,  C,  2. 

67.  Del. — Maclary  v.  Eeznor,  3  Del. 
Ch.  445.  Md. — Jones  v.  Eieketts,  7 
Md.  108;  Hardey  v.  Coe,  5  Gill  189; 
Geiser  v.  Kershner,  4  Gill  &  J.  305. 
N.  J.— Braden  v.  Ward,  42  N.  J.  L. 
518,  holding  that  a  release  under  seal 
is  an  exception  to  the  rule  "that  the 
payment' of  a  less  sum  will  not  satisfy 
a  debt."  N.  Y. — ^Beers  v.  Hflndrics- 
son,  45  N.  Y.  665  (reversing  6  Eobt. 
53);  People  ex  rel.  Immerman  l).  Dev- 
Kn,  63  Mise.  363,  118  N.  Y.  Supp. 
478. 

68.  Ala. — McArthur  v.  Dane,  61  Ala. 
539.  Colo.— Madeley  v.  White,  2  Colo. 
App.  408,  31  Pae.  181.  Me.— Bailey  v. 
Day,  26  Me.  88. 

See  also,  supra,  I,  C,  2. 

69.  Md. — Jones  v.  Eieketts,  7  Md. 
108.  OWo.^-Patterson  v.  Wilkins, 
Wright  501.  Pa. — Kerr's  Appeal,  104 
Pa.  282.  Tenn. — Brevard  v.  Summaf,  2 
Eeisk.   97. 

Evidence  of  payment,  see  supra,  I, 

70.  Oonn. — Beam  v.  Barnum,  21  Conn. 
200.  Ind. — Jackson  v.  Olmstead,  87  Ind. 
92;  Wray  v.  Chandler,  64  Ind.  146.  la. 
Boardman  v.  Marshalltown  Grocery  Co., 
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105  Iowa  445,  75  N.  W.  343.  Kaa, 
Walrath  v.  Walrath,  27  Kan.  395;  Clay 
V.  Hoysradt,  8  Kan.  74.  Miss. — Case 
V.  Hawkins,  53  Miss.  702.  N.  0. — ^Boy* 
kin  V.  Buie,  109  N.  C.  501,  13  S.  E.  879. 
Ohio.^-Harper  v.  Graham,  20  Ohio  105. 
Pa. — Hendriek  v.  Thomas,  106  Pa.  327, 
15  W.  N.  C.  72,  3  Kulp  81.  S.  C— Pin- 
son  V.  Puckett,  35  S.  C.  178,  14  S.  B. 
393.  Tex. — Thurmond  v.  Georgia  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W.  817.  Wash. 
Brown  v.  Kern,  21  Wash.  211,  57  Pae. 
798.  Wis.— Eeid  v.  Hibbard,  6  Wis. 
175. 

71.  Ackerman  v.  Ackerman,  44  N. 
J.  L.  173;  Baggs  v.  Hale,  25  Tex.  Civ. 
App.   309,   61   S.   W.   525. 

[a]  But  if  a  debtor  conceals  his 
property,  and  by  a  false  representation 
of  his  inability  to  pay,  induces  his 
creditor  to  compound  his  debt,  a  satis- 
faction piece  thus  procured  will  not 
discharge  the  judgment.  Ackerman  v. 
Ackerman,  44  N.  J.  L.  173. 

72.  HI.— Neal  v.  Handley,  116  111. 
418,  6  N.  E.  45,  56  Am.  St.  Eep.  784. 
Ind. — Bilsland  v.  McManomy,  82  Ind. 
139.  Me.— Keene  v.  Lord,  45  Me.  613. 
Md.— Booth  V.  Campbell,  15  Md.  569. 
Nev. — Davis  v.  Bowker,  1  Nev.  487. 
Wash. — Brown  v.  Kern,  21  Wash.  211, 
57  Pae.  798. 

73.  Ala. — Sanders  v.  Branch  Bank  at 
Decatur,  13  Ala.  353.  Ind. — Jones  v. 
Eansom,  3  Ind.  327.  Ky. — ^Hardesty  ». 
Graham,  8  Ky.  L.  Eep.  954,  3  S.  W^ 
909.  N.  H.— Colburn  v.  Gould,  1  N.  H. 
279.  N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Gould,  84  Hun 
325,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  373,  65  N.  Y.  St. 
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notwithstanding  the  endorsement  of  such  release  upon  the  original 
execution  issued  upon  the  judgment.'* 

C.  Op  One  of  Several  Joint  Debtors/"  —  1.  Generally.  —  Un- 
der the  common-law  rule,  a  release  of  one  of  several  joint  debtors 
under  a  judgment,  operates,  as  a  discharge  of  all;'*  but  apparently 
the  majority  of  the  authorities  now  hold  that  where  the  creditor,  in 
releasing  one  joint  debtor,  expressly  stipulates  that  his  rights  against 
the  others  shall  remain  unimpaired,  such  release  does  not  operate 
to  discharge  the  judgment  as  to  all." 


579;   Eoberts  v.  Brandies,  44  Hun  468. 
N.  0.— Currie  v.  Kennedy,  78  N.  C.  91. 

74.  See  the  following:  XT.  S.— The 
LulTe  D.,  4  Biss.  249,  15  Fed  Caa.  No. 
8,602;  Cavender  v.  Grove,  4  Biss.  269, 
5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,530.  Cal. — Deland  v. 
Hiett,  27  Cal.  611,  87  Am.  Dec.  102. 
in.— Maxton  v.  Mount,  86  111.  App.  187. 
Md.— Campbell  v.  Booth,  8  Md.  107. 
Mass. — Weber  v.  Coueh,  134  Mass.  26, 
45  Am.  Rep.  274;  Stratton  v.  Hill,  134 
Mass.  27;  Howe  v.  Mackay,  5  Pick.  44. 
N.  J.— Terhune  v.  Colton,  10  N.  J.  Eq. 
21.  N.  Y. — Garvey  v.  Jarvis,  54  Barb. 
179. 

Partial  payment  as  satisfaction  of 
judgment,  see  supra,  I,  C,  2. 

75.  Payment  by  one  joint  debtor  as 
satisfaction  of  judgment,  see  supra,  I, 
B,  1. 

76.  V.  S. — United  States  v.  Thomp- 
son, Gilp.  614,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,487. 
Haw. — Smithies  v.  Colburn,  20  Hawaii 
138.  HI.— Winslow  V.  Leland,  128  HI. 
304.  21  N.  E.  588;  Nickerson  v.  Suplee, 
174' 111.  App.  136.  Ind.— Allen  v.  Wheat- 
ley,  3  Blackf.  332.  la. — Stoutenberg  v. 
Huisman,  93  Iowa  213,  61  N.  W.  917, 
Md.— Booth  V.  Campbell,  15  Md.  569. 
Mich. — Beekman  v.  Sylvester,  109  Mich. 
183,  66  N.  W.  1093,  3  Det.  Leg.  N.  60. 
Mo.— Weston  V.  Clark,  37  Mo.  568. 
Mont.— Collier  v.  Field,  1  Mont,  612. 

[a]  Effect  of  Release  of  Adminis- 
trator.— A  judgment  debtor,  upon  whom 
the  whole  of  a  joint  obligation  has 
fallen  by  reason  of  the  death  of  his 
eodefendant,  is  not  discharged  by  the 
release  of  the  administrator  under  oper- 
ation of  law  for  failure  to  bring  the 
action  as  to  him  within  the  statutory 
period  for  suing  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators after  the  rejection  of 
claims.  Smithies  v.  Colburn,  20  Hawaii 
138. 

77.  U.  S.— Tillitt  V.  Mann,  104  Fed. 
421,  43  C.  C.  A.  617;  U.  S.  v.  Murphy, 
15  Fed.  589,  11  Biss.  (G.  C.)  415.  Ark. 


Hadley  v.  Bryan,  70  Ark.  ■  197,  66  S. 
W.  921;  Pettigrew  Machine  Co.  v.  Har- 
m.on,  45  Ark.  291.  Cal. — Barnum  v. 
Cochrane,  139  Cal.  494,  73  Pac.  242. 
Del. — McDowell  v.  Bank  of  Wilmington 
&  Bran.,  1  Harr.  27;  Lockwood  v. 
Bates,  1  Del.  Ch.  435,  12  Am.  Dec.  121. 
111. — Nickerson  v.  Suplee,  174  111.  App. 
136.  la. — Gegner  v.  Warfield,  72  Iowa 
11,  33  N.  W.  240,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  226; 
Bell  V.  Perry,  43  Iowa  368.  Kan.— Mis- 
souri, K.  &  T.  By.  Co.  V.  Haber,  56 
Kan.  717,  44  Pac.  619;  Meixell  v.  Kirk- 
patriek,  29  Kan.  679.  Ky.— Brown  ;s 
Admrs.  v.  Little,  160  Ky.  765,  170  S. 
W.  168;  City  of  Louisville  v.  Nicholli^, 
158  Ky.  516,  165  S.  W.  660;  City  o£ 
Covington  v.  Westbay,  156  Ky.  839,  162 
S.  W.  91.  Mich. — ^Beekman  v.  Sylves- 
ter, 109  Mich.  183,  66  N.  W.  1093,  3 
Det.  Leg.  N.  60.  Mo. — Schneider  v. 
Maney,  242  Mo.  36,  145  S.  W.  823; 
Hempstead  v.  Hempstead,  32  Mo.  134; 
Lewis  V.  Smith,  179  Mo.  App.  348,  166 
S.  W.  818.  Neb.— Council  BlufCs  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Griswold,  50  Neb.  753,  70  N. 
W.  376.  N.  Y.— Whittemore  V.  Judd 
Linseed  &  S.  O.  Co.,  124  N.  Y.  565,  27 
N.  E.  244,  21  Am.  St.  Eep.  708  (^af- 
firmed in  16  Daly  290,  10  N.  Y.  Supp. 
737,  32  N.  Y.  St.  316);  Marx  v.  Jones, 
36  Hun  290;  Irvine  v.  Millbank,  4 
Jones  &  S.  264.  N.  C— Smith  v.  Eich- 
ards,  129  N.  C.  267,  40  S.  E.  5.  S.  0. 
Symmes  v.  Cauble,  72  S.  C.  330,  51  S. 
E.  862. 

[a]  Season. — A  release  of  one 
joint  debtor,  wherein  the  creditor  re- 
serves his  right  against  the  others,  is 
construed  as  a  covenant  not  to  enforce 
collection  from  the  one  released.  111. 
Nickerson  v.  Suplee,  174  111.  App.  136. 
N.  Y.— Gilbert  v.  Finch,  173  N.  Y.  455, 
66  N.  B.  133,  93  Am.  St.  Eep.  623,  61 
L.  E.  A.  807;  Mecum  v.  Becker,  164 
App.  Div.  852,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  974. 
Eng.— Duck  V.  Mayeu,  L.  E.  (1892)  2 
0.  B,  F!l. 
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As  to  Sureties.  —  A  release  of  the  principal  debtor  in  a  judgment,'* 
or  the  suspension,  by  agreement,  of  the  proceedings  against  him  for 
its  collection,'®  will  operate  to  discharge  the  surety;  and  a  release  of 
the  property  of  the  principal  debtor  from  the  lien  of  the  judgment, 
without  the  consent  of  the  surety,  discharges  the  latter  pro  tanto.*" 
But  the  release  of  a  surety  from  a  joint  judgment  rendered  against 
him  and  his  principal,  does  not  operate  to  discharge  the  principal 
from  the  debt.*^  There  have  been  some  statutory  innovations  upon 
this  rule,  however.^^ 

2.  Joint  Tort-Feasors.  —  A  release  of  one  or  more  joint  tort- 
feasors from  a  judgment  will  operate  to  release  the  judgment  as  to 
all,*^  unless  the  creditor  expressly  reserves  his  right  to  proceed 
against  those  who  are  not  by  the  express  terms  of  the  instrument 
released,**  statutes  now  permitting  a  judgment  against  joint  tort- 
feasors to  be  compromised  and  discharged  as  to  one,  without  releas- 
ing the  others  from  liability  for  the  unpaid  balance.*®     But  some 


[b]  An  unauthorized  release  of  one 
or  more  joint  debtors  does  not  operate 
as  a  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  as  to 
the  others,  and  they  cannot  plead  it  as 
a  discharge.  Bilby  v.  Woodward 
(Okla.),  148  Pac.  96.  See  Wood  v. 
Tvrrell   (E.  I.),  67  Atl.  429. 

78.  BofEinger  v.  Tuyes,  120  U.  S. 
198,  7  Sup.  Ct.  529,  30  L.  ed.  649;  An- 
thony V.  Capel,  53  Miss.  350. 

[a]  After  Payment  With  Misap- 
apropriated.  Funds. — The  release  of  a 
judgment  upon  payment  thereof  by  the 
debtor,  with  funds  wrongfully  appro- 
priated by  him,  operates  to  discharge 
the  sureties,  although  plaintifE  is  ob- 
liged to  restore  the  money  paid  in  sat- 
isfaction. Lewis  V.  Smith,  179  Mo. 
App.  348,  166  S.  W.  818. 

[b]  A  release  of  one  set  of  sure- 
ties upon  whom  the  primary  liability 
rests,  will  operate  to  discharge  another 
set  whose  liability  is  secondary  to  the 
former.  Hinckley  v.  Kreitz,  58  N.  Y. 
583 

79.  BofSnger  v.  Tuyes,  120  TJ.  S.  198, 
7  Sup.  Ct,  529,  30  L.  ed.  649;  Storms 
V.  Thorn,  3  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  314. 

80.  Drexel  v.  Pusey,  57  Neb.  30,  77 
N.  W.  351;  Pearl  v.  Deacon,  24  Beav. 
186,  53  Eng.  Eeprint  328,  1  De  G.  &  J. 
461. 

81.  Tatlow  V.  Crawford,  189  Mo. 
App.  184,  174  S.  W.  439;  Mortland  V. 
Himes,  8  Pa,  265. 

82.  Bunch  v.  United  States,  40  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  156;  Tatlow  v.  Crawford, 
189  Mo.  App.  184,  174  S.  W.  439. 

83.  Colo. — Ducey  v.  Patterson,  37 
Colo.    216,    86    Pac.    109,    119    Am.    St, 
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Eep.  284,  19  L.  R.  A,  (N.  S,)  1066.  HI. 
Tandrup  v.  Sampseli,  234  111.  526,  85 
N.  E.  331,  17  L.  E.  A.  (JST.  S.)  852. 
Kan. — Edens  v.  Tleteher,  79  Kan.  139, 
98  Pac.  784,  19  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  618; 
Eailway  Co.  v.  McWherter,  59  Kan.  345, 
53  Pac.  135;  Westbrook  v.  Mize,  35 
Kan.  299,  10  Pac.  881.  Mich.— McBride 
V.  Scott,  132  Mich.  176,  93  N.  W.  243, 
102  Am.  St.  Eep.  415,  61  L.  E.  A.  445, 
1  Am.  &  Eng.  Ann.  Cas.  61.  Neb. 
Warden  v.  McConnell,  25  Nab.  558,  41 
N.  W.  548.  N.  Y.— Berg  v.  Bates,  153 
App.  Biv.  12,  137  N.  Y.  Supp.  1032. 
Pa. — Thomas  v.  Central  R.  Co.,  194  Pa, 
511,  45  A-tl,  344,  Wash,— Abb  v.  North- 
ern Pac.  Ey.  Co,  28  Wash.  428,  68  Pac. 
954,  92  Am.  St.  Eep.  864,  58  L.  E.  A. 
293. 

84.  U.  S.— Carey  v.  Bilby,  129  Ped. 
203,  63  C.  C.  A.  361.  la.— Bell  v.  Perry, 
43  Iowa  368.  Kan. — Edens  v.  !FIetcher, 
70  Kan.  139,  98  Pac.  784,  19  L.  E,  A. 
(N.  S.)  618.  N.  Y.— Gilbert  v.  Pinch, 
173  N.  Y.  455,  66  N.  E.  133,  93  Am.  St. 
Eep.  62,3,  61  L.  E.  A.  807;  Matthews  f. 
Chieopee  Mfg.  Co.,  3  Eobt.  711.  Tex. 
Kobertson  v.  Tranimell,  37  Tex.  Civ.  53, 
83  S.  W.  258;  Id.  98  Tex.  364,  83  S.  W. 
1098.  Vt.— Sloan  v.  Herrick,  49  Vt. 
327.  W.  Va.— Bloss  v.  Plymale,  3  W. 
Va.  393,  100  Am.  Dec.  752. 

85.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Kan. — Missouri,  K.  & 
T.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Haber,  56  Kan.  717,  44 
Pac.  619;  Meixell  v.  Kirkpatrick,  29 
Kan.  679.  Mich. — ^Beekman  v.  Sylvester, 
109  Mich.  183,  66  N.  W.  1093,  3  Det. 
Leg.  N.  60.  N.  Y.— Walsh  v.  New 
York  Cent.  &  H.  E.  E.  Co.,  204  N.  Y. 
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of  the  authorities  still  hold  that  such  a  release  operates  to  discharge 
aU  the  defendants,  notwithstanding  such  stipulation  to  the  contrary.*" 

D.  As  Result  of  Agkeement.  —  An  agreement  by  a  judgment 
creditor  to  release  a  judgment  in  consideration  of  part  payment  there- 
of, or  of  payment  in  securities,  property  or  services,  will  be  binding 
upon  him,  when  supported  by  a  consideration,*^  and  performed  in 
good  faith  by  the  debtor.*'  An  agreement  to  satisfy  or  discharge  a 
judgment,  entered  into  before  it  is  rendered,  will  be  supported,  where 
there  is  no  design  to  defraud  others  thereby,  and  when  it  has  no  such 
effect.*^ 

E.  Effect  of  Release.""  —  A  judgment,  when  once  paid  off  or  sat- 
isfied, cannot  thereafter  be  restored  to  life  or  vitality  by  any  agree- 
ment of  the  parties,  or  one  of  them  and  a  third  party.^^  A  release 
obtained  by  fraud  or  false  representations,  however,  may  be  avoided 
by  the  injured  party.°^ 

A  release  of  one-half  of  a  judgment  by  the   creditor    is    not    a 

vacation   of   the   judgment,  but   is   a  satisfaction  pro   tanto   only.^^ 

P.    Dischaege  in  Bankruptcy.  —  The  effect  of  a  discharge  in  bank- 


58,  87  N.  E.  408,  37  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1137;  Marx  v.  Jones,  36  Hun  290;  Ir- 
vine V.  Milbank,  14  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  408. 

86.  U.  S.—O 'Shea  i;.  New  York,  etc. 
E".  Co.,  105  Fed.  559,  44  C.  C.  A.  601; 
Babcock  &  'Wileox  Co.  v.  Pioneer  Iron 
Works,  34  Fed.  338.  Colo.— Ducey  v. 
Patterson,  37  Colo.  216,  86  Pae.  109, 
119  Am.  St.  Eep.  284,  9'L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  1066.  la. — ^Dorgan  v.  Piehn,  84 
Iowa  564,  51  N.  W.  34.  Md.— Gunther 
V.  Lee,  45  Md.  60,  24  Am.  Eep.  504. 
N.  Y. — Belong  v.  Curtis,  35  Hun  94; 
Mitchell  V.  Allen,  25  Hun  543;  Brogan 
V.  Hanan,  55  App.  Div.  92,  66  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1066;  Smith  v.  Consolidated  Gas 
Co.,  36  Misc.  131,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  1084. 
Ohio.— Ellis  V.  Bitzer,  2  Ohio  89,  15 
Am.  Dee.  534.  Va. — Euble  v.  Turner,  2 
Hen.  &  M.  88.  Wash.— Abb  v.  North- 
ern Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  28  Wash.  428,  68  Pac. 
954,  92  Am.  St.  Kep.  864,  58  L.  E.  A. 
293. 

87.  Cal. — ^Musser  v.  Gray,  31  Pac. 
568.  la. — German  Bank  v.  Iowa  Iron 
Works,  123  Iowa  516,  99  N.  W.  174. 
Me.— Thayer  v.  Mowry,  36  Me.  287. 
Md.— Booth  V.  Campbell,  15  Md.  569. 
Minn. — Ives  v.  Phelps,  16  Minn.  451. 
Neb. — ^Bax  v.  Hoagland,  13  Neb.  571, 
14  N.  W.  514.  N.  C— Harris  c.  Mott, 
97  N.  C.  103,  1  S.  E.  547;  Hardy  v. 
Eeynolds,  69  N.  C.  5.  Pa.— Fowler  v. 
Smith,  153  Pa.  639,  25  Atl.  744;  Pot- 
ter V.  Hartnett,  148  Pa.  15,  23  Atl. 
1007. 


Release  of  judgment  on  part  pay- 
ment, see  supra,  VII,  B. 

88.  Ala. — Pharis  v.  Leachman,  20 
Ala.  662.  Ind.— Plunkett  v.  Black,  117 
Ind.  14,  19  N.  E.  537.  Ky.— Casey  v. 
Harris,  2  Litt.  172.  Minn.— Walker  v. 
Cl'osby,  38  Minn.  34,  35  N.  W.  475. 
N.  J. — Admrs.  of  Earle  v.  Earle,  20  N. 
J.  L.  347.  N.  Y. — Terrstt  v.  Brooklyn 
Imp.  Co.,  87  N.  Y.  92.  Pa.— Maute  v. 
Gross,  56  Pa.  250,  94  Am.  Dec.  62; 
Schilling  v.  Durst,  42  Pa.  l26;  Malone 
c.  Philadelphia,  etc.  E.  Co.,  1  Clark 
380.  Tenn. — Young  v.  Fugett,  1  Lea 
447.  Tex. — Thurmond  v.  Georgia  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W.  317.  Can. 
Maguire  v.  Carr,  28  Nova  Scotia  431. 

89.  Church  v.  Simpson,  25  Iowa  408. 

90.  Effect  of  satisfaction  on  right 
of  appeal,   see  infra,  XI. 

91.  See  the  following:  Cal.— Mc- 
Carty  v.  Christie,  13  Cal.  79.  la, 
Wsiser  v.  Eoss,  150  Iowa  353,  130  N, 
W.  387.  Ky. — Thomas'  Admr.  v.  Mays- 
ville  St.  Ey.  &  Transfer  Co.,  136  Ky. 
446,  124  S.  W.  398;  Eoberts  v.  Bruce. 
91  Ky.  379,  15  S.  W.  872.  Neb.— Henry 
&  Coatsworth  Co.  «.  Halter,  58  Neb. 
685,  79  N.  W.  616.  Tenn. — ^Finley  v. 
Gaut,  8  Baxt.   148. 

92.  Del. — Maelary  v.  Eeznor,  3  Del. 
Ch.  445.  Ind. — Wray  v.  Chandler,  64 
Ind.  146;  Eitenour  v.  Mathews,  42  ,Ind. 
7.  N.  Y. — Van  Ness  v.  Eansom,  164 
App.  Div.  483,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  251. 

93.  Carr  v.  Mason,  44  Me.  77. 
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ruptey  as  a  release  or  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  is  fully  treated 
elsewhere.®* 

VIII.  ENTRY  OP  SATISFACTION.  —  A.  Geneeallt.  —  When 
a  judgment  is  satisfied,  an  acknowledgment  or  certification  of  the 
fact  should  be  entered  upon  the  record  thereof  by  the  owner  of  the 
judgment  or  his  attorney  of  record  therein.'^  In  some  jurisdictions 
such  entry  may  be  made  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  upon  an  acknowledg- 
ment of  satisfaction  or  order  in  writing  of  the  judgment  creditor  or 
his  attorney  of  record.®"  Such  an  entry  is  prima  facie  evidence  of 
the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment;"  it  may  be  explained  or  contra- 
dicted, however.®^ 

Partial  Satisfaction.  —  Credit  should  be  entered  on  the  record  of  any 
partial  payment  made  on  a  judgment.®® 

Form  and  Sufficiency.i  —  Generally  it  is  not  essential  that  any  par- 
ticular form  of  w6rds  shall  be  used  to  acknowledge  satisfaction  of  a 
judgment.^     When  the  convenience  of  the  parties  requires  it,  how- 


94.  See  the  titlfl  "Release." 

95.  U.  S.— Naretti  v.  Scully,  133 
Fed.  828.  Kan. — Eounsaville  v.  Hazen, 
33  Kan.  71,  5  Pac.  422.  Mo. — Kansaa 
City  V.  Forsee,  168  Mo.  App.  213,  153 
S.  W.  572.  N.  y. — Booth  v.  Farmers' 
&  M.  Nat.  Bank,  4  Lans.  301;  Lownds 
V.  Bemaen,  7  Wend.  35.  Pa. — Miller  v. 
Preston,  154  Pa.  63,  25  Atl.  1041  (af- 
firming 30  W.  N.  C.  240);  Mclntire  v. 
Irwin,  1   Chest.  Co.  Eep.  457. 

[a]  The  nominal  plaintiff  in  whose 
name  a  judgment  is  recovered  for  the 
benefit  of  another  cannot  satisfy  such 
judgment.  Hutmacher  v.  Anheuser- 
Busch  Brewing  Assn.,  71  111.  App.  154. 

[b]  "A  general  attorney  has  not 
the  power  to  satisfy  a  judgment  ob- 
tained by  confession  without  the  aid 
of  his  professional  skill,  unless  author- 
ized specially  to  do  so."  Zimmerman 
V.  Floyd,  27  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  385. 

[c]  Where  a  judgment  stands  in 
the  name  of  one  of  the  executors  of  an 
estate,  "as  executor,  letc,"  such  words 
may  be  considered  as  deseriptio  per- 
sonae,  and  a  co-executor  is  not  au- 
thorized to  satisfy  the  judgment.  Mel- 
cher  V.  Harding,  17  Wkly.  Dig.  (N.  Y.) 
368,  N.  T.  Daily  Reg.,  Oct.  5,  1883. 

[d]  Entry  on  appearance  docket  in- 
sufficient; entry  upon  the  judgment 
docket  or  judgment  roll  necessary. 
Eounsaville  v.  Hazen,  33  Kan.  71,  5 
Pac.  422. 

Compelling  entry  of  satisfaction,  sea 
infra,  VIII,  B. 

96.  Md.— Waters  v.  Engle,  53  Md. 
179;    Campbell    v.    Booth,    8    Md.    107. 
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iN.  y. — ^Lownds  v.  Eemsen,  7  Wend.  35; 

Booth  V.  Farmers'  &  M.  Nat.  Bank,  4 

Lans.  301;  Faulkner  v.  Suydam,  7  Eobt. 

614;  Eoohester  Distilling  Co.  v.  Deven- 
jdorf,  72  Hun  622,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  529, 

54  N.  Y.  St.  864.  Pa.— Harner's  Ap- 
,  94  Pa.  489,  9  W.  N.  C.  101. 

97.  Ark. — Carter  v.  Adamson,  21 
Ark.  287.  Ind. — Downey  v.  Washburn, 
79  Ind.  242.  Mo.-^Schneider  v.  Maney, 
242  Mo.  36,  145  S.  W.  823;  Weston  v. 
Clark,  37  Mo.  568.  N.  Y.— Pacliard  v. 
Hill,  7  Cow.  434;  Eochester  DistiUing 
Co.  V.  Devendorf,  72  Hun  622,  25  N.  Y. 
Supp.  529;  Fluegelman  v.  Armstrong, 
59  Misc.  506,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  967.  N.  O. 
Isler  v.  Murphy,  83  N.  C.  215.  Pa. 
Kerr's  Appeal;  104  Pa.  282.  Tenn. 
Gentry  v.  Wagner,  9  Lea  682.  Wash. 
Carmack  v.  Drum,  32  Wash.  236,  73 
Pac.  377,  785.  Can. — Toronto  General 
Trusts  Corp.  v.  Central  Ont.  E.  W.  Co., 
5  Ont.  W.  E.  544.  And  see  Maguire  v. 
Carr,  28  Nova  Scotia  431. 

98.  See   infra,   IX,  A. 

99.  Ky. — Brandenburgh  v.  Beach,  17 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  560,  32  S.  W.  168.  Minn. 
Wolford  r.  Bowen,  57  Minn.  267,  59 
N.  W.  195.  Mo. — Kansas  City  v.  For- 
see, 168  Mo.  App.  213,  153  S.  W.  572. 
Utah.— Blake  v.  Farrell,  31  Utah  110, 
86  Pac.  805. 

Compelling  entry  of  partial  satis- 
faction, see  infra,  VIII,  B,  1. 

1.  Form  and  sufficiency  of  release, 
see  supra,  VII,  C. 

2.  Morriss  v.  Harveys,  75  Va.   726. 
[a]     "It   is   not    essential   that   any 

particular  form  of  words  shall  be  used. 
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ever,  a  satisfaction  piece  may  be  executed  by  the  owner  of  the  judg- 
ment or  his  attorney,  acknowledging  satisfaction  of  the  judgment, 
and  delivered  to  the  judgment  debtor,  to  be  filed  for  entry  upon  the 
judgment  record.' 

B.  Compelling  Entet  op  Satisfaction.  —  1.  Generally.  —  Where 
a  judgment  has  been  paid,  or  the  obligation  is  otherwise  discharged, 
and  the  judgment  creditor  refuses  to  acknowledge  payment  or  enter 
satisfaction  thereof,  the  court  may  order  satisfaction  to  be  entered.* 
Such  power  is  conferred  on  the  courts  by  express  provision  of  statute 


as  'full  satisfaction,'  or  'absolute  pay- 
ment,' but  any  language  will  be  suffi- 
cient, -which,  with  the  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances, plainly  indicates  a  satiS' 
faction  of  the  debt  by  the  adoption  and 
acceptance  of  a  new  and  different  se- 
curity." Morriss  v.  Harveys,  75  Va. 
726. 

[b]  The  team  "settled,"  appearing 
in  a  docket  entry,  must  be  understood 
to  mean  "satisfied,"  and  be  taken  as 
a  judicial  act,  not  open  to  question  in 
a  collateral  proceeding.  Tabler  v 
Castle,  22  Md.  94. 

[c]  A  quit-claim  deed,  executed  for 
the  purpose  of  releasing  the  lien  of  a 
judgment,  will  not  operate  as  a  satis- 
faction of  the  judgment  as  to  a  parcel 
of  land  which  -was  omitted  in  record- 
ing the  deed,  so  that  it  did  not  ap- 
pear on  the  record,  although  it  was 
properly  described  in  the  deed,  fiuff 
V.  Morton,  83  Mo.  399. 

[d]  Signature  of  iDlerk  Necessary. 
An  entry  by  the  clerk  appearing  upon 
the  margin  of  a  judgment  record  stat- 
ing that  plaintiff  appeared  in  open 
court  and  acknowledged  satisfaction  of 
the  judgment,  but  to  which  no  signa- 
ture or  attestation  was  affixed,  -will  not 
suffice  to  satisfy  such  judgment  of  rec- 
ord.    Cummins  v.  Webb,  4  Ark.  229. 

3.  Booth  V.  Farmers'  &  Mech.  Nat. 
Bank,  50  N.  T.  396;  Pettengill  v. 
Mather,  16  Abb.  Pr.  (K  T.)',  399; 
Lo-wads  V.  Bemsen,  7  Wend.  (N.  T.)  35; 
Earley  v.  St.  Patrick's  Church  Soc,  81 
Hun  369,  30  N.  T.  Supp.  979;  Matter 
of  Wilcox,  1  Misc.  55,  21  N.  Y.  Supp. 
780;  Carr  v.  Coulter,  2  Out.  Pr.  (Can.) 
226;  Darling  v.  Wright,  3  U.  C.  L.  J. 
(Can.)  50;  EudaU  v.  Hurd,  3  TT.  C.  L. 
J.  (C^n.)  14;  Pawson  v.  Wightman,  2 
V.  C.  L.  J.  (C&,n.)i  184. 

[a]  A  written  acknowledgment  of 
satisfaction,  executed  by  the  president 
of  a  corporation,  is  binding  upon  such 
corporation  even  where  the  instrument  I 


is  not  executed  in  its  name,  if  it  shows 
on  its  face  that  it  was  executed  by 
such  president  in  his  official  capacity. 
Booth  V.  Farmers'  &  M.  Nat.  Bank,  50 
N.  Y.  396. 

4.  XT.  S. — Macrum  v.  United  States, 
154  Fed.  653,  83  O.  C.  A.  427;  Medford 
V.  Dorsey,  2  Wash.  467,  16  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  9,390.  Ga.— Watts  v.  Norton,  R. 
M.  Charlt.  353.  lU.— Keid  v.  O'Brien, 
86  HI.  App.  128.  Ind.— Kusler  v.  Cro- 
foot,  78  Ind.  597;  Beard  v.  Millikan, 
68  Ind.  231.  la.— Dunton  v.  McCook, 
120  Iowa  444,  94  N.  W.  942.  Minn. 
Warren  v.  Ward,  91  Minn.  254,  97  N, 
W.  886;  Lough  v.  Pitman,  26  Minn.  345, 
4  N.  W.  229;  Ives  v.  Phelps,  16  Minn. 
451.  Neb. — Manker  v.  Sine,  47  Neb. 
736,  66  N.  W.  840.  N.  J.— Jones  v. 
Schmidt,  55  N.  J.  L.  504,  27  Atl.  902; 
Delaware  &  Lackawanna  E.  Co.  v. 
Blair,  28  N.  J.  L.  139;  Van  Winkle  v. 
Owen,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  253,  34  Atl.  400. 
N.  Y. — Trinity  Church  v.  Higgins,  48 
N.  Y.  532;  Holmes  v.  Van  Sickle,  2 
How.  Pr.  184;  Hamlin  v.  Boughton,  4 
Cow.  65;  Brigga  v.  Thompson,  20  Johns. 
294;  Pabst  Bre-wing  Co.  v.  Eapid  S.  F. 
Co.,  56  Misc.  445,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  163. 
N.  C— Foreman  v.  Bibb,  65  N-  C.  128. 
Ore. — Vaughan  v.  Canby  Canal  Co.,  68 
Ore.  566,  137  Pac.  784;  Portland  Con- 
struction Co.  V.  O'Neil,  24  Ore.  54,  32 
Pac.  764;  Provost  v.  Millard,  3  Ore. 
370.  Pa.— Lindley  v.  Eoss,  137  Pa.  629, 
20  Atl.  944.  Tex.— Texas  Cent.  E.  Co. 
V.  Andrews,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  477,  67  S. 
W.  923.  Wash. — Hanna  v.  Savage,  21 
Wash.  555,  58  Pac.  1069. 

[a]  Bii-t  a  court  of  law  is  without 
power,  after  the  term  at  which  the 
judgment  was  entered,  to  order  satis- 
faction for  matters  which  existed  at 
the  time  the  judgment  was  entered 
which  might  have  been  pleaded  and 
proved  in  bar.  McDonald  v.  Holdom, 
808  111.  128,  70  N.  E.  21;  Jarman  V. 
Saunders,  64  N.  C.  367. 
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in  some  jurisdictions.^  The  court  may  likewise  compel  the  entry  of 
a  partial  satisfaction,  or  credit  for  a  partial  payment,  of  a  judg- 
ment.^ 

2.  Proceedings  To  Compel  Entry.  —  a.  Generally.  —  A  judgment 
dehtor  may  proceed  by  motion,  entitled  as  of  the  "original  action,  in 
the  court  having  jurisdiction  thereof,'^  and  duly  noticed,*  or  by  rule 
to  show  cause,*  to  compel  the  entry  of  satisfaction  of  a  judgment 


5.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  111. — Nickerson  v.  Sup- 
lee,  174  111.  App.  136.  Minn.— Ives  v. 
Phelps,  16  Minn.  451.  Mont. — Work 
V.  Northern  Pae.  E.  Co.,  11  Mont.  513, 
29  Pae.  280.  N.  J. — Homan  v.  Taylor, 
79  N.  J.  Eq.  221,  80  Atl.  326.  N.  Y. 
"Wood  V.  New  York,  44  App.  Div.  299, 
60  N.  Y.  Supp.  759.  N.  0.— Brown  v. 
Hobbs,  154  N.  C.  544,  70  S.  E.  906. 
Pa.— Felt  V.  Cook,  95  Pa.  247.  Utah. 
Blake  v.  Farrell.  31  Utah  110,  86  Pae. 
805. 

[a]  Such  statutes  should  be  strictly 
complied  with.  N.  Y. — ^Wood  v.  New 
York,  44  App.  Div.  299,  60  N.  Y.  Supp. 
759.  Pa.— Pelt  v.  Cook,  95  Pa.  247. 
Utah.— Blake  v.  Farrell,  31  Utah  110, 
86  Pae.  805. 

6.  Ala. — ^Perrine  v.  Carlisle,  19  Ala. 
686.  m.— Hems  v.  Arnold,  188  111.  527, 
59  N.  E.  421.  S.  O.— Coclongh  c. 
Khodus,  2  Rich.  L.  76.  Utah.— Blake^ 
V.  Farrell,  31  Utah  110,  86  Pae.  805. 

7.  See  the  following:  U.  S. — ^Mac- 
rum  V.  United  States,  154  Fed.  653,  83 
C.  C.  A.  427.  Ala.- Pilcher  v.  Hick- 
man, 148  Ala.  517,  41  So.  741;  Bruce 
V.  Barnes,  20  Ala.  219;  Chandler  v. 
Faulkner,  5  Ala.  567.  Cal. — Buckeye 
Eeflning  Co.  V.  Kelly,  163  Cal.  8,  124 
Pae.  536,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  840;  Wood 
V.  Currey,  49  Cal.  359;  March  v.  Bar- 
net,  1  Cal.  App.  583,  82  Pae.  697.  IlL 
Harding  v.  Hawkins,  141  HI.  572,  31 
N.  E.  307,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  347;  Ens- 
sell  V.  Hugunin,  2  HI.  562,  33  Am.  Dec. 
423;  Nickerson  v.  Suplee,  174  HI.  App. 
136;  People  v.  Weimer,  94  111.  App.  112; 
Eeid  V.  O'Brien,  86  HI.  App.  128.  Ind. 
Wilson  V.  Brookshire,  126  Ind.  497,  25 
N.  E.  131,  9  L.  E.  A.  792.  la.— Dun- 
ton  V.  MeCook,  120  Iowa  444,  94  N. 
W.  942.  Minn. — ^Warren  ■».  Ward,  91 
Minn.  254,  97  N.  W.  886;  Woodford  v. 
Reynolds,  36  Minn.  155,  30  N.  W.  757; 
Laugh  V.  Pitman,  26  Minn.  345,  4  N. 
W.  229.  Miss. — The  Planters  Bank  v. 
Spencer,  3  Smed.  &  M.  305.  Neb. 
Manker  v.  Sine,  47  Neb.  736.  66  N. 
W.  840.    N.  J.— Coulter  v.  Kaighn,  30. 
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N.  J.  L.  98;  Delaware  &  Lackawanna 
E.  Co.  V.  Blair,  28  N.  J.  L.  139;  Wad- 
dle V.  Dayton,  8  N.  J.  L.  174;  Jones  v. 
Oliver,  8  N.  J.  L.  86;  Homan  v.  Tay- 
lor, 79  N.  J.  Eq.  221,  80  Atl.  326. 
N.  Y. — Shumway  v.  Cooley,  9  Hun  131; 
Hamlin  v.  Boughton,  4  Cow.  65;  Mum- 
ford  V.  Stocker,  1  Cow.  178;  Briggs  v. 
Thompson,  20  Johns.  294;  Gross  ■». 
Pennsylvania  P.  &  B.  B.  Co.,  65  Hun  191, 
20  N.  Y.  Supp.  28,  47  N.  Y.  St.  374; 
Pabst  Brewing  Co.  v.  Eapid  Safety  Fil- 
ter Co.,  56  Misc.  445,  107  N.  Y.  Supp. 
163;  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  v.  Eapid  Safety 
Filter  Co.,  54  Misc.  305,  105  N.  Y.  Supp. 
962;  Callanan  v.  Gilman,  23  Jones  & 
S.  511,  2  N.  Y.  Supp.  702.  N.  O. 
Brown  v.  Hobbs,  154  N.  C.  544,  70  N. 
C.  544,  70  S.  E.  906;  Foreman  v.  Bibb, 
65  N.  C.  128.  Ohio.— Harper  v.  Gra- 
ham, 20  Ohio  105.  Ore. — Vaughan  v. 
Ganby  Canal  Co.,  68  Ore.  566,  137  Pae. 
784;  Portland  Construction  Co.  v. 
O'Neil,  24  Ore.  54,  32  Pae,  764;  Pro- 
vost V.  Millard,  3  Ore.  370.  Tenn. 
Marsh  v.  Haywood,  6  Humph  210.  Va. 
Smock  V.  Dade,  5  Band.  639,  16  Am. 
Dee.  780.  Wash. — Hanna  v.  Savage,  21 
Wash.  555,  58  Pae.  1069. 

8.  Ala. — ^Armstrong  v.  Harper,  69 
Ala.  523;  McKissack  v.  Davis,  18  Ala. 
315;  Clements  v.  Crawford,  1  Ala.  531. 
N.  J.— Waddle  v.  Dayton,  8  N.  J.  L. 
174  (holding  that  notice  to  the  executor 
or  administrator  of  plaintiff's  attor- 
ney of  a  motion  to  enter  satisfaction 
of  a  judgment  is  not  sufficient);  How- 
ard V.  Eichman,  1  N.  J.  L.  139.  N.  Y. 
Ward  V.  Beebe,  17  Abb.  Pr.  1;  Mum- 
ford  V.  Stocker,  1  Cow.  176;  Briggs  v.. 
Thompson,  20   Johns.   294. 

9.  N.  J.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  HofE- 
man,  68  N.  J.  L.  245,  52  Atl.  280; 
Jones  V.  Schmidt,  55  N.  J.  L.  504,  2T 
Atl.  902;  Hankinson  v.  Hummer,  12  N". 
J  L.  64.  Ore. — ^Day  «.  Larsen,  30  Ore. 
247,  47  Pao.  101.'  Pa.— Hottenstein  v, 
Haverty,  185  Pa.  305,  39  Atl.  946;  Rey- 
nolds V.  Barnes,  76  Pa.  427;  Horner  v, 
Hower,  39  Pa.  126;  M.  Berger  &  Co.  V. 
Weiss,  23  Pa.  Dist.  349;     Heidelbaugh 
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which  he  has  paid.  The  same  results  are  sometimes  reached  by  a 
petition  for  a  supersedeas,  especially  when  the  execution  is  in  the 
hands  of  an  officer  for  collection."  And  one  interested  may  even 
proceed  by  mandamus  to  compel  the  entry  of  satisfaction  of  a  judg- 
ment.^^ 

Separate  Action  or  Suit  —  The  judgment  debtor  may  bring  an  action 
at  law  against  the  judgment  creditor  or  his  assignee  or  legal  represen- 
tative to  compel  the  entry  of  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  which  he  has 
paid.^^  So  also,  he  may  file  a  bill  in  equity  to  have  satisfaction  of 
a  judgment  decreed,  especially  where  the  creditor  is  attempting  to 
enforce  its  collection  ;^^  but  such  a  bill  will  not  lie  where  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law  is  to  be  had,"  or  where  the  party,  having  had  in  his 
power  the  means  of  defense  to  the  action  at  law,  neglected  them,  and 
suffered  the  recovery  to  be  had  against  him  as  a  consequence.^^ 

b.  Parties.  —  In  an  action  or  proceeding  for  entry  of  satisfaction 
wherein  an  issue  of  fact  is  raised,  all  parties  interested  therein^*  must 


V.  Thomas,  11  Lane.  Bar  49;  Com.  v, 
Huber,  5  Pa.  L.  J.  331,  3  Clark  383. 

10.  Bower  v.  Saltmarsh,  19  Ala.  274; 
Marsh  «;.  Haywood,  6  Humph.  (Tenn.) 
210;  Hewett  v.  Hill's  Securities,  3 
Terg.  (Tenn.)  241;  Young  v.  Bead,  3 
Yerg.  (Tenn.)    296. 

11.  See  People  ex  rel.  Immerman  v. 
Devlin,  63  Mise.  363,  118  N.  Y.  Supp. 
478. 

[a]  Where  a  clerk  of  the  court  re- 
fuses to  enter  satisfaction  of  a  judg- 
ment on  the  judgment  reeords  of  his 
office,  when  authorized  and  directed  so 
to  do  by  a  duly  executed  satisfaction 
piece,  a  mandamus  will  be  granted  di- 
recting him  to  make  such  entry.  People 
ex  rel.  Immerman  v.  Devlin,  63  Misc. 
363,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  478. 

12.  Ind.— Beard  v,  Millikan,  68  Ind, 
231.  Minn. — Warren  v.  Ward,  91  Minn. 
254,  97  N.  W.  886;  Walker  v.  Crosby, 
38  Minn.  34,  35  N.  W.  475;  Woodford 
V.  Eeynolds,  36  Minn.  155,  30  N.  W. 
757.  N.  Y.— Hare  v.  De  Young,  39 
Mise.  366,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  868. 

[a]  A  separate  action,  in  which  all 
who  are  interested  are  made  parties, 
is  the  only  adequate  and  proper  rem- 
edy, especially  where  some  in  interest 
were  not  parties  to  the  original  action. 
Mayer  v.  Sparks,  3  Kan.  App.  602,  45 
Pac.  249. 

[b]  Entry  may  be  obtained  by  an 
action  to  compel  a  set-off,  where  the 
party  against  whom  relief  is  sought  is 
insolvent.  Keightley  v.  Walls,  27  Ind. 
384. 

13.  Ga.— Scogin  v.  Beaii,  50  Ga.  88. 


Ind.— MeQuat  v.  Cathcart,  84  Ind.  567. 
Md.— -Ahl  V.  Ahl,  71  Md.  555,  18  Atl. 
959.  N.  Y.— Mallory  v.  Norton,  21 
Barb.  424,  holding  that  where  a  de- 
fendant cannot  obtain  relief  from  the 
enforcement  of  execution  on  a  judg- 
ment that  has  been  paid,  by  motion, 
or  order  of  stay,  he  may  file  a  bill  in 
equity  for  a  decree  to  have  the  judg- 
ment satisfied  of  record.  Ore. — Provost 
V.  Millard,  3  Ore.  370. 

Injunction  against  execution,  see  the 
title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  Enforce- 
ment of." 

[a]  The  payment,  by  one  not  liable 
therefor,  of  a  paort  of  a  ju^Jgment 
against  an  insolvent  debtor,  is  sufB.- 
cient  consideration  to  support  an  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  creditor  to 
satisfy  the  judgment,  and  equity  will 
enforce  the  agreement.  Smith  v. 
Gould,  84  Hun  325,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  373, 
65  N.  Y.  St.  579.  Payment  by  stranger 
as  satisfaction  of  judgment,  see  supra, 
I,  B,  3. 

14.  Macrum  v.  United  States,  154 
Fed.  653,  83  C.  C.  A.  427.  See  generally 
the  title  "Legal  Remedy." 

15.  Galena  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  En- 
nor,  116  HI.  55,  4  N.  E.  762. 

[a]  This  rule  does  not  apply,  how- 
ever, to  the  defense  of  set-off,  but  only 
to  such  defenses  as  are  required  to  be 
made  in  the  action  in  which  the  judg- 
ment is  rendered.  Chicago,  D.  &  V.  B. 
R.  Co.  V.  Field,  86  111.  270. 

16.  Ind.— Shields  v.  Moore,  84  Ind. 
440.  Miss. — Parchman  v.  Conway,  28 
Miss.  85;  Long  v.  Shackleford,  25  Miss. 
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be  made  parties  thereto,  as  otherwise  such  interested  parties  will  not 
be  bound  by  the  order  of  the  court  therein." 

c.  Pleadings.  —  In  an  action  to  compel  satisfaction  of  a  judgment, 
the  complaint  must  not  only  allege  payment,  or  other  facts  relied  on 
as  constituting  a  discharge  of  the  judgment,^*  but  it  must  also  aver 
that  the  judgment  creditor  accepted  such  payment  in  satisfaction  of 
his  judgment.^*  Where  a  joint  judgment  debtor  seeks  a  release  from, 
or  the  satisfaction  of,  a  judgment  on  the  ground  that  it  has  been 
paid  by  his  joint  tort-feasor,  he  must  allege  that  the  recovery  against 
his  joint  tort-feasor  and  that  against  himself  were  for  the  same 
wrong.^*  — 

d.  Hearing  and  Determination.  —  A  motion  or  rule  for  an  entry 
of  satisfaction  will  usually  be  heard  upon  the  affidavits  in  support 
thereof,^^  but  not  in  contradiction  of  the  record.^^  But  a  court  will 
net  grant  such  motion  when  there  is  a  controversy  of  fact,  unless  the 
motion  is  satisfactorily  supported  by  the  facts.^^ 

The  court  may,  where  an  issue  of  fact  arises  on  a  motion  to  enter 
satisfaction,  direct  a  jury  to  try  the  same,^*  or  may  order  a  refer- 


559.  N,  J. — Van  Winkle  v.  Owen,  54 
N.  J.  Eq.  253,  34  AtZ.  400.  N.  Y. 
Matter  of  Beers,  5  Eobt.  643. 

[a]  In  an  action  against  an  assig- 
nee of  a  judgment  to  have  satisfaction 
thereof  declared,  the  assignor  and  the 
sheriff  are  proper  parties.  Shields  V. 
Moore,  84  Ind.  440. 

17.  Ala. — ^Armstrong  v.  Harper,  65 
Ala.  523.  N.  J. — Howard  v.  Eichman, 
1  N.  J.  L.  139.  N.  Y.— Wheeler  v. 
Emmeluth,  121  N.  T.  241,  24  N.  B. 
285.  Pa. — Kiley  v.  Harris,  2  Pa.  Dist. 
231. 

18.  Blann  v.  Croeheron,  20  Ala.  320; 
Griffin  v.  Hodshire,  119  Ind.  235,  21 
N.  E.  741;  HoUiday  v.  Thomas,  90  Ind. 
398. 

19.  Blann  v.  Croeheron,  20  Ala.  320. 

20.  Kan. — Story  v.  Lang,  91  Kan. 
323,  137  Pae.  795.  IMass.— See  Cote  v. 
New  England  Navigation  Co.,  213 
Mass.  177,  99  N.  E.  972.  N.  Y.— Berg 
V.  Bates,  153  App.  Div.  12,  137  N.  T, 
Supp.  1032. 

21.  Faulkner  ».  Chandler,  11  Ala. 
725.  See  generally  the  title  "Motions." 

[a]  A  court  will  refuse  ta  enter  a 
rule  to  show  cause  why,  a  judgient 
should  not  be  satisfied  of  record,  when 
the  affidavits  in  support  of  same  show 
only  grounds  existing  before  the  judg- 
ment was  rendered.  Hawkins  V.  Hard- 
ing, 35  111.  App.  25. 

22.  Ala. — ^Faulkner  v.  Chandler,  11 
Ala.  725.  Cal.— Haggin  v.  Clark,  71 
Cal.  444,  9  Pac.  736,  12  Pae.  478.    Pa. 
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Bartikowski  v.  Lambert,  9  Kulp  493. 

23.  N.  J. — Hankinson  v.  Hummer,  12 
N.  J.  L.  64.  N.  Y.— Barker  v.  Craw- 
ford, 11  N.  Y.  Supp.  337.  Pa.— Shay- 
lor  V.  Parsons,  1  Pa.  Super.  281;  Phil- 
adelphia Third  Nat.  Bank  ■;;.  Hunsicker, 
8  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  635.  T?x.— Portis  v.  En- 
nis,  27  Tex.  574.  Can. — Lewine  «.  Sav- 
age, 3  U.  C.  L.  J.  89. 

24.  See  the  following:  ni.— Hard- 
ing V.  Hawkins,  141  111.  572,  31  N.  E. 
307,  33  Am.  St.  Bep.  347,  the  same  as 
in  proceedings  by  writ  of  audita  quer- 
ela. Ind. — Beeves  v.  Plough,  46  Ind. 
350,  wherein  motion  took  form  of  reg- 
ular complaint  to  which  answer  was 
filed  forming  issue.  la. — Dunton  v.  Me- 
Cook,  120  Iowa  444,  94  N.  W.  942.  Pa. 
Hottenstein  v.  Haverly,  185  Pa.  305, 
39  Atl.  946;  Atkinson  v.  Harrison,  153 
Pa.  472,  26  Atl.  294;  Jenkintown  Na- 
tional Bank's  Appeal,  124  Pa.  337,  17 
Atl.  2;  Hess  V.  Erankenfield,  106  Pa. 
440;  McCutcheon  v.  Allen,  96  Pa.  319; 
Eeynolds  V.  Barnes,  76  Pa.  427;  Mahon 
V.  Eosenkrantz,  8  Kulp  334;  Heidel- 
baugh  V.  Thomas,  11  Lane.  Bar  49; 
Whitney  v.  Chandler,  2  Leg.  Bee.  270. 
Va.— Smock  V.  Dade,  5  Band.  (26  Va.) 
639,  16  Am.  Dee.  780.  Wis.— Cooley  v. 
Gregory,  16  Wis.  303. 

[a]  Jury  Trial  Demandable  as  of 
Bight. — See  Bruce  v.  Barnes,  20  Ala. 
219;  Bower  v.  Saltmarsh,  19  Ala.  274; 
and  generally  the  title  "Juries  and 
Jurors.' ' 

[b]  The  only  proper  issue  that  may 
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ence,^^  or  remit  the  parties  to  an  action  at  law  to  compel  satisfaction.'* 
Such  a  motion  will  not  be  granted  when  the  costs  allowed  in  the 
suit  have  not  been  paid,''  or  where  the  njjotion  is  based  upon  an  agree- 
ment that  is  construed  as  a  covenant  not  to  sue  one  or  more  of  the 
defendants.'* 

C.  Action  foe  Failure  To  Satispt.  —  Statutes  sometimes  provide 
that  the  judgment  creditor  is  liable  to  penalty  or  damages  for  neglect 
or  refusal  to  satisfy  of  record  a  judgment  which  has  been  paid." 
A  judgment  debtor  who  has  paid  the  debt  in  full,  may  maintain  an 
action  of  trespass  on  the  case  against  the  judgment  creditor  for  re- 
fusal to  satisfy  of  record  such  judgment  within  a  reasonable  time.^" 

IX.  VACATING  ENTRY  OF  SATISFACTION."  —  A.  In  Gen- 
eral,—  An  entry  of  satisfaction  of  a  judgment,  or  a  receipt  entered 
on  the  record  for  any  amount  of  the  judgment,  may  be  explained, 
qualified,  contradicted  or  vacated.'' 

B.    Grounds  pok.^'  —  Satisfaction  of  a  judgment  procured  by  fraud'* 


be  raised  in  a  proceeding  to  compel  an 
entry  of  satisfaction  is  whether  the 
judgment  has  been  paid  and  satisfied. 
Nickerson  v.  Suplee,  174  111.  App.  136, 

25.  Dwight  V.  St.  John,  25  N.  T.  203. 

26.  Kan. — Mayer  v.  Sparks,  3  Kan. 
App.  602,  45  Pac.  249.  Blinn. — ^Wood- 
ford V.  Reynolds,  36  Minn.  155,  30  N. 
W.  757.  N.  Y.— Van  Etten  v.  Has- 
brouck,  4  N.  Y.  St.  803. 

27.  Bertrom  v.  Petrovsky,  23  Pa. 
Dist.  402;  Stakke  v.  Chapman,  13  S. 
D.  269,  83  N.  W.  261. 

28.  Nickerson  v.  Suplee,  174  HI.  App, 
136. 

29.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Ala. — Travis  v.  Ehodes,  142  Ala.  189, 
37  So.  804.  Pa. — Mafston  v.  Tryon,  108 
Pa.  270;  Allen  v.  Conrad,  51  Pa.  487; 
Henrv  v.  Sims,  1  Whart.  187;  Brattoa 
V.  Leyrer,  12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  651;  Ober- 
holtzer  v.  Hunsberger,  1  Monag.  543. 
Wis. — Johnson  v.  Huber,  117  Wis.  58, 
93  N.  W.  826. 

30.  McLaughlin  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
72  111.  App.  476;  Field  v.  Teaman,  31 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  12,  101  S.  W.  368. 

SI.  Entry  of  satisfaction  of  judg- 
ment, see  supra,  VIII. 

Opening  and  vacating  judgments 
geneiaUy,  see  15  Standard  Peoc.  151, 
et  seq. 

32.  See  the  following:  Ind. — ^Lap- 
ping V.  Ihiffy,  65  Ind.  229;  Stewart  v. 
Armel,  62  Ind.  593.  Mo. — ^Boynton  v. 
Bovnton,  186  Mo.  App.  713,  172  S.  W. 
1175.  N.  Y. — Marx  v.  Valley  Stone 
Co.,  84  Misc.  514,  147  N.  T.  Supp.  519. 
N.  C. — Eeynolds  y.  Magness,  24  N.  C, 


26.  Can.— Boyle  v.  Rothschild,  11  Ont. 
W.  R.  963. 

[a]     Under  an  agreement  of  parties 

to  that  effect,  a  satisfaction  of  judg- 
ment may  be  set  aside  and  the  judg- 
ment reinstated.  Berdell  v.  Parkhurst, 
6  N.  Y.  St.  12. 

33.  Grounds  for  opening  and  vacat- 
ing judgments  generally,  see  15  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  355,  et  seq. 

34.  U.  S. — ^Van  Rensselaer  v.  Kelly, 
2  Hask.  87,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,873. 
Kan. — Bowersock  v.  Wickery,  61  Kan. 
632,  60  Pac.  317;  State  v.  Young,  32 
Kan.  292,  4  Pac.  309;  Chapman  v. 
Blakeman,  31  Kan.  684,  3  Pac.  277. 
Minn. — ^Finnish  People's  Home  Co.  ■;;. 
Longyear-Mesaba  L.  &  I.  Co.,  11"  Minn. 
313,  135  N.  W.  990.  Mo.— Wand  v. 
Ryan,  166  Mo.  646,  65  S.  W.  1025; 
Boynton  v.  Boynton,  186  Mo.  App.  713, 
172  S.  W.  1175;  Pannell  v.  Pannell,  100 
Mo.  App,  13.3,  73  S.  W.  289.  Neb. 
Grunden  v.  Skiles,  95  Neb.  124,  145  N. 
W.  .341;  Fox  V.  State,  63  Neb.  185,  ,88 
N.  W.  176.  N.  J. — Ackerman  v.  Acker- 
man,  44  N.  J.  L.  173.  N.  Y.— Kley  v. 
Healy,  149  N.  Y.  346,  44  N.  E.  150, 
(aprming  9  Misc.  93,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
3,  59  N.  Y.  St.  692);  Gray  v.  Green,,  77 
N.  Y.  615  (reversing  12  Huri  598); 
Hackley  v.  Draper,  60  N.  Y.  88;  Mc- 
Gregor V.  Comstock,  28  N.  Y.  237;  Marx 
V.  Valley  Stone  Co.,  84  Misc.  514,  147 
N.  Y.  Supp.  519.  Ohio. — Patterson  v. 
Wilkins,  Wright  501.  Ore. — Wagner  v. 
Goldschmidt,  51  Ore.  63,  93  Pac.  689. 
Pa.— McClurg  v.  Wilson,  43  Pa.  439; 
Murphy  v.   Flood,  2   Grant   Cas.   411; 
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or  collusion,  or  by  duress,^"  or  through  mistake  or  inadvertence,'® 
or  by  an  unauthorized  compromise  and  settlemtent,^'  or  without  con- 
sideration or  on  a  consideration  which  has  since    failed,^*    may    be 


Philadelphia  v.  Simon,  12  Pa.  Super. 
159;  Bowman  v.  Forney,  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
134;  BuHard's  Estate,  1  Del.  Co.  425. 
Wis.— Voell  V.  Kelly,  64  Wis.  504,  25 
N.  W.  536.  Eng. — Read  v.  Dupper,  6 
T.  E.  361,  101  Eng.  Eeprint  361.  Can. 
Boyle  V.  Eothsehild,,  11  Ont.  W.  E. 
963. 

[a]  Satisfaction,  procured,  upon  a 
forged  receipt,  acknowledging  satisfac- 
tion, may  be  vacated.  Milligan  v.  Bow- 
man, 42  Iowa  414. 

[b]  Eestoration  of  Payments. — (1) 
Where  the  settlement  of  a  judgment, 
which  was  obtained  by  fraud,  is  set 
aside,  the  judgment  plaintiff  is  not  re- 
quired to  restore  the  payments  made 
to  secure  such  settlement,  but  the  pay- 
ments will  be  credited  on  the  judg- 
ment thus  reinstated.  Grunden  v.  Skiles, 
95  Neb.  124,  145  N.  W.  341.  See  also 
Winter  v.  K.  C.  Cable  Ey.  Co.,  73  Mo. 
App.  173,  holding  that  (2)  where  a  sat- 
isfaction of  a  judgment  is  obtained 
through  misrepresentation  upon  part 
payment  thereof,  a  tender  of  the  part 
paid  is  not  a  condition  precedent  to 
bringing  an  action  to  set  aside  the 
satisfaction.     Compare   infra,  note    37. 

3.5.  Stewart  v.  Armel,  62  Ind.  593; 
Hunter  v.  Wabash  E.  Co.,  160  Mo.  App. 
601,  140  S.  W.  930;  Hunter  v.  Wabash 
E.  Co.,  149  Mo.  App.  243,  130  S.  W. 
103. 

36.  Ark. — Martin  v.  Bank  of  the 
State,  20  Ark.  636.  Cal. — Haggin  v. 
Clark,  61  Cal.  1.  la.— State  Bank  of 
Indiana  D.  Harrow,  26  Iowa  426;  Parks 
V.  Davis,  16  Iowa  20.  Kan. — McNeal 
V.  Hunt,  6  Kan.  App.  670,  50  Pae.  63. 
Md.— Wilmer  v.  Briee,  91  Md.  71,  46 
Atl.  322;  Waters  v.  Engle,  53  Md.  179. 
Mo.— Cohen  v.  Camp,  46  Mo.  179.  N.  Y. 
Wheeler  v.  Emmeluth,  121  N.  Y.  241, 
24  N.  E.  285;  Eussell  v.  Nelson,  99  N. 
Y.  119,  1  N.  E.  314;  Dundee  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Wood,  9  N.  Y.  Supp.  351.  N.  D. 
Acme  Harvester  Co.  v.  Magill,  15  N. 
D.  116,  106  N.  W.  563.  Pa.— Shoup  v. 
Shoup,  205  Pa.  22,  54  Atl.  476;  Mc- 
Cune  V.  McCune,  164  Pa.  611,  30  Atl. 
577;  Paul  V.  Burich,  3  Pa.  Super.  299; 
Delta  Bldg.  &  L.  Assn.  v.  McClune,  6 
Pa.  Dist.  569. 

[a]  Where  by  error  of  computa- 
tion, a  less  sum  than  the  amount  due 
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on  the  judgment  was  paid,  and  the  de- 
fendant refused  to  pay  the  balance, 
the  entry  of  satisfaction  may  be  va- 
cated. Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Minthorne, 
19  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  244;  Bernstein  v. 
Demmler,  9  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  285; 
Seattle  v.  Krutz,  78  Wash.  553,  139 
Pac.  498. 

[b]  Where  the  judgment  creditor 
purchased  the  debtor's  property,  thus 
satisfying  the  judgment,  he  is  not  en- 
titled to  have  the  satisfaction  vacated 
and  the  judgment  reinstated  because 
he  only  obtained  a  life  estate  in  the 
land  when  he  bought  in  the  belief 
that  he  was  getting  a  fee  simple  es- 
tatoi  Gonce  v.  McCoy,  101  Tenn.  587, 
49  S.  W.  754,  70  Am.  St.  Eep.  714. 
Purchase  of  debtor's  property  by  judg- 
ment creditor  as  satisfaction  of  judg- 
ment, see  supra,  VI,  B,  2. 

37.  Ark. — Moore  v.  Cairo  &  Fulton 
E.  Co.,  36  Ark.  262;  Martin  v.  Bank  of 
the  State,  20  Ark.  636.  Cal. — Haggin 
V.  Clark,  61  Cal.  1.  HI. — Turnan  v. 
Temke,  84  111.  286.  Kan.— Bowersock 
V.  Wickery,  61  Kan.  632,  60  Pae.  317. 
Md. — Waters  v.  Engle,  53  Md.  179. 
Mich. — Potter  v.  Hunt,  68  Mich.  242,  36 
N .  W.  58.  Mo.— Cohen  «.  Camp,  46  Mo. 
179.  N.  J. — Harrison  v.  Maxwell,  44 
N.  J.  L.  316.  N.  Y.— Lee  v.  Vacuum 
Oil  Co.,  126  N.  Y.  579,  27  N.  E.  1018; 
Cunningham  v.  City  of  New  York,  141 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1000.  Ohio. — Wilson  v. 
Stilwell,  14  Ohio  St.  464,  468.  Pa. 
Whitesell  v.  Peck,  165  Pa.  571,  30  Atl. 
9.33;  Miller  v.  Preston,  154  Pa.  63,  25 
Atl.  1041  (affirming  30  W.  N.  C.  240); 
Sullivan  v.  Gorsline,  17  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  205. 
Tenn.— Cody  v.  Eoane  Iron  Co.,  105 
Tsnn.  515,  58  S.  W.  850.  Wash.— Parns- 
worth  V.  Town  of  Wilbur,  49  Wash. 
416,  95  Pae.  642,  19  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
320. 

[a]  Where  plaintiff  ^  has  accepted 
or  received  the  benefits  of  such  settle- 
ment, the  satisfaction  will  not  be  va- 
cated, unless  he  returns  what  he  has 
received  pursuant  to  the  settlement. 
Lee  ■».  Vacuum  Oil  Co.,  126  N.  Y.  579, 
27  N.  E.  1018. 

38.  U.  S.— Hay  v.  Washington  &  A. 
E.  Co.,  4  Hughes  327,  11  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
6.255a.  Mo. — Boynton  v.  Boynton,  186 
Mo.  App.  713,  172  S.,  W.  1175;  Winter 
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vacated  upon  proper  proceedings  therefor  by  the  injured  party.^' 
So  a]so,  where  the  satisfaction  piece  was  not  delivered  until  after  the 
death  of  the  person  who  executed  it,*°  or  where  satisfaction  is  entered 
pursuant  to  a  void  sale  under  execution,*^  or  when  the  entry  of  satis- 
faction is  in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  third  persons  having  an 
interest  therein,*^  the  entry  of  satisfaction  may  be  vacated.  But  an 
entry  of  safisfaction  will  not  be  vacated  on  account  of  any  matter 
existing  prior  to  the  rendition  of  the  ju(^ment.*'  Nor  will  it  be 
vacated  where  the  judgment  debtor  makes  payment  to  the  judgment- 
plaintiff,  without  notice  of  the  previous  assignment  of  the  judgment 
to  another,**  or  where  it  conclusively  appears  that  the  judgment  has 
in  fact  been  paid,  although  the  entry  of  satisfaction  was  improperly 
entered  by  the  clerk,*^  or  where,  by  reason  of  special  injustice  and 
injury  done  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  the  parties  cannot  be 
restored  to  the  position  they  occupied  before  the  entry  of  satisfaction.*^ 
C.  Proceedings  To  Obtain.  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  usual  remedy*' 
to  vacate  a  satisfaction  of  judgment  wrongfully  or  improperly  entered 


V.  K.  C.  Cable  Ey.  Co.,  73  Mo.  App. 
173.  Teiin. — Christian  v.  Clark,  10  Lea 
630. 

39.  As  to  proper  proceeding  to  va- 
cate satisfaction,  see  infra,  IX,  C. 

40.  Earley  v.  St.  Patrick's  Church 
Society,  81  Hun  369,  30  N.  Y.  Supp. 
979,  63  N.  Y.  St.   235. 

41.  la. — ^Farmer  v.  Sasseen,  63  Iowa 
110,  18  N.  W.  714;  Darrow  v.  Darrow, 
43  Iowa  411.  IWo. — Bailey  v.  Buchanan, 
126  Mo.  App.  190,  102  S.  W.  36.  Tenn. 
Ballard  v.  Scruggs,  90  Tenn.  585,  18  S. 
W.  259,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  703;  Smith  v. 
Taylor,  11  Lea  738;  Smith  v.  Hinson, 
4  Heisk.  250;  Henry  v.  Keys,  5  Sneed 
488.  -  Tex. — ^Massie  u.  McKee  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  56  S.  W.  119;  Hollon  v. 
Hale,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  194,  51  S.  W. 
900. 

42.  Minn.^ — Henry  v.  Traynor,  42 
Minn.  234,  44  N.  W.  11.  Mont.— Mc- 
Gregor V.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  1  Mont. 
142.  Pa. — Geissinger's  Appeal,  8  Sad. 
35,  4  Atl.  344.  Tenn. — Sommerhill  v. 
Cartwright,  7  Humph.  461. 

43.  United  States  v.  Biggert,  70  Fed. 
38,  16  C.  C.  A.  616;  Bead's  Appeal, 
126  Pa.  415,  17  Atl.  621;  Bare's  Es- 
tate, 5  Lane.  Law  Eev.  (Pa.)  36. 

44.  Windsor  v.  Mourer,  76  Ore.  281, 
147  Pac.  533,  1190. 

45.  Tanner  v.  Wood,  13  Idaho  486, 
90  Pae.  733. 

46.  Ind. — Hannon  v.  Hilliard,  83 
Ind.  362.  Ore. — Windsor  ».  Mourer,  76 
Ore.  281,  147  Pac.  533,  1190.  S.  D. 
Piano  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Thompson,  21  8.  D. 


300,  112  N.  W.  149,  130  Am.  St.  Eep. 
722,  11  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   396. 

47.  See  the  following:  Ala. — Glass 
V.  Glass,  76  Ala.  368;  Aicardi  v.  Bob- 
bins, 41  Ala.  541,  94  Am.  Deo.  614. 
Cal. — Cramer  v.  Tittle,  79  Gal.  332,  21 
Pac.  750;  Haggin  v.  Clark,  61  Cal.  1. 
Idaho. — Tanner  v.  Wood,  13  Idaho  486, 
90  Pac.  733.     HI.— Seymour  v.  Haines, 

104  111.  557;  Turnan  v.  Temke,  84  HI. 
286;  Bergh  v.  Crosby,  186  111.  App. 
195.  Idaho. — ^Farmer  v.  Sasseen,  63 
Iowa  110,  18  N.  W.,  714;  Parks  v. 
Davis,  16  Iowa  20.  Kan. — ^Bowersock 
V.  Wickery,  61  Kan.  632,  60  Pac.  317; 
Bogle  V.  Bloom,  36  Kan.  512,  13  Pae. 
793;  McNeal  v.  Hunt,  6  Kan.  Apjp. 
670,  50  Pac.  63.  Md. — ^Waters  v.  Bngle, 
53  Md.  179;  Tabler  v.  Castle,  22  Md. 
94.  Mich.— Potter  v.  Hunt,  68  Mich. 
242,  36  N.  W.  58.  Minn.— Finnish  Peo- 
ple's Home  Co.  v.  Longyear-Mesaba  L. 
&  I.  Co.,  117  Minn.  313,  135  N.  W. 
O90.  Mo.— Cohen  v.  Camp,  46  Mo.  179; 
Boynton  v.  Boynton,  186  Mo.  App.  713, 
172  S.  W.  1175;  Hayes  v.  Sheffield  Ice 
Co.  (Mo.  App.),  168  S.  W.  294.  Mont. 
McGregor  v.  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.,  1 
Mont.  142.  Neb.— Phillips  v.  Kuhn,  35 
Neb.  187,  52  N.  W.  881.  N.  J.— Faugh- 
nan  v.  Elizabeth,  55  N.  J.  L.  309, 
33  Atl.  212.  N.  y.— Wallace  v.  Berdell, 

105  N.  Y.  7,  11  N.  E.  274;  Bensen  v. 
Perry,  17  Hun  16,  affirmed  in  77  N.  Y. 
625  (execution  issued,  and  a  levy  was 
made.  The  defendant  gave  an  under- 
taking to  stay  execution,  and  appealed. 
Judgment  was  affirmed.  Defendant  then 
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of  record  is  by  motion,  made  upon  proper  notice;*^  but  an  entry  of 
satisfaction  may  be  vacated  on  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  such  should 
not  be  done,*"  or  by  scire  facias,^"  or  by  an  action  at  law,^'^  or  under 
certain  circumstances  by  a  suit  in  equity.^*     "Where  the  evidence  is 


paid  plaintiff's  other  attorney,  who 
caused  judgment  to  be  satisfied  of  rec- 
ord. Later  plaintiff  moved  to  set  aside 
the  satisfaction  to  enable  the  sheriff 
to  collect  his  fees,  which  was  granted. 
Held  error,  without  an  offer  to  refund 
amount  paid  for  satisfaction,  and  the 
motion  to  vacate  must  be  denied) ; 
Eomain  v.  Garth,  3  Hun  214;  Bernstein 
V.  Demmler,  9  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  285; 
Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Minthorne,  19 
Johns.  244;  Wardell  v.  Eden,  2  Johns. 
Cas.  121;  Guliano  v.  Whitenack,  1  N. 
Y.  Ann.  Cas.  75;  Marx  v.  Valley  Stone 
Co.,  84  Misc.  514,  147  N.  Y.  ,Supp.  519; 
Tito  V.  Seabury,  18  Misc.  283,  41  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1041.  N.  C. — Snead  v.  Rhodes, 
19  N.  C.  386.  N.  D. — Acme  Harvester 
Co.  V.  Magill,  15  N.  D.  116,  106  N.  W. 
563.  Ohio.— Wilson  v.  Stilwell,  14  Ohio 
St.  464,  468.  Ore. — Wagner  v.  Gold- 
sehmidt,  51  Ore.  63,  9S  Pae.  689.  Pa. 
.Shoup  V.  Shoup,  205  Pa.  22,  54  Atl. 
476.  Tex.— Hollon  v.  Hale,  21  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  194,  51  S.  W.  900.  W.  Va, 
Cockerell  v.  Nichols,  8  W.  Va.  159. 

48.  Ala. — ^Larkin  v.  Mason,  71  Ala, 
227;  Armstrong  v.  Harper,  65  Ala.  523. 
Ark. — Martin  v.  Bank  of  the  State,  20 
Ark.  636.  Oal. — Henly  v.  Hastings,  3 
Cal.  341.  N.  Y.— Wardell  v.  Eden,  2 
Johns.  Cas.  121.  Pa. — Shoup  v.  Shoup, 
205  Pa.  22,  54  Atl.  476.  Tenn.— Wil- 
burn  V.  McCoUom,  7  Heisk.  267. 

[a]  Written  notice  sent  by  regis- 
tered letter  was  sufficient  written  no- 
tice of  a  motion  to  set  aside  satisfac- 
tion of  a  judgment,  when  a  receipt 
signed  by  the  person  so  notified, 
acknowledging  receipt  of  the  registered 
letter,  was  produced  on  the  hearing  of 
the  motion.  People  v.  Parker,  231  111. 
478,  83  N.  E.  282. 

49.  Faughnan  v.  Elizabeth,  58  N. 
J.  L.  309,  33  Atl.  212;  Ackerman  v. 
Ackerman,  44  N.  J.  L.  173;  Harrison 
i\  Maxwell,  44  N.  J.  L.  316;  Pettis' 
Appeal,  126  Pa.  420,  17  Atl.  622; 
Read's  Appeal,  126  Pa.  415,  24  W.  N. 
C.  76;  McClurg  «.  Wilson,  43  Pa.  439; 
Bowman  v.  Abbott,  20  Pa.  Dist.  596. 

50.  See  the  following:  Ohio. — Ar- 
iinM  V.  Fuller's  Heirs,  1  Ohio  458, 
Till  ere  entry  proc'ured  by  fraud.    Tenn. 
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Hayes  ».  Cartwright,  6  Lea  139;  War- 
ren V.  Farquaharson,  4  Baxt.  484 
(where  entry  procured  by  fraud); 
Evans  v.  Holt,  4  Baxt.  389;  Swaggerty 
«.  Smith,  1  Heisk.  403;  Henry  v.  Keys, 
5  Sneed  488;  Curtis  v.  Bennett,  11 
Humph.  295;  Mays  v.  Wherry,  3  Coop. 
Ch.  80;  Anderson  v.  Lyons,  2  Coop.  Ch. 
61.  W.  Va. — Eenick  v.  Ludington,  14 
W.  Va.  367. 

51.  See  the  following:  III.' — ^Barrett 
V.  Lingle,  33  111.  App.  650.  Ind. — Ker- 
cheval  v.  Lamar,  68  Ind.  442;  Stewart 
V.  Armel,  62  Ind.  593;  Eeish  v.  Thomp- 
son, 55  Ind.  34,  a  satisfaction  obtained 
by  false  and  fraudulent  representations, 
may  be  vacated  by  an  action  at  law. 
Ky. — Howard  v.  London  Mfg.  Co.,  24 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1934,  72  S.  W.  771.  Mo. 
Boynton  v.  Boynton,  186  Mo.  App. 
713,  172  S.  W.  1175;  Winter  v.  Kansas 
City  Cable  Ey.  Co.,  73  Mo'.  App.  173. 
Neb. — Grunden  v.  Skiles,  95  Neb.  124, 
145  N.  W.  341.  N,  Y,— Conklin  v. 
Taylor,  68  N.  Y.  221;  Slocum  V.  Free- 
man, 6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  443;  Lowman 
V.  Elmira,  C.  &  N.  E.  E.  bo.,  85  Hun 
188,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  579,  65  N.  Y.  St. 
723.  Tex, — Massie  v.  McKee  (Tex 
Civ.  App.),  56  S.  W.  119. 

[a]  An  action  on  the  judgment  may 
be  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  if  he  so 
desires,  to  which  the  defendant  may 
plfiad  the  satisfaction  as  matter  of  de- 
fense, and  plaintiff  should  set  up  the 
fraud,  by  which  the  satisfaction  was 
procured,  in  avoidance,  by  way  of  re- 
ply. Boynton  v.  Boynton,  186  Mo. 
App.  713,  172  S.  W.  1175. 

52.  See  the  following:  Ark. — Stuarl 
V.  Peay,  21  Ark.  117.  lU.— Kerr  v. 
Kerr,  81  111.  App.  35.  la.— Eoss  v. 
Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  E.  Co.,  55  Iowa  691, 
8  N.  W.  644;  Milligan  v.  Bowman,  42 
Iowa  414.  Mo, — Boynton  v.  Boynton, 
186  Mo.  App.  713,  172  S.  W.  1175 
N.  Y.— Kley  v.  Healy,  149  N.  Y.  346, 
44  N.  E.  150  (afflrming  9  Misc.  93,  29 
N.  Y.  Supp.  3);  Fitzsimmons  v.  Fitz- 
simmons,  79  Hun  13,  29  N.  Y.  Supp. 
510;  Marx  v.  Valley  Stone  Co.,  84 
Misc.  514,  147  N.  Y.  Supp.  519;  Gun 
ningham  v.  City  of  New  York,  140  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1000.    Ollio.— Welsh  v.  Childs, 
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conflicting'  upon  the  material  questions  of  fact  arising  on  a  motion 
to  set  aside  or  vacate  an  entry  of  satisfaction  the  party  seeking  relief 
Bhould  be  left  to  an  action.°^ 

2.  Time  for  Instituting.  —  In  the  absence  of  any  limitation  of  local 
statute,  a  court  may  entertain  a  motion  to  vacate  a  satisfaction  of 
judgment  at  any  time"*  before  the  expiration  of  the  time  provided 
by  statute  within  which  judgments  may  be  modified  or  vacated.°° 
A  court  may  not,  after  the  expiration  of  the  statutory  period  of  ap- 
peal, vacate  a  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  for  the  purpose  of  increasing 
its  amount."' 

3.  Parties.  —  In  a  proceeding  to  vacate  satisfaction  of  a  judg- 
ment, it  is  necessary  that  all  parties  against  whom  the  judgment  or 
decree  was  rendered,  shall  be  made  parties  thereto."' 

D.  Mandamus  To  Compeiv.^^  —  Mandamus  will  not  lie  to  compel  the 
vacation  of  an  entry  of  satisfaction  where  the  person  aggrieved  has 
an  adequate  remedy  otherwise."' 

X.  SATISFACTION  OP  ONE  OP  SEVERAL  JUDGMENTS  ON 
SAME  CAUSE  OF  ACTION.  —  Where  several  judgments  are  ren- 
dered on  the  same  cause  of  action,  a  satisfaction  of  one  of  them  will 
operate  to  discharge  the  others,  except  as  to  the  costs;  and  it  is  im- 
material whether  the  judgments  are  against  the  same  or  different 
persons,  or  in  the  same  or  different  courts.'" 


17  Ohio  St.  319.  Tenn. — Cody  «.  Eoane 
Iron  Co.,  105  Tenn.  515,  58  S.  W.  850; 
Ballard  v.  Scruggs,  90  Tenn.  585,  18 
S.  W.  259,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  703;  Shan- 
non V.  Woollard,  12  Lea  663;  Smith  v. 
Taylor,  11  Lea  738;  Grubb  v.  Browder, 
11  Heisk.  299;  Smith  v.  Hinson,  4 
Heisk.  250;  Henry  v.  Keys,  5  Sneed 
488;  Mays  v.  Wherry,  3  Coop.  Ch.  80;  An-' 
derson  u  Lyons,  2  Coop.  Ch.  61.  Va. — Hig- 
ginbotham  v.  May,  90  Va.  233,  17  S.  B. 
941.  Wash. — Fai-nsworth  v.  Town  of 
Wilbur,  49  Wash.  416,  95  Pae.  642,  19 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  320.  W.  Va.— Beniek 
V.  Ludington,  14  W.  Va.  367. 

Grounds  for  vacating  entry  of  satis- 
faction, see  supra,  IX,  B. 

53.  HI.— Barrett  v.  Lingle,  33  111. 
App.  650.  Kan. — Chapman  v.  Blake- 
man,  31  Kan.  684,  3  Pac.  277.  Miss. 
Teates  v.  Mead,  65  Miss.  89,  3  So. 
651.  Mo. — See  Boynton  v.  Boynton, 
186  Mo.  App.  173,  172  S.  W.  1175. 
Neb.'— Fox  V.  State,  63  Neb.  185,  88 
N.  W.  176.  N.  Y.— Dwight  v.  St.  John, 
25  N.  T.  203.  N.  D.— Acme  Harvester 
Co.  V.  Magill,  15  N.  D.  116,  106  N.  W. 
563.  S.  C. — ^Alsobrook  v.  Watts,  19  8. 
C.    539.    Wis.— McDonald    v.    Palvey, 

18  Wis.  571. 

54.  U.  S.— Van  Benssellaer  v.  Eelly, 

38 


2  Hask.  87,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,873. 
Md.— Wilmer  v.  Brice,  91  Md.  71,  46 
Atl.  322.  Mo. — ^Boynton  v.  Boynton, 
186  Mo.  App.  173,  172  S.  W.  1175. 
N.  Y.— Howett  V.  Merrill,  1  N.  T. 
Supp.  894.  N.  D. — Acme  Harvester  Co. 
V.  Magill,  15  N.  D.  116,  106  N.  W. 
563.  Wis.— Flanders  v.  Sherman,  18 
Wis.  575. 

55.  Seattle  v,  Krutz,  78  Wash.  553, 
139  Pac.  498. 

Time  within  which  to  move  to  open 
and  vacate  a  judgment,  see  15  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  186,  et  seq. 

56.  Seattle  v.  Krutz,  78  Wash.  553, 
139  Pac.  498. 

57.  Blackburn  v.  Clarke,  85  Tenn. 
506,  3  8.  W.  505;  Warren  v.  Farqua- 
harson,  4  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  484;  Humberd 
V.  Kerr,  8  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  291. 

58.  As  to  mandamus  to  Inferior 
courts  and  judicial  officers,  see  gen- 
erally the  title  "Mandamus." 

59.  People  v.  Tioga  C.  Pl.,  19  Wend. 
(N.  T.)  73. 

60.  See  the  following;  XT.  S. — ^Lyneh 
V.  Burt,  132  Fed.  417,  67  C.  C.  A. 
305.  Ala. — Thompson  v.  Lassiter,  86 
Ala.  536,  6  So.  33;  Abererombie  v. 
Conner,  10  Ala.  293;  Loekhart  v.  Mc- 
Elroy,   4   Ala.    572.      Conn. — ^Ayer    v. 
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Several  Judgments  Against  Joint  Tort-Peasors.  —  When  several  actions 
have  beon  brought  against  joint  tort-feasors,  and  a  judgment  recov- 
ered against  each,  the  satisfaction  of  one  of  them  operates  as  a  satis- 
faction of  all.°^  But  where  separate  judgments  have  been  rendered 
against  two  persons  for  the  joint  commission  of  a  trespass,  the  in- 
jured party  may  elect  upon  which  he  will  seek  satisfaction,^^  and 
when  he  has  made  such  election  he  is  concluded  thereby.*' 

XI.    EPPEOT  OF  SATISFACTION  ON  RIGHT  OF  APPEAL. 

Satisfaction  of  a  judgment  is  usually  regarded  as  a  compulsory  act  on 
the  part  of  the  debtor,  and  therefore  it  is  not  a  waiver  of  his  right 
of  appeal.**    But  even  the  voluntary  payment  of  a  judgment  by  a 


Ashmead,  31  Conn.  447,  83  Am.  Dee. 
154.  Ga. — Tarver  v.  Eankin,  3  Ga.  210, 
214.  m.— Frankel  v.  Stern,  50  Dl. 
App.  54;  Everingham  V.  National  City 
Bank,  25  HI.  App.  637,  affirmed  in  124 
ni.  527,  17  N.  E.  26,  la.— Hayes  v. 
Hugel,  150  Iowa  297,  129  N.  W.  958. 
Ky. — ^Patterson  v.  Hobbs,  1  Litt.  275. 
Me.— Bartlett  v.  Sawyer,  46  Me.  317. 
Miss. — The  Planters'  Bank  v.  Spen- 
cer, 3  Smed.  &  M.  305.  Mo. — Kansas 
City  V.  Forsee,  168  Mo.  App.  213,  153 
S.  W.  572;  Vette  v.  Merrell  Drug  Co., 
137  Mo.  App.  229,  117  S.  "W.  666.  Mont. 
Work  V.  Northern  Pae.  B.  Co.,  11 
Mont.  513,  29  Pae.  280.  N.  Y.— Craft 
V.  Merrill,  14  N.  T.  456;  Bowne  v. 
Joy,  9  Johns.  221;  Apf  elbaum  «.  Shaum- 
burgh,  14  Wkly.  Dig.  405.  Pa.— Bow- 
ser's Appeal,  101  Pa.  466;  Gross'  Es- 
tate, 6  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  478.  Vt.— Stevens 
V.  Briggs,  14  Vt.  44,  39  Am.  Deo.  209. 
Wis.— Earth  v.  LoefEelholtz,  108  Wis. 
562,  84  N.  W.  846. 

[a]  The  payment  and  satisfaction 
of  a  judgment  against  the  principal 
debtor,  renders  functus  ofScio,  and  ef- 
fectually satisfies  a  judgment  against 
a  garnishee  in  the  same  case,  except 
for  costs.  Hammett  v.  Morris,  55  Ga. 
644. 

[b]  Where  One  Judgmeat  Affirmed 
on  Appeal. — Where  two  judgments  are 
rendered  for  the  same  debt,  and  one 
of  them  is  affirmed  on  appeal,  with 
damages,  a  subsequent  satisfaction  of 
the  other  operates  as  a  satisfaction  of 
the  affirmed  judgment,  except  as  to 
damages  and  costs.  Thompson  v.  Las- 
siter,  86  Ala.  536,  6  So.  33. 

[c]  Where  Both  Judgments  Affirmed 
on  Appeal. — Where  separate  judgments 
are  recovered  against  the  maker  and 
endorser  of  a  note,  and  on  appeal  both 
are  affirmed  with  an  additional  amount 
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as  damages,  the  payment  of  one  and 
the  damages  th'Sreon,  is  a  satisfaction 
of  the  other,  including  the  damages. 
Hewett  V.  Hill's  Securities,  3  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)  241. 

[d]  Where  two  concurrent  and  con- 
sistent remedies  (1)  are  pressed  to 
judgment,  a  8a;ti8faction  of  one  is  a 
satisfaction  of  all.  la. — ^Hayes  v.  Hugel, 
150  Iowa  297,  129  N.  W.  958;  Putney 
V.  O'Brien,  53  Iowa  117,  4  N.  W.  891. 
Tex. — Hartzog  v.  Sieger  Coal  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  163  S.  W.  1055;  BuU  v.  Bear- 
den  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  159  S.  W.  1177; 
Garza  &  Co.  v.  Jesse  French  P.  &  O. 
Co.,  59  Tex.  Civ.  App.  590,  126  S.  W. 
906.  Wis. — Eowell  v.  Smith,  128  Wis. 
510,  102  N.  W.  1,  3  Ann.  Cas.  773. 
(2)  And  this  rule  applies  where  sep- 
arate judgments  are  recovered  against 
different  defendants  on  the  same  cause 
of  action.  Hayes  v.  Hugel,  150  Iowa 
297,  129  N.  W.  958;  Vette  v.  J.  S. 
Merrell  Drug  Co.,  137  Mo.  App.  229, 
117  S.  W.  666. 

61.  See  supra,  I,  B,  1,  e. 

62.  U.  S. — Power  v.  Baker,  27  Fed. 
396.  Ala. — Blann  v.  Crocheron,  20  Ala. 
320.  la. — Putney  v.  O'Brien,  53  Iowa 
117,  4.  N.  W.  891.  Ky.— United  Soc. 
Shakers  v.  Underwood,  11  Bush  265,  21 
Am.  Bep.  214.  Tenn. — Enott  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 2  Sneed  204. 

[a]  An'  election  is  manifested  by 
either  acceptance  of  payment  or  suing 
out  execution  thereon.  Blann  v. 
Crocheron,  20  Ala.  320. 

63.  TX.  S.— Power  v.  Baker,  27  Fed. 
396.  la. — ^Putney  v.  O'Brien,  53  Iowa 
117,  4  N,  W.  891.  Ky.— United  Soe. 
Shakers  v.  Underwood,  11  Bush  265,  21 
Am.  Kep.  214.  Tenn. — Knott  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 2  Sneed  204, 

64.  Cal. — Haskins  v.  Jordan,  123 
Cal.  157,  55  Pae.  786;  Vermont  Marble 
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defendant  does  not,  according  to  the  weight  of  authority,  preclude 
him  from  taking  an  appeal  therefrom,*^  unless  such  payment  is  by 
way  of  compromise,®^  or  the  debtor  thereby  derives  some  advantage 
or  benefit  not  otherwise  legally  obtainable.^^  But  a  voluntary  ac- 
ceptance by  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  satisfaction  of  his  judgment 
operates  as  a  waiver  of  whatever  errors  may  have  been  committed  in 


Co.  V.  Black,  123  Cal.  21,  55  Pae.  599; 
Kenney  v.  Parks,  120  Cal.  22,  52  Pac. 
40.  111. — Armstrong  v.  Douglas  Park 
Bldg.  Assn.,  176  111.  298,  52  N.  E. 
886;  Beardsley  v.  Smith,  139  HI.  290, 
28  N.  E.  1079;  Page  v.  People,  99  111. 
418;  Hatch  v.  Jacobson,  94  111.  584; 
Eicheson  v.  Eyan,  14  111.  74,  56  Am, 
Dee.  493.  la. — State  v.  Martland,  71 
Iowa  543,  32  N.  W.  485;  Grim  v.  Sem- 
ple,  39  Iowa  570.  La. — Verges  v.  Gon- 
zales, 33  La.  Ann.  410;  Johnson  v. 
Clark,  29  La.  Ann.  762.  Miss.— Gor- 
don V.  Gibbs,  3  Smed.  &  M.  473,  492, 
Neb.— Green  v.  Hall,  43  Neb.  275,  61 
N.  "W.  605,  47  Am.  St.  Eep.  761.  N.  Y. 
Bartholemy  v.  People,  2  Hill  248,  255, 
Wis.— Hixon  v.  Oneida,  82  Wis.  515,  52 
N.  W.  445. 

65.  U.  S.— County  of  Bakota  v.  Glid- 
d«n,  113  U.  8.  222,  5  Sup.  Ct.  428,  28 
L.  ed.  981;  O'Hara  v.  MeConnell,  93 
IT.  S.  150,  23  L.  ed.  840;  Erwin  v.  Low- 
ry,  7  How.  172,  12  L.  ed.  655;  Hoogen- 
dorn  V.  Daniel,  202  Fed.  431,  120  C. 
C.  A.  537.  Ala. — Shannon  v.  Mower, 
186  Ala.  472,  65  So.  338.  Cal.— Patter- 
son V.  Keeney,  165  Cal.  465,  132  Pae. 
1043,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  232.  Fla.— Bur- 
rows V.  Mickler,  22  Ma.  572,  1  Am. 
St.  Eep.  217.  Ga.— Eiehmond  &  D.  E, 
Co.  V.  Buiee,  88  Ga.  180,  14  S.  E.  205. 
IlL— Lott  V.  Davis,  262  111.  148,  104 
N.  E.  199;  Page  v.  People,  99  IlL 
418;  Hatch  v.  Jacobson,  94  111.  584. 
Ind.— Belton  v.  Smith,  45  Ind.  290; 
Diekensheets  v.  Kaufman,  29  Ind.  154; 
Armes  v.  Chappel,  28  Ind.  469;  Ham- 
mond W.  &  E.  C.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Kaput 
(Ind.  App.),  110  K.  E.  109;  Beard  v. 
Hosier,  58  Ind.  App,  14,  107  N,  E. 
558.  Ky,— Madden  v.  Madden,  169 
Ky.  367,  183  S.  W.  931.  La.— Hill  v. 
Caze,  136  La.  625,  67  So.  520.  Mich. 
Watson  V.  Kane,  31  Mich.  61.  Miss. 
Currie  v.  Bennette,  111  Miss.  228,  71 
So.  324.  N.  Y.— Hayes  v.  Nourse,  107 
N.  Y.  577,  14  N.  E.  508,  1  Am.  St. 
Eep.  891;  Dyett  v.  Pendleton,  8  Cow. 
325;  Sohermerhorn  v.  Wheeler,  5  Daly 
472.  N.  D.— Fisk  v.  Eehrs,  32  N.  D. 
119,  155  N.  W.  676.     Ohio.— Alban  v. 


Evans,  2  Ohio  Dec,  298,  Ore. — Ed- 
wards V.  Perkins,  7  Ore.  149.  Wash. 
Hartson  d.  Dale,  9  Wash.  379,  37  Pac. 
475.  Wis. — Sloane  v.  Anderson,  57  Wis. 
123,  13  N.  W.  684,  15  N.  W.  21. 

Contra. — ^la. — Isaaeson  v.  Mason,  157 
N.  W.  891;  Hipp  v.  Crenshaw,  64  Iowa 
404,  20  N.  W.  492;  State  v.  Westfall, 
37  Iowa  575;  Borgalthous  v.  Farmers' 
&  M.  Ins.  Co.,  36  Iowa  250.  Kaa. 
Merriam  Mortg.  Co.  v.  St.  Paul  Fire 
&  Marine  Co.,  97  Kan.  190,  155  Pac. 
17;  Eouud  v.  Land  &  Power  Co.,  92 
Kan.  894,  142  Pae.  292;  State  v.  Conk- 
ling,  54  Kan.  108,  37  Pae.  992,  45  Am. 
St.  Eep.  270.  E.  L— Sager  v.  Moy,  13 
B.  I.  528,  9  Atl.  847. 

[a]  In  Louisiana  it  is  provided  by 
statute  that  the  voluntary  acquiescence 
in  a  judgment  or  decree  by  paying  the 
money,  or  otherwise  complying  with 
the  judgment  or  decree,  bars  the  party 
paying  or  complying  in  acquiescence 
from  his  right  of  appeal.  Buntin  v. 
Johnson,  27  La.  Ann.  625;  Succession 
of  De  Egana,  18  La.  Ann,  59, 

[b]  A  payment  of  the  judgment  and 
costs  by  the  defendant  to  the  clerk  of 
the  court  cannot,  without  plaintiff 's 
acceptance  thereof,  defeat  his  right  of 
appeal.  Hesse  v.  Zaffke,  183  lU,  App. 
160. 

66,  Dakota  County  v.  Glidden,  113 
V.  S.  222,  5  Sup.  Ct.  428,  28  L.  ed. 
981;  Hayes  v.  Nourse,  107  N.  Y.  577, 
14  N,  E.  508,  1  Am.  St.  Eep.  891; 
Wells  V.  Danforth,  1  N.  Y.  Code  Eep. 
(N.  S.)  415;  Cock  v.  Palmer,  19  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  372. 

[a]  There  must  be  clear  proof  of  a 
compromise  and  settlement  of  the  judg- 
ment before  the  appellate  eourt  will 
dismiss  an  appeal.  Piano  Mfg.  Co,  v. 
Easey,  69  Wis.  246,  34  N.  W.  85, 

67.  lU.— Hatch  v.  Jacobson,  94  HI, 
584;  Austin  v.  Bainter,  40  111.  82.  Mass. 
Smith  V.  O'Brien,  146  Mass.  294,  15 
N.  E.  645.  N.  Y.— Bennett  v.  Van 
Syckel,  18  N.  Y.  481.  Wis.— Webster- 
Glover  Lumber  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  St.  Croix, 
71  Wis,  317,  36  N,  W,  864, 
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the  proceedings  in  which  it  was  rendered,^*  and  it  therefore  follows 
that  he  is  estopped  to  appeal  from  a  judgment  after  he  has  accepted 
its  benefits,^"  except  where  it  clearly  appears  that  he  cannot  recover 


68.  Ark. — Coston  v.  Lee  Wilson  & 
Co.,  109  Ark.  548,  160  S.  W.  857.  Cal. 
Nunan  v.  Valentine,  83  Cal.  588,  23 
Pae.  713.  lU.— Hartshorn  v.  PotrofE,  89 
111.  509.  Ind. — ^McGrew  v.  Grayston, 
144  Ind.  165,  41  N.  E.  1027;  Newman 
V.  Kizer,  128  Ind.  258,  26  N.  B.  1006; 
McCraeken  v.  Cabel,  120  Ind.  266,  22 
N.  E.  136;  Sterne  v.  Vert,  108  Ind. 
232,  9  N.  E.  127,  111  Ind.  408,  12 
N.'  E.  719;  Baltimore  O.  &  C.  E.  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  84  Ind.  420;  Clark  v. 
Wright,  67  Ind.  224;  Patterson  v. 
Eowley,  65  Ind.  108.  Kan.— Zeigler  v. 
Hyle,  45  Kan.  226,  25  Pac.  568.  Mo. 
State  V.  Lubke,  15  Mo.  App.  152,  166. 
Wi?. — Thornton  v.  Madison  Woolen 
MUls,  41  Wis.  265. 

69.  U.  S.— Albright  V.  Oyster,  60 
Fed.  644,  9  C.  C.  A.  173,  19  U.  S.  App. 
651.  Ark.— Watkins  v.  Martin,  24  Ark. 
14,  81  Am.  Dec.  59.  Conn. — Hawley  «. 
Harrall,  19  Conn.  142.  111.— Corwin  v. 
Shoup,  76  HI.  246;  Holt  V.  Bees,  46 
111.  181;  Euekman  v.  Alwood,  44  111. 
183;  Thomas  v.  Negus,  7  111.  700;  Mor- 
gan  V.  Ladd,  7  111.  414.  Ind. — Holland 
V.  Spell,  144  Ind.  561,  42  N.  E.  1014; 
McGrew  v.  Grayston,  144  Ind.  165,  41 
N.  B.  1027;  Glassburn  v.  Deer,  143  Ind. 
174,  183,  41  N.  B.  376;  Newman  v. 
Kizer,  128  Ind.  258,  26  N.  E.  1006; 
McCraeken  v.  Cabal,  120  Ind.  266,  22 
N.  B.  136;  State  v.  Kamp,  111  Ind. 
56,  11  N.  E.  960;  Monnett  V.  Hemp- 
hill, 110  Ind.  299,  11  N.  B.  230;  Sterne 
V.  Vert,  108  Ind.  232,  9  N.  E.  127; 
Baltimore  O.  &  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Johnson, 
84  Ind.  420;  Test  V.  Larsh,  76  Ind. 
452;  Clark  v.  "Wright,  67  Ind.  224. 
la. — Weaver  v.  Staey,  93  Iowa  683,  62 
N.  W.  22;  Anglo- American  L.,  M.  & 
A.  Co.  V.  Bush,  84  Iowa  272,  50  N.  W. 
1063;  Hintrager  v.  Mahoney,  78  Iowa 
537,  43  N.  W.  522,  6  L.  B.  A.  50; 
Boot  V.  Heil,  78  Iowa  436,  43  N.  W. 
278;  Beichelt  v.  Seal,  76  Iowa  275,  41 
N.  W.  16;  West  v.  Fitzgerald,  72  Iowa 
306,  33  N.  W.  688;  Upton  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Huiske,  69  Iowa  557,  29  N.  W. 
621;  Tama  County  v.  Melendy,  55  Iowa 
395,  7  N.  W.  669;  Buena  Vista  County 
V.  Iowa  Falls  &  S.  C.  B.  Co.,  55  Iowa 
157,  7  N.  W.  474;  Independent  Dist. 
V.  Delaware,  44  Iowa  201;  Mississippi 
&  M.  B.  Co.  V.  Byington,  14  Iowa  572. 
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Ky.— Brown  v.  Van  Cleave,  86  Ky.  381, 
6  S.  W.  25.  La.— Campbell  v.  Orillion, 
3  La.  Ann.  115.  Iidnn. — Mastin  i>. 
May,  130  Minn.  281,  153  N.  W.  756; 
Lamprey  v.  Henk,  16  Minn.  405.  Mo. 
Wolfort  V.  Beilly,  133  Mo.  463,  470, 
34  S.  W.  847;  Bobards  v.  Lamb,  76 
Mo.  192;  Cassell  v.  Fagin,  11  Mo.  207, 

47  Am.  Dee.  151;  Bosenberger  v.  Jones, 

48  Mo.  App.  606.  N.  Y.— Farmers'  L. 
&  T.  Co.  V.  Bankers'  &  M.  Tel.  Co.,  109 
N.  T.  342,  16  N.  E.  539;  People  v. 
Mills,  109  N.  Y.  69,  15  N.  E.  886; 
Alexander  v.  Alexander,  104  N.  Y. 
643,  10  N.  E.  37;  Bennett  v.  Van 
Syckel,  18  N.  Y.  481;  Kelly  v.  Bloom, 
17  Abb.  Pr.  229;  Lewis  v.  Irving  F. 
Ins.  Co.,  15  Abb.  Pr.  140,  note;  Bad- 
way  V.  Graham,  4  Abb.  Pr.  468;  Green 
V.  Jereissati,  151  N.  Y.  Supp.  989. 
N.  D.-^Tyler  v.  Shea,  4  N.  D.  377,  61 
N.  W.  468,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  660.  Ore. 
Kellogg  V.  Smith,  70  Ore.  449,  142  Pac. 
330;  Portland  Const.  Co.  v.  O'Neil,  24 
Ore.  54,  32  Pae.  764;  Inverarity  v, 
Stowell,  10  Ore.  261,  267;  Moore  v. 
Floyd,  4  Ore.  260.  Pa.— Hall  v.  Lacy, 
37  Pa.  366;  Smith  v.  Jack,  2  Watts 
&  S.  101.  Tex.— Fir  V.  Bailey,  36 
Tex.  119.  Utah.— Sierra  Nevada  Mill 
Co.  V.  Keith  O'Brien  Co.,  156  Pae. 
943.  Vt.— Feleh  v.  Gilman,  22  Vt.  38, 
holding  that  a  land  owner,  who  has 
accepted  payment  of  an  award  for  an 
easement  for  a  public  highway  over  his 
land,  cannot  maintain  an  action  for 
trespass  for  th«  reasonable  use  there- 
of. W.  Va.— Bright  v.  MoUohan,  75 
W.  Va.  116,  83  S.  B.  298.  Wis.— Smith 
V.  Coleman,  77  Wis.  343,  46  N.  W. 
664;  Wheeler  v.  Catlin,  44  Wis.  464; 
Cogswell  V.  Colley,  22  Wis.  399;  Pulling 
f.  Columbia  County,  3  Wis.  337. 

[a]  A  statute  prohibiting  a  judg- 
ment creditor  from  appealing  from  a 
judgment  upon  which  he  has  received 
any  money  paid  or  collected,  will  also 
preclude  a  further  prosecution  of  an 
appeal  taken  before  such  payment  or 
collection  is  made.  Clark  v,  Wright, 
67  Ind.  224. 

[b]  Acceptance  for  one  creditor,  of 
proceeds  of  a  sale,  by  a  trustee,  does 
not  waive  his  right  to  appeal  on  behalf 
of  other  creditors  for  whom  he  is  also 
trustee.     Stanrod  is  Co.  v,  Utah  Im- 
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less  than  the  amount  of  the  judgment  appealed  from.' 


plement- Vehicle  Co.,  223  Fed.  517,  139 
C.  C.  A.  65. 

[c]  Wliere  a  creditor  coerces  pay- 
ment of  his  judgment  and  then  ap- 
peals his  appeal  will  be  dismissed  on 
motion  of  defendant.  Shannon  v. 
Mower,  186  Ala.  472,  65  So.  338,  citing 
Smith  V.  Patton,  128  Ala.  611,  30  So. 
582;  Shingler  v.  Martin,  54  Ala.  354; 
Knox's  Distributees  v.  Steele,  18  Ala. 
518,  54  Am.  Dec.  181;  Beard  v.  Hosier, 
58  Ind.  App.  14,  107  N.  E.  558. 

70.  U.  S. — Carsoil  Lumber  Co.  v.  St. 
Louis  &  8.  F.  E.  Co.,  209  Fed,  191, 


126  C.  C.  A.  139,  affirmmg  198  Fed. 
311.  Ala. — McCreeliss  v.  Hinkle,  17 
Ala.  459.  la.— Upton  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Huiske,  69  Iowa  557,  29  N.  W.  621, 
distinguishing  Independent  Dist.  v.  Dist. 
Tp.,  44  Iowa  201.  Miss. — Currie  v.  Ben- 
nette,  108  Miss.  854,  67  So.  484.  N.  Y, 
MeDen  v.  Mellen,  137  N.  T.  606,  33  N 
E.  545;  Higbie  v.  Westlake,  14  N.  T. 
281.  N.  D.— Tyler  v.  Sheaj  4  N.  D.  377, 
61  N.  W.  468,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  660. 
Ore. — ^Brawand  v.  Home  Installment 
Co.,  75  Ore.  478,  147  Pac.  391. 
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As  to  the  nature  of  judicial  notice,  the  matters  noticed,,  its  effect, 
etc.,  see  7  Ency.  of  Ev.  867,  et  seq. 

Por  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work. 

I.  NECESSITY  OF  PLEADING  MATTERS  JUDICIALLY  NO- 
TICED. —  The  rule,  as  frequently  stated,  is  that  it  is  unnecessary  to 
allege  in  a  pleading  facts  of  which  the  court  will  take  judicial  notice.^ 

1.    U.  S.— United  States  «.  Eeynes,  9  1 604,   80  Pae.   1031,  69  L.  R.  A.   556; 


How.  127,  147,  13  L.  ed.  74;  In  re 
Osborne,  115  Fed.  1,^2  0.  C.  A.  595; 
Heflelfinger  v.  Choctaw,  O.  &  G.  E.  Co., 
140  Ted.  75.  See  Jones  v.  United 
States,  137  U.  S.  202,  214,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
80,  34  L.  ed.  691.  Ala. — Alabama  Great 
Southern  E.  Co.  v.  Cardwell,  171  Ala. 
274,  55  So.  185.  See  Bowling  v.  Mo- 
bile &  M.  By.  Co.,  128  Ala.  550,  29 
So.   584.     Ark.— St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S, 


De  Baker  v.  Southern  Oal.  Ey.  Co.,  106 
Cal.  257,  39  Pac.  610,  46  Am.  St.  Eep. 
237;  Eogers  v.  Cady,  104  Cal.  288,  38 
Pac.  81,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  100;  Cole  v.  Sfl- 
graves,  88  Cal.  103,  25  Pac.  1109; 
Faekler  v.  Wright,  86  Cal.  210,  24 
Pac.  996.  Conn. — Tweedy  v.  Jarvis,  27 
Conn.  42.  Ha. — City  of  Miami  v. 
Miami  Eealty  Loan  &  Guaranty  Co.,  57 
Fla.  366,  49  So.  55.     111.— Goodman  v. 


Ey.  Co.  V.  State,  68  Ark.  561,  60  S.  W.   People,    228    111.    154,    81    N.    E.    830; 
654.     Oal.— French  v.  Senate,  146  Cal.   Gunning   v.    People,    189    111.    165,    59 
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This  rale  is  equally  applicable  to  civil  actions,^  criminal  prosecutions,^ 
suits  in  equity,*  and  special  proceedings.^  In  some  jurisdictions,  the 
rule  has  been  incorporated  in  the  statutes.^    But  judicial  notice  cannot 


N.  B.  494,  82  Am.  St.  Kep.  433.  Ind. 
State  V.  Downs,  148  Ind.  324,  47  N.  E. 
670;  Miller  v.  Miller,  55  Ind.  App. 
644,  104  N.  E.  588;  Princeton  Coal  Min. 
Oo.  V.  Howell,  46  Ind.  App.  572,  92 
N.  E.  122;  Thorntown  v.  Fugate,  21  Ind. 
App.  537,  52  N.  E.  763.  la.— Clough 
V.  Goggins,  40  Iowa  325.  Kan. — ^Weat 
V.  Columbus,  20  Kan.  633;  Solomon  v. 
Hughes,  24  Kan.  211;  Ellis  v.  Eeddin, 
12  Kan.  306;  Garfield  Twp.  v.  Dods- 
worth,  9  Kiin.  App.  752,  58  Pac.  565. 
Ky. — Strode  v.  Strode,  3  Bush  227,  96 
Am.  Dee.  211;  Pedigo  v.  Com.,  24  Ky. 
L.  Bep.  1029,  70  S.  W.  659.  Mass. 
Cronan  v.  Woburn,  185  Mass.  91,  70 
N.  E.  38;  Bead  v.  Chelmsford,  16  Pick. 
128.  Mich. — ^People  v.  Mahaney,  13 
Mich.  481,  491.  Minn. — Peterson  v. 
Cokato,  84  Minn.  205,  87  N.  W.  615. 
Mo. — Sessinghaus  Milling  Co.  v.  Hane- 
brink,  247  Mo.  212,  152  S.  W.  354; 
Jackson  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M. 
E.  Co.,  157  Mo.  621,  58  S.  W.  32,  80 
Am.  St.  Eep.  650;  Barth  v.  Kansas 
City  El.  Ey.  Co.,  142  Mo.  535,  44  S. 
W.  778;  Erookfleld  v.  Tooey,  141  Mo. 
619,  43  S.  W.  387;  Garth  v.  Caldwell, 
72  Mo.  622;  Shackleford  v.  City  of 
Jefferson,  167  Mo.  App.  59,  150  S.  "W. 
1123;  Camp  V.  Wabash  Ey.  Co.,  94  Mo. 
App.  272,  68  S.  W.  96;  Savannah  v. 
Dickey,  33  Mo.  App.  522.  Neb.— George 
V.  State,  59  Neb.  163,  80  N.  W.  486. 
N.  Y.— Viemeister  v.  White,  179  N.  Y. 
235,  72  N.  E.  97,  103  Am.  St.  Eep. 
859,  70  li.  E.  A.  796;  Goelet  v.  Cow- 
drey,  1  Duer  132;  Long  Sault  Dev. 
Co.  V.  Kennedy,  158  App.  Div.  398,  143 
N.  Y.  Supp.  454;  Shepherd  v.  Shepherd, 
51  Misc.  418,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  401. 
Okla. — Carroll  v.  Durant  Nat.  Bank,  38 
Okla.  267,  133  Pac.  179;  Barnes  v. 
American  Soda  Fountain  Co.,  32  Okla. 
81,  121  Pac.  250.  Ore. — ^Howe  v.  Kern, 
63  Ore.  487,  125  Pac.  834,  128  Pac. 
818;  Parkersville  Drainage  Dist.  v. 
Wattier,  48  Ore.  332,  86  Pac.  775;  Strat- 
ton  V.  Oregon  City,  35  Ore.  409,  60 
Pac.  905.  Phil.  Isl.— Marzou  v.  TJdtu- 
jan,  20  Phil.  Isl.  232.  S.  C— Parker 
V.   Carolina   Sav.  Bank,   53   S.   C.   583, 

31  S.  E.  673,  69  Am.  St.  Eep.  888. 
S.  D. — Dirks  Trust  &  Title  Co.  v.  Koch, 

32  S.  D.  551,  143  N.  W.  952.  Tenn. 
Pugh  V.  State,  2  Head  227.    Tes.— See 


Sanchez  v.   State,   39    Tex.   Crim.    389, 

46  S.  W.  249.  Vt.— Atherton  v.  Village 
of  Essex  Junction,  83  Vt.  218,  74  Atl. 
1118;  Clement  v.  Graham,  78  Vt.  290, 
63  Atl.  146;  Page  v.  McClure,  73  Vt. 
83,  64  Atl.  451.  Va.— Satterfield  v. 
Com.,  105  Va.  867,  52  S.  E.  979;  Dun- 
can V.  Lynchburg  (Va.),  34  S.  E.  964, 
48  L.  E.  A.  331.  Wash.— Green  v.  Tid- 
ball,  26  Wash.  338,  67  Pac.  84,  55  L.  E. 
A.  879.  Wis.— Gray  v.  Chicago  &  N. 
W.  Ey.  Co.,  153  Wis.  637,  142  N.  W. 
505;  John  O'Brien  Lumber  Co.  v.  Wil- 
kinson, 123  Wis.  272,  101  N.  W.  1050; 
Dureh  v.  Chippewa,  60  Wis.  227,  19  N. 
W.  79. 

See  7  Enct.  of  Ev.  1033. 

[a]  Eule  Is  Universal. — "Such  ia 
the  rule  both  at  common  law  and  un- 
der the  code."  Stratton  v.  Oregon 
City,  35  Ore.  409,  CO  Pac.  905. 

[b]  Domestic  statute,  which  is  the 
basis  of  the  action,  need  not  be  pleaded 
at  length.  Ervin  v.  State,  150  Ind.  332, 
48  N.  B.  249;  Swing  v.  Karges  Furni- 
ture Co.,  150  Mo.  App.  574,  131  S.  W. 
153.  See  generally  the  title  "Stat- 
utes." 

2.  -See  eases  cited  in  preceding  note, 

3.  See  12  Standard  Pkoc.  347,  et 
seq.,  and  State  v.  Downs,  148  Ind.  324, 

47  N.  E.  670;  Satterfield  v.  Com.,  105 
Va.  867,  52  S.  E.  979. 

4.  Secrist  v.  Petty,  109  HI.  188; 
Todtenhausen  v.  Knox  County,  132 
Tenn.  169,  177  S.  W.  487. 

5.  Cal. — French  v.  Senate,  146  Cal, 
604, 80  Pac.  1031,  69  L.  E.  A.  556,  man- 
damus. Mich. — People  v.  Mahaney,  13 
Mich.  481,  491,  quo  warranto.  N.  Y. 
Viemeister  v.  White,  179  N.  Y.  235, 
72  N.  E.  97,  103  Am.  St.  Eep.  859,  70 
L.  E.  A.  796,  mandamus.  Vt. — Page 
V.  McOlure,  73  Vt.  83,  64  Atl.  451,  man- 
damus. 

[a]  A  schedule  in  bankruptcy  pro- 
ceedings falls  within  the  general  rule. 
In  re  Chope,  112  Cal.  630,  44  Pae. 
1066. 

6.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ark. — St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  Ey.  Co.  V.  State,  68  Ark.  561,  60 
S.  W.  654.  Ind. — Thorntown  v.  Fugate, 
21  Ind.  App.  537,  52  N.  B.  763.  Ia. 
Clough  V.  Goggins,  40  Iowa  325.  Kan. 
Fort  Lea,venworth  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Lowe, 
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be  resorted  to  to  raise  controversies  not  presented  by  the  record/ 
II.  EFFECT  OF  ALLEGATION  AS  TO  FACTS  JUDICIALLY 
NOTICED.  —  An  allegation  as  to  a  fact  whicli  the  court  is  boijnd  to 
notice  judicially  does  not  vitiate  the  pleading;  but  the  allegation  is 
properly  treated  as  surplusage  and  may  be  stricken  out  on  motion 
on  the  ground  of  redundancy.*  Such  an  allegation  does  not  control 
or  limit  the  power  of  courts  to  take  judicial  notice  of  facts  even  though 
the  notice  thus  taken  is  directly  contrary  to  the  allegation.' 

On  Demurrer. —  While  ordinarily  when  a  demurrer  is  interposed  to 
a  pleading  all  the  facts  stated  in  that  pleading  are  to  be  taken  as 
true,^"  this  principle  is  subject  to  the  exception  that  allegations  which 
are  contrary  to  facts  which  will  be  judicially  noticed,  are  not  ad- 
mitted by  the  demurrer.^^ 


27  Kan.  749,  756;  Smith  v.  Emporia, 
27  Kan.  528;  Ellis  v.  Eeddin,  12  ECan. 
306.  Ky. — ^Pedigo  v.  Com.,  24  Ky.  L. 
Bep.  1029,  70  S.  W.  659.  Mo.— Barth 
V.  Kansas  City  El.  Ey.  Co.,  142  Mo. 
535,  44  S.  W.  778;  Garth  v.  Caldwell, 
72  Mo.  622;  Camp  v.  Wahash  Ey.  Co., 
94  Mo.  App.  272, 68  S.  W.  96.  PhU.Isl. 
Marzon  v.  XJdtujan,  20  Phil.  Isl.  232. 

7.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  McGrew, 
188  tr.  S.  291,  23  Sup.  Ct.  375,  47  L. 
ed.  480,  63  L.  E.  A.  33,  hence  not  to 
show  that  a  federal  question  not  raised 
below,  was  involved.  See  also  Moun- 
tain View  Min.,  etc.  Co.  v.  MePadden, 
180  U.  S.  533,  21  Sup.  Ct.  488,  45  L. 
ed.  656,  not  to  show  a  federal  contro- 
versy, dependent  upon  facts  not  al- 
leged. 

[a]  Judicial  notice  "must  be  sub- 
ordinate to  those  requirements  of  form 
and  orderly  communication  which  reg- 
ulate the  mode  of  bringing  contro- 
versies into  court,  and  of  stating  and 
conducting  them."  Arkansas  v.  Kan- 
sas &  Texas  Coal  Co.,  183  U.  S.  185. 
22  Sup.  Ct.  47,  46  L.  ed.  144,  quoting 
Thayer's  Prelim.  Treatise  on  Ev.,  ch. 
7,  p.  281. 

8.  Kan. — ^Fort  Leavenworth  E.  E. 
Co.  V.  Lowe,  27  Kan.  749,  "the  state- 
ment amounts  to  nothing."  N.  .Y. 
Goelet  V.  Cowdrey,  1  Duer  132.  Ore. 
Parkersville  Drainage  Dist.  v.  Wattier, 
48  Ore.  332,  86  Pac.  775.  Wis.— Lurch 
V.  Chippewa,  60  Wis.  227,  19  N.  W. 
79,  a  case  involving  pleading  a  mun- 
icipal charter. 

But  see  In  re  Osborne,  115  Fed.  1, 
52  C.  C.  A.  595. 

9.  Jones  v.  United  States,  137  TJ.  S. 
202,  214,  11  Sup.  Ct.  80,  84  L.  ed.  691. 
See  U.  S. — ^Texas  &  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Cody, 
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166  IT.  S.  606,  609,  17  Sup.  Ct.  703,  41 
L.  ed.  1132.  N.  Y. — People  v.  Breese, 
7  Cow.  429.  Ore. — State  v.  Portland 
General  Electric  Co.,  52  Ore.  502,  95 
Pac.  722,  729,  98  Pac.  160.  Wis.— Huey 
V.  Van  Wie,  23  Wis.  613. 
See  7  Enot.  of  Bv.  863. 

10.  See  generally  6  Standabd  Peoc. 
943,  et  seq. 

11.  TJ.  S. — ^Pearey  v.  Stranahan,  205 
IT.  S.  257,  27  Sup.  Ct.  545,  51  L.  ed. 
793;  Eoss  v.  City  of  Ft.  Wayne,  63 
Ffld.  466,  11  C.  C.  A.  288;  Southern 
Pae.  E.  Co.  v.  Groeck,  68  Fed.  609. 
Compare  GriflSng  v.  Gibb,  2  Black  519, 
17  L.  ed.  353.  Cal. — ^French  c.  Senate, 
146  Cal.  604,  80  Pac.  1031,  69  L.  E.  A. 
556;  Mullan  «.  State,  114  Cal.  578,  46 
Pac.  670,  34  L.'  E.  A.  262;  Ohm  v.  San 
Francisco,  92  Cal.  437,  28  Pae.  580.  Ga. 
Southern  E.  Co.  ■».  Covenia,  100  Ga. 
46,  29  S.  B.  219,  62  Am.  St.  Eep.  312, 
40  L.  E.  A.  253;  Eome  Ey.  &  L.  Co. 
V.  Keel,  3  Ga.  App.  769,  60  S.  E.  468. 
la. — Cooke  V.  Tallman,  40  Iowa  133. 
N.  Y.— Chapman  v.  Wilber,  6  Hill  475. 
Teun. — Todtenhausen  v.  Knox  County, 
132  Tenn.  169,  177  g.  W.  487.  Eng. 
Taylor  v.  Barclay,  2  Sim.  213,  221,  57 
Eng.  Eeprint  769. 

But  see  Tutwiler  Coal,  Coke  &  Iron 
Co.  V.  Farrington,  144  Ala.  157,  39  So, 
898;  State  v.  Norcross,  132  Wis.  534, 
112  N.  W.  40,  wherein  the  court  re- 
fused, in  the  face  of  a  direct  aver- 
ment of  the  navigability  of  a  certain 
stream,  to  take  judicial  notice  that  it 
was  non-navigable  for  any  public  pur- 
pose, or  any  kind  of  navigation,  though 
conceding  that  for  some  purposes  it 
was  to  be  treated  as  a  non-navigable 
stream. 

[a]    Bule    Discussed. — "^    is    con- 
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in.    IN    AID    OP    COMPLAINT    OTHERWISE    UNCERTAIN. 

A  complaint  which  is  indefinite  and  uncertain  in  its  statement  of  the 
facts  may  be  aided  to  the  extent  to  which  judicial  notice  can  be  taken 
of  material  facts,  at  least  where  only  a  general  demurrer  has  been 
iuterposed.^^ 

IV.  INSTRUCTIONS  AS  TO  MATTERS  JUDICIALLY  NO- 
TICED.^^  —  Whenever  the  knowledge  of  the  court  is  evidence  of  a 
fact,  the  court  should  declare  such  knowledge  to  the  jury  by  way  of 
an  instruction,  and  the  jury  is  bound  to  regard  such  fact  as  established 
in  the  case."  But  where  the  sole  or  controlling  facts  in  a  case  are 
established  by  a  resort  to  the  judicial  knowledge  of  the  court,  a  pure 
question  of  law  remains  and  the  case  should  not  be  submitted  to  the 
jury." 

V.  MATTERS  JUDICIALLY  NOTICED  AS  PART  OP  BILL  OP 
EXCEPTIONS.  — Matters  of  which  the  court  takes  judicial  notice, 
while  not  formally  introduced  in  evidence,  are  properly  incorporated 
into  a  bill  of  exceptions.^^ 


tended  on  the  part  of  the  appellant 
that  the  superior  court  erred  in  hold- 
ing that  it  conld  look  beyond  the  face 
of  the  complaint  in  ruling  upon  the 
demurrer;  that  the  doctrine  of  judicial 
notice  is  only  a  rule  of  evidence,  and 
cannot  be  applied  to  the  construction 
of  a  pleading;  that  a  demurrer  admits 
the  truth  of  every  fact  that  is  well 
pleaded,  and  that  a  fact  may  be  well 
pleaded  notwithstanding  the  existence 
of  a  valid  law  establishing  conclusive- 
ly the  direct  reverse  of  the  matter  al- 
leged. We  do  not  think  that  these 
propositions  are  sustainable  either  upon 
reason  or  authority.  The  allegation  of 
a  sound  conclusion  of  law  is  always 
regarded  as  superfluous  in  pleading,  and 
the  allegation  of  an  unsound  conclusion 
is  entirely  disregarded.  .  .  .  Why 
should  a  general'  demurrer  to  a  com- 
plaint be  overruled  and  the  parties  re- 
quired to  proceed  to  the  trial  of  an  is- 
sue of  fact,  when  the  court,  looking 
to  a  law  of  which  it  is  bound  to  take 
notice,  can  clearly  see  that  one  of  the 
essential  allegations  of  the  complaint 
can  never  by  any  legal  possibility  be 
proved?  What  useful  or  desirable  end 
could  be  attained  by  shutting  its  eyes 
to  the  certain  event  of  the  litigation, 
and  putting  the  parties  to  the  trouble, 
delay,  and  expense  of  framing  and 
preparing  to  try  issues  which  can  have 
no  influence  upon  the  final  result? 
These  questions  answer  themselves  and 
make  it  entirely  clear  that  there  are 
no  considerations  of  expediency  or  con- 


venience to  support  the  contention  of 
appellant."  People  v.  Oakland  Water 
Front   Co.,  118   Cal.   234,  50   Pae.   3p5. 

12.  Ark. — Harvey  v.  Douglass,  73 
Ark.  221,  83  S.  W.  946,  description  of 
land  in  ejectment  thus  made  certain. 
Cal. — De  Baker  v.  Southern  Cal.  Ry. 
Co.,  106  Cal.  257,  39  Pac.  610,  46  Am. 
St.  Rep.  237.  Ore. — ^Peterson  v.  Stand- 
ard OU  Co.,  55  Ore.  511,  106  Pae.  337. 

See  svpra,  I. 

13.  As  to  instructions  generally,  see 
the  title  "Instructions." 

14.  Ala.— Mobile  &  B.  E.  Co.  v. 
Ladd,  92  Ala.  287,  9  So.  169.  Me.— See 
State  V.  Wagner,  61  Me.  178.  Tenn. 
Cash  V.  State,  10  Humph.  111. 

[a]  Eule  Stated. — "Facts  of  which 
the  court  takes  notice  may  be  em- 
braced in  instructions  to  the  jury,  with- 
out invading  the  province  of  that 
body."  City  of  Topeka  v.  Zufall,  40 
Kan.  47,  19  Pae.  359,  1  L.  R.  A.  387. 

[b]  Basis  of  the  Rule. — "It  is  ele- 
mental that  any  facts  which  are  gen- 
erally known  and  accepted,  and  of 
which  courts  take  judicial  knowledge, 
are  part  of  the  case  as  facts,  and  the 
court  may  instruct  upon  them  to  the 
same  extent  as  upon  other  facts." 
Spiking  V.  Consolidated  Ey.  &  Power 
Co.,  33  Utah  313,  93  Pae.  838. 

15.  State  V.  Main,  69  Conn.  123,  37 
Atl.  80,  61  Ain.  St.  Rep.  30,  36  L.  R. 
A.  623. 

16.  State  V.  Scott,  59  Neb.  499,  81 
N.  W.  305. 
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Vt.  JUDICIAL  NOTICE  BY  APPELLATE  COURTS.  — An  ap- 
pellate court  may  take  judicial  notice  of  facts  which  the  lower  court 
failed  to  recognize  ;^^  but  where  no  suggestion  of  the  fact  was  made 
in  the  lower  court,  whose  attention  was  not  called  to  it,  the  appellate 
courts  sometimes  refuse  to  consider  it.^^  Facts  which  could  not  have 
been  judicially  noticed  by  the  lower  eourti  will  not  ordinarily  be 
noticed  on  appeal,^^  but  matters  of  public  interest  occurring  while  an 
appeal  is  pending  and  affecting  the  case,  may  be  judicially  noticed.^" 


17.  V.  S. — ^De  Beam  v.  Safe  Deposit 
&  Trust  Co.,  233  XJ.  S.  24,  34  Sup.  Ct, 
584,  58  L.  ed.  833;  Pennington  v.  Gib- 
son, 16  How.  65,  14  L.  ed.  847.  OaL 
Eogers  v.  Cady,  104  Cal.  288,  38  Pae. 
81,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  100.  Utah.— Salt 
Lake  City  v.  Robinson,  39  Utah  260, 
116  Pae.  442,  Ann.  Cas.  1913E,  61,  35 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   610. 

And  see  7  Bnct.  of  Ev.  882. 

18.  Md.— Line  v.  Line,  119  Md.  403, 
86  Atl.  1032,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  192. 
N.  Y. — North  Hempstead  v.  Gregory, 
53  App.  Div.  350,  65  N.  T.  Supp.  867; 
Walton  V.  Stafford,  14  App.  Div.  310, 
43  N.  T.  Supp.  1049,  4  N.  Y.  Ann. 
Cas.  114.  N.  D. — Amundson  v.  Wilson, 
11  N".  D.  193,  91  N.  W.  37.  Vt.— Me- 
Kane  v.  Gordon,  85  Vt.  253,  81  Atl. 
637. 

19.  Yates  V.  Milwaukee,  10  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  497,  19  L.  ed.  984;  Woodson 
V.    Metropolitan    St.    E.    Co.,    224    Mo. 
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685,  123  S.  W.  820,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1039, 
30  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  931. 

20,  United  States  v.  Schooner  Peggy, 
1  Cranch  (U.  S.)  103,  2  L.  ed.  49  (the 
enactment  of  a  treaty);  Vance  v.  Ean- 
kin,  194  111.  625,  62  N.  E.  807,  88 
Am.  St.  Eep.  173. 

[a]  A  formal  supplemental  plea 
setting  up  the  repeal  of  a  statute  un- 
der which  a  case  was  being  prosecuted, 
need  not  be  filed,  as  judicial  notice 
of  the  repeal  will  be  taken.  Vanee 
V.  Eankin,  194  HI.  625,  62  N.  B.  807, 
88  Am.  St.  Eep.  173. 

[b]  A  court  must  decide  according 
to  existing  laws  "and  if  it  be  neces- 
sary to  set  aside  a  judgment,  rightful 
when  rendered,  but  which  cannot  be 
affirmed  but  in  violation  of  law,  the 
judgment  must  be  set  aside."  United 
States  V.  Schooner  Peggy,  1  Cranch  (U. 
S.)  103,  2  L.  ed.  49. 
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I.    DEFINITIONS.  606 

n.    POWERS  OP  JUDGES  AT  CHAMBERS  AND  IN  VACATION, 

608 

A.  Generally,  608 

B.  Effect  of  Stipulation,  611 

C.  Granting  Change  of  Venue,  612 

D.  Determination  of  Matters  Pertaining  to  Pleadings,  612 

1.  Generally,  612 

2.  Motion  for  Judgment  on  tfie/  Pleadings,  613 

E.  Nonsuit  and  Dismissal,  613 

F.  Trial,  613 

1.  Generally,  613 

2.  Findings,  Costs  and  Attorney's  Fee^s,  614 

G.  Supersedeas  and  Stay  of  Proceedings,  614 
H,     Correction  of  Minutes,  616 

I.     Setting  Aside  Judgment,  616 

J.     Bill  of  Exceptions,  616 

K    Neiv  Trial,  618 

L.    Proceedings  To  Perfect  Appeals,  618 

M.    In  Collateral  Proceedings,  619 

1.  Attachment,  619 

2.  Arrest  and  Bail,  620 

3.  Physical  Examination,  620 

4.  Reference,  620 

5.  Supplemental  Proceedings,  621 

6.  Contempt  Proceedings,  621 

N.    7tc  Particular  Matters  and  Proceedings,  621 

1.  Injunctions,  621 

2.  Receivers,  624 

3.  Extraordinary  Legal  Remedies,  627 

a.  Mandamus,  627 

b.  Habeas  Corpus,  629 

c.  Qwo  Warmwio,  629 
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d.    Prohibition,  630 

4.  Proiate  Proceedings,  630 

5.  Trust  Estates,  631 

6.  Divorce  Proceedings,  631 

7.  Partition  Suits,  632 

8.  Condemnation  Proceedings,  632 

9.  Foreclosure  Proceedings,  632 

10.  Election  Contests,  632  ^ 

11.  Insolvency  Proceedings,  633 

12.  Judicial  Sales,  633 

0.    Appeals  From  Orders  at  Chambers  or  in  Vacation,  633 

III.  JUDICIAL  ACTION  OUTSIDE  TERRITORIAL  LIMITS  OF 

JURISDICTION,  634 

IV.  EXCHANGE.  OF,  OR  TEMPORARY  TRANSFER  OF  JUDGES 

TO  ANOTHER  COURT,  634 

1 

A.  Generally,  634 

B.  Authority  Upon  Return  to  His  Own  Court,  637 

V.  REVIEW  OF  JUDICIAL  ACTS  OP  COORDINATE  JUDGE,  638 
VL     POWERS  AFTER  EXPIRATION  OF  TERM,  640 

VII.    POWERS  OF  SUCCESSOR,  642 

,A.     Generally,  642 

I  B.    Bill  of  Exceptions,  643 

'  C.    Motion  for  New  Trial,  643 

Vm.    ACTIONS  AGAINST  JUDGES,  644 

A.  Civil  Actions,  644 

B.  Criminal  Prosecutions,  645 

IX.    DISQUALIFICATION  OF  JUDGES.  646 

A.     Generally,  646 
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B.  Orouiicb  of  Disqualification,  646 

1.  Generally,  646 

2.  Party  to  Action,  649 

3.  Interest,  650 

a.    Generally,  650 
,  b.    As  Resident  arid  Taxpayer,  653 

4.  Relationship,  658 

a.  To  Par%,  658 

b.  To  Stockholder,  661  j 

c.  To  Attorney,  662 

5.  Former  Counsel,  662 

6.  Z«  Probate  Proceedings,  667 

a.  Interest  in  the  Estate,  667 

b.  Relationship  to  Party  in  Interest,  669 

c.  Former  Counsel,  669 

7.  Bzcw,  669 

a.  Generally,  669 

b.  Personal  Knowledge  or  Opinion,  673 

c.  Expression  of  Opinion,  673 

8.  7w  Contempt  Proceedings,  674 

9.  Judge  a  Witness  in  the  Case,  674 

10.  Physical  Disability,  674 

11.  Participation  in  Previous  Proceedings,  Gli 

C.  Removal  of  Disqualification,  676 

D.  Waiver  of  Disqualification,  677  .^_ 

B.    ilfode  awcZ  Determinaiion  of  Disqualification,  679 

1.  Si/  Judge  of  His  Own  Motion,  679 

2.  ZZpow  Objection  by  Party,  680 

a.  Generally,  680  ' 

b.  Tf/io  Jfaj/  Object,  681 

c.  Time  o/  Objection,  682 

d.  Essentials  of  Application  or  Affidavit,  684 

e.  Proceedings  On  and  Determination  of  Application 

or  Objection,  687 

f.  Review  of  Ruling,  689 

P.    Calling  in  Another  Judge  or  Transferring  Cause,  690 
G.    Authority  of  Disqualified  Judge,  691 

1.  Generally,  691 

2.  Validity  and  Effect  of  His  Judicial  Acts,  693 ' 

X.    SPECIAL  JUDGES,  696 
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A.  '  Extent  of  Powers,  696 

B.  Effect  on  Powers  of  Regular  Judge,  697 

C.  Duration  and  Termination  of  Authority,  698 

1.  Generally,  698 

2.  Settling  Bill  of  Exceptions,  699 

3.  New  Trial,  699 

D.  Objections  to  Special  Judge,  700 

E.  Acts  of  Special  Judge,  701 

XI.  DE  FACTO  JUDGES,  702 

XII.  COURT  COMMISSIONERS,  703 

XIII.  UNITED  STATES  COMMISSIONERS,  706 

CBOSS-KEFEBENOES: 


Courts; 

Justices  of  the  Peace ; 
Officers; 


Transfer  of  Causes; 
References ; 
Trial. 


For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  DEFINITIONS.  —  The  term  "judicial  officers"  includes  justices 
of  all  courts  as  well  as  all  persons  exercising  judicial  powers  by 
virtue  of  their  office.^ 

A  judge  "at  chambers"  is  a  judge  sitting  out  of  court  for  the 
transaction  of  such  judicial  business  as  is  not  required  to  be  done  in 
open  court-^    Whenever  a  judge  is  presiding  in  a  court  other  than 


1.  Settle  V.  Van  Bvrea,  49  N.  T. 
280. 

[a]  Distinction  Between  Judicial 
"and  Ministerial  Acts. — (1)  "The  dis- 
tinction between  ministerial  and  judi- 
cial and  other  ofScial  acts  seems  to 
be  that  where  the  law  prseiibes  and 
defines  the  duty  to  be  performed  with 
such  precision  and  certainty  as  to 
leave  nothing  to  the  exercise  of  dis- 
cretion or  judgment,  the  act  is  minis- 
terial; but  where  the  act  to  be  done 
involves  the  exercise  of  discretion  or 
judgment  in  determining  whether  the 
duty  exists,  it  is  not  to  be  deemed 
merely  ministerial."  Commissioner  v. 
Smith,  5  Fed.  471.  (2)  And  a  "pure- 
ly ministerial  duty  is  one  as  to  which 
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nothing  is  left  to  discretion.  Judicial 
acts  involve  the  exercise  of  discretion- 
ary power  or  judgment.  Judicial  acts 
are  not  confined  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
judges."  City  of  Biddeford  v.  Yates, 
104  Me.  506,  72  Atl.  335.  See  also  to 
the  same  effect:  Ala. — Eainey  v.  Eidge- 
way,  151  Ala.  532,  43  So.  843;  State 
V.  Jenks,  138  Ala.  115,  35  So.  60. 
Cal.— People  v.  Wells,  2  Cal.  198.  Ind. 
Jaqua  r.  Harkins,  40  Ind.  App.  639,  82 
N.  E.  920.  Mo. — State  v.  Goodier,  195 
Mo.  551,  93  S.  W.  928.  S.  0.— Morton 
V.  Comptroller,  4  S.  C.  430.  Tex. — Bur- 
nam  i>.  Terrell,  97  Tex.  309,  78  S.  W. 
500. 

2.    TT.  %.—In  re  Neagle,  89  Fed.  833, 
5  L.  E.  A.  78.    OaL— Von  Schmidt  v. 
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the  one  to  which  he  is  regularly  assigned  he  is  a  judge  pro  tempore 
of  that  court.^  A  special  judge  or  judge  pro  hac  vice  is  a  member 
of  the  bar  selected  to  preside  at  the  trial  of  cases  in  which  the  regular 
•judge  is  unable  or  disqualified  to  act,*  while  one  who  exercises  judicial 
functions  under  color  of  right  is  a  judge  de  facto.° 


Widber,  99  Cal.  511,  34  Pae.  109.  Colo. 
Kirby  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  By.  Co., 
51  Colo.  82,  116  Pac.  150.  Ohio.— Pitts- 
burg, Ft.  W.  &  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Hutd,  17 
Ohio  St.  144.  Wis,— Whereatt  v.  Ellis, 
65  Wis.  639,  2,7  N.  W.  630,  28  N,  W, 
1333. 

[a]  "The  term  'chambers'  means 
the  private  room  or  office  of  a  judge, 
where,  for  the  convenience  of  parties, 
'he  hears  such  matters  and  transacts 
Bueh  business  aa  a  judge  in  vacation  is 
authorized  to  hear,  and  which  do  not 
require  a  hearing  by  the  judge  sitting 
as  a  court.  The  chambers  of  a  judge 
are  not  an  element  of  jurisdiction  but 
of  convenience.  For  the  purposes  of 
jurisdiction,  the  chambers  of  a  judge 
are  wherever  he  is  found  within  his 
district,  and  any  business  he  is  author- 
ized to  do  as  a  judge  in  vacation  is 
chamber  business."  Hoskins  v.  Bax- 
ter, 64  Minn.  226,  66  N.  W.  969. 

[b]  "Expressions  such  as  'in  the 
judge's  chambers,'  'at  his  chambers,' 
and  the  like,  have  sometimes  been  con- 
strued in  the  light  of  general  provisions 
of  statutes  or  constitutions  in  which 
they  occurred,  and  the  legislative  or 
constitutional  intent  has  been  the  main 
point  to  be  arrived  at,  rather  than  the 
exact  meaning  of  the  expression  'at 
chambers'  taken  alone  as  characteris- 
tic of  a  certain  kind  of  procedure. 
Generally  the  question  as  to  whether 
a  proceeding  was  at  chambers  or  was 
a  part  of  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  as  such  has  arisen 
in  this  state  in  cases  where  the  action 
complained  of  took  place  in  vacation. 
But  we  cannot  declare,  as  matter  of 
law,  that  everything  which  a  judge 
does  between  the  opening  of  his  ses- 
sion of  court  and  its  close  is  essen- 
tially a  court  procedure  rather  than 
one  at  chambers.  In  some  counties  the 
terms  of  court  last  for  several  months 
at  a  time.  While  the  term  is  still 
continuing  the  judge  may  pass  orders 
in  the  exercise  of  his  powers  at  cham- 
bers. The  distinction  between  the  two 
kinds  of  acts  on  the  part  of  the  judge 
is  not  limited  to  the  mere  question  of 


whether  they  are  donfl  between  the  gen- 
eral commencement  of  a  term  of  court 
and  its  close,  or  in  vacation.  .  .  . 
It  not  infrequently  happens  that  while 
a  judge  is  holding  a  term  of  court 
in  one  county  of  his  circuit,  applica- 
tions for  temporary  injunctions,  re- 
straining orders,  the  appointment  of  re- 
ceivers, and  the  like,  in  other  counties 
are  presented  to  him  and  acted  upon 
by  him.  But  such  action  does  not  be- 
come a  part  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
court  then  pending."  Morehead  v.  Al- 
len, 131  Ga.  807,  63  S.  B.  507. 

For  definition  of  the  term  "vaca- 
tion," see  6  Standard  Peoc.  44. 

3.  Cox  V.  State,  30  Kan.  202,  2  Pae. 
155;  In  re  Millington,  24  Kan.  214; 
Dobbs  V.  State,  5  Okla.  Crim.  475,  114 
Pac.  358,  115  Pac.  370. 

4.  Ga. — Henderson  v.  Pope,  39  Ga. 
361.  La. — State  v.  Judges  First  Dist. 
Ct.,  35  La.  Ann.  1007.  Tex.— Porter  v. 
State,  48  Tex.  Crim.  125,  86  8.  W.  767. 

5.  U.  S. — McDowell  v.  United  States, 
159  TJ.  S.  596,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Ill,  40  L. 
ed.  271;  United  States  v.  Alexander,  46 
Fed.  728j  In  re  Ah  Lee,  5  Fed.  899. 
Cal. — ^People  v.  Bosborough,  14  Cal.  180. 
Conn. — ^Brown  v.  O'Connell,  36  Conn, 
432,  4  Am.  Eep.  89.  Me. — Woodside  V. 
Wagg,  71  Me.  207.  Minn. — Carli  v. 
Ehener,  27  Minn.  292,  7  N.  W.  139. 
N.  C— State  v.  Turner,  119  N.  C.  841, 
25  S.  B.  810.  Pa.— Campbell  «.  Com., 
96  Pa.  344. 

[a]  "An  olflcer  de  facto  is  one 
who  exercises  the  duties  of  an  office 
under  color  of  an  appointment  or  elec- 
tion to  that  office.  He  differs,  on  the 
one  hand,  from  a  mere  usurper  of  an 
office  who  undertakes  to  act  as  an  offi- 
cer without  any  color  of  right;  and, 
on  the  other,  from  an  officer  de  jure 
who  is  in  all  respects  legally  appeinted 
and  qualified  to  exercise  the  office." 
Plymouth  v.  Painter,  17  Conn.  585,  44 
Am.  Dec.  574. 

[b]  Every  person  "assuming  to 
exercise  tie  authority  of  an  officer  does 
not  thereby  necessarily  make  himself 
an  officer  de  facto.  But  when  it  ap- 
pears  that   the  person   exercising  the 
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The  term  "court  eomraissioners"  as  used  in  this  article  refers  to 
those  judicial  officers  only  who  are  permanently  attached  to  the  various 
courts.^ 

n.  POWERS  OF  JUDGES  AT  CHAMBERS  AND  IN  VACA- 
TION. —  A,  Generally.  —  It  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  law  that 
judges  can  exercise  judicial  functions  only  at  such  times  and  places 
as  are  designated  by  law."     Hence,  judges  at    chambers*    and    in 


powers  of  an  office,  is  in  by  such  a 
color  of  right,  and  that  be  has  such 
possession  of  the  office  as  makes  him 
in  law  an  officer  de  facto,  then  his 
acts  .  .  .  are  valid."  In  re  Boyle,  9 
Wis.  264. 

6.  A  "court  commissioner  is  a  sub- 
ordinate and  assistant  to  the  circuit 
court  rather  than  an  independent  ju- 
dicial officer."  In  re  Burger,  39  Mich. 
203. 

[a]  He  acts,  however,  "as  an  in- 
dependent judicial  officer  and  not  as  a 
referee  in  the  cause  itself."  Heyn  v, 
Farrar,  36  Mich.  258. 

7.  Cal. — ^Larco  v.  Casaneuava,  30 
Cal.  560;  Wicks  v.  Ludwig,  9  Cal.  173. 
Colo.— Kirby  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  &  P.  By. 
Co.,  51  Colo.  82,  116  Pac.  150;  KUey  v. 
Cody,  4  Colo.  109.  Idaho. — ^Delano  v. 
Logan,  4  Idaho  83,  35  Pac.  841.  111. 
Devine  v.  People,  100  111.  290;  Blair  v. 
Beading,  99  111.  600;  Keith  v.  Kellogg, 
97  111.  147.  Ind. — ^Pressley  v.  Harrison, 
102  Ind.  14,  1  N.  B.  188;  Newman  v. 
Hammond,  46  Ind.  119.  la. — Prosser  v. 
Prosser,  64  Iowa  378,  20  N.  W.  480. 
Mo.— State  v.  Eombauer,  104  Mo.  619, 
15  S.  W.  850,  16  S.  W.  502.  Neb.— John- 
son V.  Bouton,  56  Neb.  626,  77  N.  W.  57; 
Fisk  V.  Thorp,  51  Neb.  1,  70  N.  W.  498; 

I  Browne  v.  Edwards  &  M.  Lumber  Co., 
44  Neb.  361,  62  N.  W.  1070;  Ellis  v 
Karl,  7  Neb.  381.  Nev.— State  v. 
Atherton,  19  Nev.  332,  10  Pac.  001. 
N.  Y.— Bangs  v.  Selden,  13  How.  Pr 
374.  Ohio.— Pittsburg,  ©tc.  E.  Co.  v. 
Hurd,  17  Ohio  St.  144.  S.  0.— Grier- 
son  V.  Harmon,  16  S.  C.  618.  Va. 
Tyson's  Exrs.  v.  Glaize,  23  Gratt  (64 
Va.)  799.  Wash.  Ter.- SufEern  v.  Chis- 
holm,  1  Wash.  Ter.  486. 

[a]  A  judge  as  an  individual  has  no 
power  to  hear  and  determine  any  mat- 
ter involving  the  exercise  of  judicial 
power.  United  States  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Shattuck,  159  HI.  610,  43  N.  E.  389. 

[b]  He  constitutes  a  court  (1)  only 
when  performing   the   functions  of  a 
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court  at  the  time  and  place  fixed  by 
the  law.  Eichoff  v.  Caldwell  (Okla.), 
151  Pac.  860.  (2)  Although  a  judge  is 
often  called  the  "court,"  yet  "he  is 
only  so  rightly  called  when  the  tribu- 
nal over  which  he  presides  is  in  ses- 
sion." State  V.  Woodson,  161  Mo.  444, 
61  S.  W.  252. 

8.  Brewster  v.  Hartley,  37  Cal.  15, 
99  Am.  Dec.  237;  Norwood  v.  Kenfield, 
34  Cal.  329;  Johnson  v.  Bouton,  56  Neb. 
626,  77  N.  W.  57. 

[a]  "The  legislature  has,  in  numer- 
ous instances,  conferred  upon  the 
judges  certain  powers  which  ordinarily 
can  be  only  exercised  by  a  court.  In 
fact  we  may  state  the  general  rule  to 
be  that  in  actions  at  law,  powers  given 
to  the  court  cannot  be  exercised  by 
a  judge  at  chambers,  and  that  a  judge 
at  chambers  can  exercise  no  powers  un- 
less conferred  by  statute."  SufEern  v. 
Chisholm,  1  Wash.  Ter.  486. 

[b]  In  the  absence  of  a  constitu- 
tional restriction  of  the  legislative 
power  in  that  regard  the  legislature 
may  confer  the  powers  of  a  judge  of 
a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  at  cham- 

In  re  Gill,  20  Wis.  686. 

bers  on  a  judge  of  an  inferior  court. 

[c]  Setting  Aside  Stipulation. 
Where  the  parties  stipulate  to  dismiss 
an  action,  a  judge  at  chambers  has  no 
power  to  set  aside  such  stipulation. 
Eogers  v.  Greenwood,  14  Minn.  833. 

la."]  The  power  to  hear  a  motion  at 
chambers  necessarily  includes  the  power 
to  render  a  decision  thereon.  Withflr- 
spoon  ■».  Van  Dolar,  15  How.  Pr.  (N. 
Y.)  266;  Guignard  v.  First  Baptist 
Church,  80  S.  C.  491,  61  S.  E.  1003. 

Te]  In  Hawaii  a  distinction  is  made 
between  the  powers  of  a  judge  and 
that  of  a  court  at  chambers,  the  latter 
under  the  statute  having  independent 
jurisdiction  in  equity  and  probate  mat- 
ters and  the  powers  of  the  former  be- 
ing limited  to  matters  incidental  or 
ancillary    to    causes    pending    in    the 
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vacation"  ordinarily  possess  only  such  powers  as  are  expressly  given 
to  them  by  the  statute. 

A  statute  defining  the  power  of  a  judge  at  chambers  and  in  vacation 
must  be  strictly  construed,  and,  where  the  statute  confers  a  judicial 
authority  upon  the  court  as  contradistinguished  from  a  judge  thereof, 
such  authority  can  be  exercised  by  a  judge  only  while  sitting  as  a 
court.^"  The  statute,  however,  must  be  construed  in  accordance  with 
its  express  language,  and  where  a  statute  conferring  upon  judges  the 
power  to  act  at  chambers  and  in  vacation  is  devoid  of  any  limitations, 
none  will  be  implied.^^    Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  where  a  judge  out 


court.      Carter    v.    Second    Judge,    16 
Hawaii  242. 

9.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Branch  &  Co.,  63 
'Ala.  383.  Cal. — Wicks  v.  Ludwig,  9 
Cal.  173.  Colo.— Filley  v.  Cody,  4  Colo. 
109.  Ga. — Tucker  v.  Huson,  etc.  Works, 
142  Ga.  83,  82  S.  E.  496;  GuUatt  v. 
Thrasher,  42  Ga.  429.  Idaho. — Delano 
V.  Logan,  4  Idaho  83,  35  Pac.  841.  111. 
Conkling  v.  Eidgely,  112  HI.  36,  1  N, 
E.  261,  54  Am.  Eep.  204;  Devine  v. 
People,  100  111.  290;  Nevitt  v.  Wood- 
burn,  45  HI.  App.  417.  Ind. — Pressiey 
V.  Harrison,  102  Ind.  14,  1  N.  E.  188; 
Newman  v.  Hammond,  46  Ind.  119; 
Ferger  v.  Wesler,  35  Ind.  53.  Me. 
Powers  V.  Mitchell,  75  Me.  364.  Mo. 
State  V.  Woodson,  161  Mo.  444,  61  S. 
W.  252;  State  v.  Eggers,  152  Mo.  485, 
54  S.  W.  498.  Neb.— Nebraska  C.  H. 
Soe.  V.  State,  57  Neb.  765,  78  N.  W. 
267;  Fisk  v.  Thorp,  51  Neb.  1,  70  N. 
W.  498.  Nev.— State  v.  Atherton,  19 
Nev.  332,  10  Pac.  901.  N.  C— Bynum 
V.  Powe,  97  N.  C.  374,  2  S.  E.  170. 
Ore. — Cresap  v.  Gray,  10  Ore.  345; 
State  V.  McKinnon,  8  Ore.  487.  Va. 
Chase  v.  Miller,  88  Va.  791,  14  S.  E. 
545;  Tyson's  Exrs.  v.  Glaize,  23  Gratt. 
(64  Va.)  799;  President  v.  Hodgson, 
2  Hen.  &  M.  (12  Va.)  557. 

[a]  When  a  law  authorizes  the  do- 
ing  of  a  judicial  act  it  means  that  the 
court  in  term  time  may  do  it  and  the 
judge  in  vacation  cannot,  unless  the 
power  is  expressly  conferred  upon  him. 
Ferger   v.  Wesler,   35   Ind.   53. 

[b]  "A  judge  of  the  supreme  court, 
like  any  other  officer,  when  acting  out 
of  court,  is  an  officer  of  limited  juris- 
diction. Hfl  may  do  just  what  the  leg- 
islature has  authorized  him  to  do,  and 
whatever  he  does  more  than  this,  is 
done  without  jurisdiction."  Bangs  v. 
Selden,  13  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)   374. 

[c]  Bules  of  the  court  cannot  be 
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modified  or  rescinded  by  a  judge  in 
vacation.  Treishel  v.  McGill,  28  111. 
App.  68. 

10.  Ark. — See  Sanders  i).  Plunkett, 
40  Ark.  507.  Idaho. — Delano  v.  Logan, 
4  Idaho  83,  35  Pae.  841.  111.— Pardridge 
V.  Morgenthau,  157  HI.  395,  42  N.  E. 
74;  Terre  Haute,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Bond, 
13  111.  App.  328.  Ind.— Ferger  v.  Wes- 
ler, 35  Ind.  53.  Mich.— Toledo,  etc.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Dunlap,  47  Mich.  456,  11  N.  W. 
271.  Mo. — State  v.  Woodson,  161  Mo. 
44:%  61  S.,  W.  252;.  Neb.— Fisk,  ^. 
Thorp,  51  Neb.  1,  70  N.  W.  498.  N.  J. 
Chadwick  v.  Eeeder,  19  N.  J.  L.  156. 
N.  Y.— Mann  v.  Tyler,  6  How.  Pr.  235. 
OkJa.— Eichoff  v.  Caldwell,  151  Pac. 
860.  Tex. — Hunton  v.  Nichols,  55  Tex. 
217.  Va. — Tyson's  Exrs.  v.  Glaize,  28 
Gratt.  (64  Va.)  799.  Wash.  Ter.— Suf- 
fern  V.  Chisholm,  1  Wash.  Ter.  486. 

[a]  Court  or  Judge. — Where  the 
statute  reads  the  court  "or  judge" 
and  not  "or  a  judge"  it  refers  exclu- 
sively to  the  judge  before  whom  the 
matter  is  pending  and  does  not  mean 
any  judge.  Merritt  v.  Slooum,  6  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  350. 

[b]  Transferring  Cause. — ^Where  the 
statute  provides  for  a  transfer  of  a 
cause  by  a  judge  while  holding  a  nisi 
prius  term,  a  judge  in  vacation  is  not 
authorized  to  make  an  order  trans- 
ferring a  cause  to  another  county  for 
trial.     Powers  v.  Mitchell,  75  Me.  364. 

11.  Delaney  v.  Brett,  51  N.  T.  78; 
Kennedy  v.  Simmons,  1  Hun  (N.  Y.) 
603. 

[a]  Where  the  power  of  a  judge  to 
grant  an  order  to  show  cause  out  of 
court  •  is  not  restricted  by  statute  to 
cases  which  may  be  heard  out  of  court, 
there  is  "no  reason  in  policy  or  in 
the  language  of  the  statute  for  an- 
nexing such  a  limitation   of  his  pow- 
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of  court  possessed  certain  powers  under  the  common  law,  such  powers 
are  retained  by  him  even  though  they  are  not  expressly  mentioned 
in  the  constitution."^ 

A  statute  providing  that  a  judicial  act  may  be  done  in  vacation  in- 
cludes the  power  to  perform  such  act  at  chambers/*  and  a  power  con- 
ferred by  the  statute  upon  a  jxidge  to  hear  a  matter  at  chambers 
implies  the  power  to  do  so  anywhere  within  the  territorial  limits  of 
the  court."*  A  statute  providing  that  a  court  shall  always  be  open 
for  the  transaction  of  judicial  business  does  neither  enlarge  nor  abridge 
the  power  of  judges  to  act  at  chambers  or  in  vacation."^ 

Judges  have  no  authority  to  transact  chamber  business  outside  of 
the  geographical  limits  of  the  court  of  which  they  are  members  ex- 
cept in  cases  expressly  provided  by  the  statute."^ 


eis."    Matter  of  Argus  Co.,  138  N.  T. 
557,  34  F.  E.  388. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
each  judge  of  a,  court  in  vacation  shall 
have  the  same  powers  that  he  might 
exercise  if  he  were  the  sole  judge  of 
such  court,  "while  one  division  in 
special  |term  cannot  make  an  order  af- 
fecting a  case  pending  in  another 
division,  yet,  in  vacation,  whatever 
order  one  judge  can  make  another  may 
make."  State  ex  rel.  McCaffery  v.  Eg- 
gers    (Mo.),   54  S.   "W.  498. 

12.  Wisconsin  School  v.  Clark  Coun- 
ty, 103  Wis.  651,  79  N.  W.  422. 

[a]  Common  Law  Powers  Implied. 
Courts  of  record  are  "courts  proceed- 
ing according  to  the  course  of  the  com- 
mon law.  .  .  .  And  the  judges  of  .  .  . 
courts  take,  under  the  constitution 
creating  their  offices,  the  powers  of 
judges  of  such  courts  at  the  common 
law,  including  the  powers  commonly 
possessed  by  them  at  chambers,  at  th-s 
time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitu- 
tion."    In  re  Kindling,  39  Wis.  35. 

13.  Chicago  &  S.  E.  Ey.  Co.  v.  St. 
Clair,  144  Ind.  371,  42  N.  E.  225. 

14.  U.  S. — Murphy  v.  Herring  Safe 
Co.,  184  Fed.  495;  In  re  Neagle,  39  Fed. 
833.  Cal.— Von  Schmidt  v.  Widber,  99 
Cal.  511,  34  Pac.  109.  Dak.— Territory 
V.  Shearer,  2  Dak.  332,  8  N.  W.  135. 
Ind.— Chicago  &  S.  E.  Ey.  Co.  v.  St. 
Clair,  144  Ind.  371,  42  N.  E.  225. 

15.  Black  Hills,  etc.  Co.  v.  Grand  Is- 
land Co..  2  S.  D.  546,  51  N.  W.  342. 
See  6  Standakd  Peoc.  44,  47. 

Fa]  "While  the  legislature  can  pro- 
vide for  the  continuous  tuansaction  of 
business  of  the  superior  courts  of  which 
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they  have  jurisdiction  without  regard 
to  stated  terms  thereof  except  as  'to 
the  trial  of  issues  of  fact  requiring  a 
jury'  because  they  are  always  open, 
it  is  too  well  settled  to  admit  of  seri- 
ous questioii,  that  it  can  prescribe 
.  .  .  that  civil  actions,  with  certain 
exceptions,  shall  be  brought  to,  pro- 
ceeded in,  tried  and  disposed  of  in  term 
time  only.  .  .  .  And  .  .  .  whenever 
the  judge  may  take  .  .  .  action  out 
of  term  time  ...  his  authority  to  do 
so  is  exceptional  and  is  prescribed  in 
terms,  or  by  necessary  implication.  He 
cannot  do  so  simply  upon  the  ground 
that  the  courts  are  always  open  for  the 
transaction  of  all  business  within  their 
jurisdiction."  Bynum  v.  Powe,  97  N. 
C.  374,  2  S.  E.  170. 

16.    Kjrby   v.    Chicago,    E.    I.    &   P. 
Ey.  Co.,  51  Colo.  82,  116  Pac.  150. 
I  _    [a]     "Jurisdiction    at    chambers    is 
incidental    to,   and    grows    out    of   the 
jurisdiction   of  the   court  itself.     It  is 
the  power  to  hear  and  determine,  out 
of    courti,    such    questions    arising    be- 
tween   the    parties    to    a    controversy, 
as     might     well    be     determined     by 
the   court   itself,   but   which   the   leg- 
islature has  seen  fit  to  intrust  to  the 
judgment  of  a  single  judge,  out  of  court, 
without  requiring  them  to  be  brought 
before  the  court  in  actual  session.    It 
j  follows,    that    the    jurisdiction    of    a 
I  judge  at  chambers  can  not  go  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  which 
I  he  belongs,  or  extend  to  matters  with  , 
which  his  court  has  nothing  to  do.  And 
the  constitution,  in  granting  such  jur- 
I  isdiction  at  chambers  to  the.  judges  of 
!  the  several  courts  of  the  state  as  may 
I  be  directed  by  law,  is  to  be  understood 
I  as  limiting  the  jurisdiction  of  each  tq 
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B.  Effect  of  Sth'ulation.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  the  parties  may 
by  stipulation  confer  upon  judges  at  chambers  and  in  vacatioii  the 
power  to  act,  although  such  power  is  not  given  to  them  by  the  statute ;" 
and  the  parties  having  agreed  to  a  hearing  at  chambers  cannot  raise 
any  objection  to  the  judge's  authority  to  act  in  the  matter,^*  even 
though  the  hearing  took  place  outside  of  the  county  in  which  the 


such  subject  matters  as  are  ■within  the 
jurisdiction  of  his  proper  court  and  to 
which  it  is,  ex  vi  termini  limited." 
Pittsburg,  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Hurd,  IT  Ohio 
St.  144. 

[b]  When  a  judge  passes  the  boun- 
daries of  the  state  the  power  to  exercise 
judicial  functions  does  not  follow  him 
and  he  cannot  sit  in  chambers  in  an- 
other state  and  issue  a  valid  restrain- 
ing order.  Price  v.  Bayless,  131  Ind. 
437,  31  N.  E.  88.  Compare  infra,  III, 
A. 

[c]  But  where  the  parties  partici- 
pate in  the  proceedings  and  fail  to  ob- 
ject upon  the  ground  that  the  judge 
exceeded  his  territorial  jurisdiction, 
they  cannot  raise  such  objection  for 
the  first  time  on  appeal.  Horn  ».  Pere 
Marquette  E.  Co.,  151  Fed.  626. 

17.  Ala.— Shine  v.  Boiling,  82  Ala. 
435,  2  So.  533;  ErWin  v.  Eeese,  54  Ala. 
589;  King  v.  Green,  2  Stew.  133,  19  Am. 
Dec.  46.  Fla. — ^Livingston  v.  Webster, 
26  Pla.  325,  8  So.  442.  lU.— Bruce  v. 
Doolittle,  81  111.  103.  la.— Clews  v. 
Traer,  57  Iowa  459,  10  N.  W.  838; 
O'Hagen  v.  O'Hagen,  14  Iowa  264; 
Hattenback  v.  Hoskins,  12  Iowa  109. 
Kan. — Sogers  v.  Traders'  Nat.  Bank,  60 
Kan.  855,  55  Pac.  463.  N.  Y.—In  re 
Wadlev,  29  Hun  12.  N.  C— Benbow  v. 
Moore,  114  N.  C.  263,  19  S.  E.  156; 
Bynum  v.  Powe,  97  N.  C.  374,  2  S.  E. 
170.  Va. — ^Morriss  v.  Virginia  Ins.  Co., 
85  Va.  588,  8  S.  E.  383.  Wis.— Dins- 
more  V.  Smith,  17  Wis.  2!0;  Beach  v. 
Beckwith,  13  Wis.  21. 

[a]  An  order  of  a  judge  adjourning 
court  to  the  judge's  chambers  "for 
ex  parte  business  only"  does  not  pre- 
clude the  judge  from  hearing  at  cham- 
bers contested  motions  presented  by 
consent  of  the  parties.  Matter  of  Wad- 
ley,  29  Hun  (N.  T.)  12. 

[b]  Under  Statute  Allowing  Refer- 
ence,— "The  statute  allows  all  issues 
to  be  referred  on  the  written  consent 
of  the  parties,  and  they  may  agree 
upon  a  suitable  person  to  act  as  a 
referee  .  ^    Now  if  the  parties  choose 


to  stipulate  that  the  judge  may  act  as 
referee,  it  is  in  substance  the  same  as 
stipulating  that  he  may  try  the  case 
at  chambers.  And  although  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  the  statute  contem- 
plates that  some  other  person  shall  be 
chosen,  and]  though  the  judge  could 
never  appoint  himself  where  tlfo  part- 
ies did  not  agree,  yet  if  they  choose 
expressly  to  stipulate  that  he  may  so 
act,  we  do  not  feel  authorized  to  say 
that  it  is  legally  so  impossible,  that  we 
can  pronouidce  the  judgment  void  by 
reason  of  it."  Dinsmore  v.  Smith,  17 
Wis.  20. 

Bendition  of  judgment  in  vacation 
by  consent,  see  14  Siandabd  Pboc.  980. 

18.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Little 
Charles,  1  Broek.  380,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,613.  Fla. — ^Livingston  v.  Webster, 
26  Fla.  325,  8  So.  442.  Kan.— Eogers 
V.  Traders'  Nat.  Bank,  60  Kan.  855,  55 
Pac.  463.  Ore. — Eoy  v.  Horsley,  6  Ore. 
382. 

[a]  A  stipulation  that  a  case  may 
be  tried  before  a  judge  at  chambers 
with  the  same  effect  as  though  the 
trial  had  been  before  the  court  with- 
out a  jury  is  valid  and  "a  judgment 
entered  in  pursuance  of  such  a  stipu- 
lation, by  parties  to  a  suit  actually 
pending  in  court,  is  to  be  regarded  as 
though  it  had  been  actually  entered 
on  a  trial  before  the  court.  The  ob- 
jection coming  from  one  of  the  parties 
to  such  a  stipulation,  is  certainly  en- 
titled to  no  favor.  And  nothing  less 
than  the  absolute  invalidity  of  the  pro- 
ceeding should  furnish  it  any  sanction. 
But  there  seems  to  be  no  valid  reason 
why  such  a  practice  should  not  be  pur- 
sued. It  is  not  an  attempt  to  confer 
jurisdiction  by  consent,  upon  a  trib- 
unal that  has  it  not,  but  is  simply  the 
regulation  of  the  mode  of  trial,  by  the 
parties,  for  their  own  convenience,  and 
of  the  manner  of  entering  the  judg- 
ment in  a  court  which  has  jurisdiction 
both  of  the  parties  and  the  subject 
matter."  Beach  v.  Beckwith,  13  Wis, 
21, 
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cause  was  pending.*'  But  the  judge  can  exercise  only  sOcE  jodieial 
functions  as  clearly  come  within  the  terms  of  the  stipulation.^"  In 
other  jurisdictions,  however,  it  is  held  that  where  the  statute  does  not 
confer  jurisdiction  to  act  at  chambers  and  in  vacation,  a  stipulation 
of  the  parties  attempting  to  give  such  jurisdiction  is  unavailing.^' 

C.  Granting  Change  of  Venue.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  a  judgie 
at  chamhers,^^  or  in  vacation,^'  has  the  power  under  the  statute  to 
grant  a  change  of  venue. 

D.  Determination  op  Matters  Pertaining  to  Pleadings.  —  1. 
Generally.  —  A  judge,  out  of  court,  generally  is  authorized  to  extend 
the  time  to  plead.^*  Under  some  statutes  a  judge  at  chambers  or  in 
vacation  may  grant  leave  to  amend  a  pleading,^^  otherwise  such  leave 
must  be  obtained  in  open  court.^*  A  judge  may  in  some  jurisdictions 
make  an  order  in  vacation  permitting  plaintiff  to  file  a  supplemental 
complaint, ^^  or  may  at  chambers,  hear  and  determine  a  motion  to 
strike  out  parts  of  a  pleading.^*  But  he  cannot  make  an  order  in 
vacation  to  strike  a  pleading  from  the  files.^^     Unless  permitted  by 


19.  O'Hagen  v.  O'Hagen,  14  Iowa 
264. 

20.  Patterson  ■».  Hendrix,  72  6a. 
204;  Blair  v.  Beading,  99  HI.  600. 

21.  Cal.— Bates  v.  Gage,  40  Cal.  183; 
Wicks  V.  Ludwig,  9  Cal.  173.  Colo. 
Francis  v.  Wells,  4  Colo.  274;  Kirtley 
V.  Marshall  Silver  Min.  Co.,  4  Colo. 
Ill ;  Filley  v.  Cody,  4  Colo.  109.  N.  M. 
Staab  V.  Atlantic  &  P.  3B.  Co.,  3  N.  M. 
606,  9  Pao.  381. 

See  14  Standard  Proc.  981,  note  64. 

22.  Utsey  v.  Charleston  S.  &  N.  K. 
Co.,  38  S.  C.  399,  17  S.  E.  141. 

23.  Gibson  v.  Abbott,  50  Iowa  155, 
only  after  issue  joined. 

[aT  Statute  Excludes  Authority  Not 
Expressly  Granted. — A  statute  author- 
izing a  judge  to  grant  a  change  of 
venue  while  holding  a  term  of  court  by 
implication  negatives  his  right  to  do  so 
in  vacation.  Powers  v.  Mitchell,  75  Me. 
364. 

24.  See  generally  the  title  "Time 
To  Plead." 

[a]  Time  to  demur  to  a  complaint 
may  be  extended  at  chambers.  Daven- 
port v.  Sniffen,  1  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  223; 
iBurrall  v.  Raineteaux,  2  Paige  (N.  T.) 
331. 

[b]  Time  for  filing  a  plea  in,  abate- 
ment may  be  extended  at  chambers. 
Eoss  V.  Hammond,  5  N".  Bruns.  (Can.) 
CEll. 

25.  Hughes  v.  McCoy,  11  Colo.  591, 
19  Pac.  674. 
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26.  See  Young  v.  EoUins,  90  N.  C. 
134. 

[a]  An  application  to  withdraw  a 
plea  of  release  and  substitute  the  plea 
of  statute  of  limitations  cannot  be 
granted  at  chambers  but  must  be  made 
in  open  court.  Praser  v.  McLeod,  1 
Brev.  (S.  C.)  196. 

[b]  Amending  Bill  of  Particulars. 
A  judge  at  chambers  has  no  power  to 
allow  an  amendment  to  plaintiff's  bill 
of  particulars  where  the  cause  is  at 
issue.  Fuller  v.  Roosevelt,  4  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  144. 

27.  See  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  14  S. 
C.  11,  and  the  title  "Supplemental 
Pleadings." 

[a]  "If  the  judges  of  the  superior 
courts  have  authority  to  sanction  orig- 
inal bills  during  vacation,  it  would 
seem  to  include,  necessarily,  the  power 
of  sanctioning  a  supplemental  bill, 
which  is  in  the  nature  of  an  amend- 
ment to  the  original.  It  must  be  un- 
derstood, however,  that  it  is  done,  with 
the  right  of  exception  to  the  opposite 
party."     Cook  v.  Walker,  15  Ga.  457. 

28.  Guignard  v.  First  Baptist 
Church,  80  S.  C.  491,  61  S.  E.  1003. 
Centra,  Lareo  v.  Casaneuava,  30  Cal. 
560. 

29.  People  ex  rel.  Forby  v.  Sayrs, 
160  HI.  App.  243.  See  the  title  "Strik- 
ing Out  and  Withdrawal." 

[a]  Even  though  a  petition  Is  palp- 
ably without  merit  a  judge  in  yaca- 
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statute,""  a  judge  at  chambers  has  no  authority  to  pass  upon  a  de- 
murrer.'^ 

2.  Motion  for  Judgment  on  the  Pleadings.  —  While,  as  a  rule,  a 
motion  for  .iudgment  on  the  pleadings  must  be  made  in  open  court 
and  not  at  chambers,'^  there  is  authority  apparently  to  the  contrary.^^ 

E.  Nonsuit  and  DismissaJj.  —  A  judge  in  vacation  cannot  enter  a 
judgment  of  nonsuit  except  by  consent  of  the  parties.'*  Nor  can  a 
judge  upon  a  demurrer  dismass  an  action  in  vacation.'^ 

F.  Teial.  —  1.  Generally.  —  As  a  rule,  a  trial  of  a  cause  on  the 
merits  cannot  be  held  at  chambers  or  in  vacation,'^  but  in  most  juris- 


tion  has  no  "authority  to  strike  it 
from  the  files  of  the  court.  It  is  un- 
questionably within  thfl  power  of  the 
judge  to  strike  any  proceeding  from 
the  files  of  the  court  when  it  is  ap- 
parent that  the  same  is  not  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  his  court;  but  this  pow- 
er to  strike  must  be  exercised  at  the 
time  when  the  judge  is  authorized,  un- 
der the  law,  to  exercise  the  powers  of 
a  judge  in  reference  to  the  case.  He 
has  no  more  power  to  strike  the  ease 
from  the  files  of  the  court  in  vaca- 
tion than  he  would  have  to  sustain  a 
demurrer  or  a  motion  to  dismiss;  the 
effect  and  consequence  of  these  pro- 
ceedings being  the  same."  Ivey  v. 
City  of  Eome,  129  Ga.  286,  58  S.  E. 
852. 

SO.    See  6  Standard  Proc.  979. 

[a]  Only  after  the  term  at  which 
the  summons  was  returnable.  Johnson 
V.  Cravey,  120  Ga.  1047,  48  S.  E.  424; 
Murphy  v.  Tallulah  Co.,  72  Ga.  196. 

31.  Price  v.  Grioe,  10  Idaho  443,  79 
Pae.  387;  Champion  v.  Sessions,  1  Nev. 
478. 

32.  Campbell  Print.  Press  &  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Manhattan  E.  Ey.  Co.,  48  Fed. 
344;  Champion  v.  Sessions,  1  Nev.  478. 

As  to  motions  for  judgment  on  plead- 
ings generally,  see  14  Standard  Pboc. 
946,  et  iseq. 

[a]  While  a  judge  at  chambers  may 
adjudge  a  pleading  frivolous,  he  can- 
not render  a  judgment  on  the  plead- 
ings out  of  court.  Badham  v.  Brab- 
ham, 54  S.  C.  400,  32  S.  E.  444.  But 
see  Clapp  v.  Preston,  15  Wis.  543. 

33.  Pales  v.  Hicks,  12  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  153;  Aymar  v.  Chace,  1  Code 
Eep.  N.  S.  (N.  T.)  330,  12  Barb.  301. 
See  Witherspoon  v.  "Van  Dolar,  15  How. 
Pr.  (N.  T.)  266. 

[a]    The  power  to  bear  a  motion  for 


judgment  on  the  ground  of  frivolous- 
ness  of  an  answer  necessarily  includes 
"the  power  to  make  such  decision  upon 
it  as  the  court  would  make  in  term. 
...  To  hold  otherwise  seems  .  .  . 
calculated  .  .  .  needlessly  to  increase 
the  burden  of  the  court  by  a  double 
hearing  .  .  . "  Witherspoon  v.  Van 
Dolar,  15  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  266. 

34.  Bynum  v.  Powe,  97  N.  C.  374,  2 
S.  E.  170. 

[a]  A  motion  to  dismiss  an  action 
involves  "a  decision  of  the  merits  of 
the  bill,  in  other  words  a  trial  of  the 
merits  of  the  case  as  made  by  com- 
plainant, and  should  be  heard  only  at 
term  time;  or  in  vacation  by  virtue 
of  an  order  passed  in  term  time,  author- 
izing the  hearing  in  vacation.  Solomon 
V.  Peters,  37  Ga.  251,  92  Am.  Bee. 
69. 

35.  Ala.— Goodlett  v.  Kelly,  74  Ala. 
213;  Yonge  v.  Hooper,  73  Ala.  119; 
Stoudenmire  v.  De  Bardelaben,  72  Ala. 
300;  Kingsbury  v.  Milner,  69  Ala.  502. 
Ga. — Ivey  V.  City  of  Eome,  129  Ga. 
286,  58  8.  E.  852;  Johnson  v.  Cravey, 
120  Ga.  1047,  48  S.  E.  424.  lU.— Cain 
V.  Wyoming,  104  111.  App.  538.  Neb. 
Johnson  v.  Bouton,  56  Neb.  626,  77 
N.  W.  57;  Browne  v.  Edwards,  etc.  Co., 
44  Neb.  361,  62  N.  W.  1070.  Tex. 
Price  V.  Bland,  44  Tex.  145;  Coleman 
V.  Goyne,  37  Tex.  552;  Grant  v.  Cham- 
bers, 34  Tex.  573. 

[a]  Frivolous  Demurrer. — A  judge 
at  chambers  may  render  judgment  upon 
a  frivolous  demurrer.  Clapp  v.  Pres- 
ton, 15  Wis.  543.  But  see  Badham  v. 
Brabham,   54  S.   C.  400,   32  S.  E.  444. 

As  to  dismissal  of  an  injunction  suit 
out  of  court,  see  infra,  II,  N,  1. 

36.  Shold  V.  Van  Treeck,  82  Neb. 
99,  117  N.  W.  113;  Hornesby  v.  Bur- 
dell,  9  S.  C.  303.  See  generally  the 
title  "Trial." 
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dictions  the  parties  may  stipulate  to  a  hearing  in  vacation,''  though 
there  is  authority  to  the  contrary.'^  "Where  the  statute  authorizes  a 
judge  in  term,  to  continue  the  hearing  of  a  cause  to  a  certain  day  in 
vacation,  such  order  in  reference  to  the  cause  so  continued  operates 
as  a  continuation  of  the  term  of  the  court.'^ 

2.  Findings,  Costs  and  Attorney's  Pees.  —  The  time  when  find- 
ings may  be  made  is  discussed  elsewhere  in  this  work.^"  A  judge  out 
of  court  ordinarily  has  no  authority  to  grant  costs.*^  Nor  can  a 
motion  to  retax  costs  be  heard  out  of  court.*^  So  too,  attorney's  fees 
cannot  be  allowed  by  a  judge  at  chambers.*^ 

G.  Supersedeas  and  Stay  of  Proceedings.**  —  A  judge  at  cham- 
bers or  in  vacation  in  some  jurisdictions  is  empowered  by  statute  to 
issue  writs  of  supersedeas,**  and  to  stay  proceedings  on  a  judgment 


[a]  A  statute  conferring  upon 
judges  at  chambers  the  power  to  try 
a  cause  is  clearly  unconstitutional. 
Eisser  v.  Hoyt,  53  Mich.  185,  18  N.  W. 
611. 

[b]  A  judge  at  chambers  cannot 
without  notice  order  a  party  to  turn 
over  to  the  adverse  party  certain 
documents  the  right  of  possession  to 
which  involves  a  determination  of  the 
issues  in  the  case.  Clark  v.  Pigeon 
Eoost  Min.  Co.,  29  Ga.  29. 

37.  U.  S. — ^Doggett  v.  Emerson,  1 
Wbodb.  &  M.  1,  7  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,961. 
Ala.— Falley  v.  Falley, ,  163  Ala.  626, 
50  So.  894;  King  v.  Green,  2  Stew.  133, 
19  Am.  Dec.  46.  Fla. — ^Livingston  v. 
Webster,  26  Pla.  325,  8  So.  442.  lU. 
Bruce  v.  Doolittle,  81  111.  103.  la. 
Clews  V.  Traer,  57  Iowa  459,  10  N.  W. 
838.  Va. — ^Morriss  v.  Virginia  Ins. 
Co.,  85  Va.  588,  8  S.  E.  383.  Wis. 
Dinsmore  v.  Smith,  17  Wis.  20;  Beach 
V.  Beckwith,  13  Wis.  21. 

[a]  An  "agreement  for  a  decision 
in  vacation  implies  that  the  judge  will 
decide  it  at  his  chambers,  or  wherever 
he  may  be  when .  he  finally  considers 
the  case."  Johnson  v.  Mantz,  69  Iowa 
710,  27  N.  W.  467. 

[b]  A  decree  in  a  cause  submitted 
to  the  chancellor  in  term  may  by  con- 
sent be  rendered  during  vacation. 
Shine  v.  Boiling,  82  Ala.  415,  2  So. 
533. 

[c]  Where  the  parties  agree  to  sub- 
mit a  case  in  vacation  and  a  decree  to 
be  entered  as  of  term,  it  operates  as 
a  "waiver  of  time  and  place  of  trial 
and  an  estoppel  to  any  objection  there- 
to ..  .  While  it  is  true,  as  a  legal 
proposition,  that  consent  cannot  confer 
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jurisdiction,  yet  where  the  court  has 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter, 
every  ,  prerequisite  to  the  esereise  of 
such  jurisdiction,  may  be  waived  by 
consent."  O'Bdigen  •».  O'Hagen,  14 
Iowa  264. 

As  to  rendition  and  entry  of  judg- 
ments in  vacation,  see  14  Standakd 
Proc.  978,  et  seq.;  1001,  et  seq. 

38.  Norwood  v.  Kenfield,  34  Cal. 
329;  Wicks  v.  Ludwig,  9  Cal.  173. 

[a]  An  objection  to  a  hearing  iu 
vacation  is  jurisdictional  in  its  char- 
acter, consequently  it  cannot  be  re- 
moved by  stipulation.     Eilley  v.  Cody, 

4  Colo.  109. 

39.  Atlanta  K.  &  N.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Strickland,  114  Ga.  998,  41  S.  E.  501. 

40.  See  8  Standard  Proc.  1017,  1018, " 
and  supplement  thereto. 

41.  Brevoort  v.  Warner,  8  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  321;  Mann  v.  Tyler,  6  How. 
Pr.  (N.  T.)  235,  1  Code  Eep.  (N.  S.) 
382;  Schauble  v.  Tietgen,  31  Wis.  695. 

42.  Schauble  v.  Tietgen,  31  Wis. 
695. 

[a]  But  where  the  statute  provides 
for  a  hearing  of  a  motion  to  retax 
costs  out  of  court  before  a  judge  tfiere- 
of  a  rule  of  such  court  requiring  all 
such  motions  to  be  made  at  a  term 
cannot  be  sustained.  Lakey  v.  Cogs- 
well, a  Code  Eep.   (N.  T.)   116. 

43.  Gaffney  v.  Piper,  5  Idaho  490,  51 
Pae.  99;  Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Denning, 

5  Idaho  482,  51  Pac.  406. 

44.  See  generally  the  title  "Super- 
sedeas and  Stay  of  Proceedings." 

45.  Ind. — Northern  Ind.  Ed.  Co.  v. 
Michigan  C.  E.  Co.,  2  Ind.  670.  N.  Y. 
See  Ward  v.  Bundy,  43  How.  Pr.  330. 
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during  the  pendency  of  an  appeal,*^  or  on  execution.*^    In  other  juris- 
dictions a  stay  of  proceedings  can  be  granted  only  in  open  court.** 


Tenn. — ^Marsh  v.  Haywood,  6  Humph. 
210.  Wis.— State  v.  Taylor,  19  Wis. 
566;  Wat-erman  v.  Baymond,  5  Wis. 
185. 

[a]  For  Limited  Time. — But  a  stay 
may  be  granted  by  a  judge  out  of 
court  only  for  a  limited  period  of  time. 
"A  judge  of  the  supreme  court,  like 
any  .other  officer,  when  acting  out  of 
court,  is  an  officer  of  limited  juris- 
diction. He  may  do  just  what  the 
legislature  has  .authorized  him  to  do 
and  whatever  he  does  more  than  this, 
is  done  without  jurisdiction.  Any 
judge,  anywhere,  may  make  an  order, 
cut  of  court,  and  without  notice,  stay- 
ing the  proceedings  in  an  action  to 
enable  a  party  to  apply  for  some 
ulterior  relief,  provided  the  time  shall 
not  exceed  twenty  days.  But  if  the 
stay  go  beyond  that  limit,  the  order 
is  void."  Bangs  v.  Selden,  13  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  374. 

46.  Ward  «.  Bundy,  43  How.  Pr. 
(N.  T.)  330,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  893;  Laney 
v.  Rochester  R.  Co.,  81  Hun  346,  30 
N.  Y.  Supp.  893,  24  Civ.  Proc.  156,  63 
N.  Y.  St.  148.  But  compare  Steam 
Navig.  Co.  V.  Weed,  8  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
49,  where  it  is  said:  "The  court  may, 
if  it  think  fit,  make  the  order  with- 
out requiring  notice  to  the  adverse 
party,  but  when  the  application  is  made 
to  a  judge  out  of  court,  the  most  he 
is  authorized  to  do  is  to  make  an  order 
that  the  adverse  party  show  cause  be- 
fore himself  or  some  other  judge,  or 
some  court  having  authority  to  enter- 
tain the  application,  why  the  proceed- 
ings should  not  be  stayed  until  the 
ease  can  be  heard  and  decided  upon 
the  appeal,  and  staying  proceedings  in 
the  meantime." 

47.  Robinson  v.  Yon,  8  Ma.  350. 
[a]    A  statute  authorizing  a  judge 

at  chambers  or  in  vacation  to  stay 
proceedings  on  an  execution  "enacts  a 
means  by  which  a  party  may  take  the 
initiatory  steps  in  vacation  to  havS 
the  further  proceedings  on  an  execu- 
tion stayed  till  he  can  be  heard  in 
court  as  to  whether  it  should  be  set 
aside  or  quashed.  But  the  proceeding 
is  not  exclusive,  and  does  not  prevent 
the  usual  resort  to  a  motion  to  set 
aside  or  quash  at  the  return  term  in 


open   court."     Parker  «.   Hannibal   & 
St.  Joseph  E.  Co.,  44  Mo.  415. 

[b]  "The  authority  that  a  judge 
exercises  at  chambers  in  a  cause  pend- 
ing is  the  authority  of  the  court  itself. 
...  It  is  said,  that,  upon  any  other 
principle  than  that  of  delegated  author- 
ity, it  would  be  difficult  to  demon- 
strate the  validity  of  many  of  the 
acts  done  by  judges  in  cases  and  under 
circumstances  in  which  the  legislature 
has  not  specially  invested  them  with 
power,  in  their  individual  capacities. 
This  species  of  jurisdiction  is  exercised 
ex  necessitate  rei  to  prevent  injustice 
and  oppression,  and  to  facilitate  and 
direct  the  interlocutory  proceedings  of 
suits  at  law.  .  .  .  Among  the  sub- 
jects which  reasonably  fall  within  the 
circle  of  this  jurisdiction,  the  power 
of  staying  an  execution  issued  in  vaca- 
tion, has  been  repeatedly  recognized 
and  acted  on."  Com.  v.  Magee,  8  Pa. 
240,  49  Am.  Dee.  509. 

[c]  On  Motion. — Robinson  «.  Ches- 
seldine,  5  111.  332. 

[d]  But  the  statute  refers  only  to 
parties  to  the  action.  "The  statute 
can  never  have  been  intended  to 
authorize  third  persons  to  assert  ad- 
verse rights  by  the  summary  means  of 
a  motion  and  have  them  adjusted  with- 
out the  aid  of  regular  pleadings.  If 
this  proceeding  can  be  sustained,  then 
we  should  be  obliged  to  hold  that  the 
claimant  of  personal  property  which 
has  been  levied  on  under  an  execution 
to  which  he  is  not  a  party,  may  have 
his  title  tried  by  means  of  a  motion 
instead  of  being  driven  to  an  action 
of  replevin  or  a  trial  before  a  jury 
of  the  right  of  property."  Bonnell  is. 
Neely,  43  111.  288. 

48.  Scribner  v.  Rutherford,  65  Iowa 
551,  22  N.  W.  670. 

[a]  The  "statute  gives  to  the  court 
the  power  to  stay  proceedings  upon 
execution  and  prescribes  the  manner 
in  which  it  shall  be  exercised.  The 
terms  of  the  act  evidently  contemplate 
the  action  of  the  court  in  session;  a 
rule  is  to  be  entered  in  the  minutes 
of  the  court,  and  a  copy  certified  by 
the  clerk,  served  upon'  the  constable. 
The  court  can  no  more  delegate  this 
power  to  a  single  judge,  to  be  eser- 
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H.  Correction  op  Minutes.' — In  some  jurisdictions  the  power  to 
correct  the  minutes  of  the  court  may  be  exercised  at  eham'bers  as  well 
as  in  term,  provided  that  notice  is  given  to  the  opposing  party,*" 
while  in  other  jurisdictions  the  minutes,  in  the  absence  of  express 
statute  can  be  corrected  only  by  the  court  as  such.^° 

I.  Setting  Aside  Judgment.  —  A  judge  out  of  court,  as  a  rule, 
is  not  empowered  to  set  aside  a  judgment  of  the  court'^  unless  author- 
ized to  do  so  by  statute.^^ 

J.  Bill  op  Exceptions.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  a  judge  out  of 
court  has  no  authority  to  extend  the  time  for  settlements^  or  to  settle^* 


cised  in  vacation,  at  his  chambers,  than 
they  can  the  power  of  trying  the  ap- 
peal upon  the  merits  and  pronouncing 
judgment."  Chadwick  v.  Beeder,  19 
N.  J.  L.  156. 

49.  Picard  v.  Prival,  35  La.  Ann. 
370;  State  v.  Eevells,  31  La.  Ann. 
387;  Falkner  v.  Hunt,  68  N.  C.  475. 

50.  Hegeler  v.  Henckell,  27  Cal.  491; 
Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Bond,  13 
IM.  App.  328;  Hall  v.  Mills,  5  111.  App. 
495. 

[a]  "It  is  a  well  recognized  prin- 
ciple that  judges  can  exercise  no  judi- 
cial functions  in  vacation,  except  such 
as  they  are  specially  authorized  to  do 
by  statute.  ...  If  what  purports  to 
be  a  record  has  been  so  made  up  by 
the  clerk  or  other  of^cial  as  to  not 
speak  the  real  facts,  it  must  be 
amended  so  as  to  conform  to  them,  and 
this  can  only  be  done  by  the  court 
whose  record  is  sought  to  be  amended 
and  must,  as  a  general  rule,  be  dooe 
on  due  notice  to  all  such  as  will  be 
affected  by  the  amendment.  It  would 
certainly  be  competent  for  the  legis- 
lature' to  authorize  judges  to  hear  and 
determine  questions  of  this  character 
in  vacation,  but  we  are  aware  of  no 
statute  that  authorizes  them  to  do 
so."     Devine  v.  People,  100  HI.  290. 

51.  Eeleford  v.  State,  45  Okla.  433, 
146  Pac.  27;  Moody  &  Co.  v.  Presman, 
24  Okla.  701,  104  Pac.  30;  Beckwith 
V.  Martin,  98  S.  C.  183,  82  S.  E.  414; 
Turner  v.  Foreman,  47  S.  C.  31,  24  S. 
E.  989.    See  15  Standard  Pkoc.  195. 

[a]  "The  court  only  is  authorized 
to  consider  and  determine  a  motion  to 
vacate  its  judgment  or  order;  and  the 
district  judge,  as  contradistinguished 
from  the  court,  has  no  such  power." 
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Eichoff  V.   Caldwell    (Okla.),   151  Pac. 
860. 

[1^]  Surprise  and  Excusable  Neglect. 
A  circuit  judge  has  no  power  at  cham- 
bers to  set  aside  a  judgment  on  the 
ground  of  surprise  or  excusable  neg- 
lect. Sarratt  v.  Gaffney  Mfg.  Co.,  77 
S.  C.  85,  57  S.  E.  616. 

52.  See  15  Standard  Peoc.  195. 

53.  Myriek  v.  Merritt,  21  Fla.  799; 
Hawes  v.  People,  129  HI.  123,  21  N.  E. 
777;  Hake  v.  Strubel,  121  HI.  321,  12 
N.  E.  676;  Treishel  v.  McGill,  28  111. 
App.  68. 

[a]  "Without  a  statute  permitting 
the  court  to  fix  the  time  after  the  term 
within  which  the  bill  of  exceptions 
might  be  settled  and  signed,  this  could 
not  have  been  done  except  in  term 
time,  and  we  fail  to  see  wherein  the 
act  extending  the  time  after  the  lapse 
of  the  term  differs  in  character  from 
the  act  originally  fixing  the  time.  If 
one  was  a  judicial  act,  so  must  be  the 
other."  Van  Duzer  v.  Towne,  12  Oolo. 
App.  4,  55  Pac.  13. 

[b]  An  order  extending  time  for  the 
presentation  of  a  bill  of  exceptions 
after  expiration  of  the  time  allowed 
therefor  cannot  be  made  at  chambers 
but  the  only  relief  which  a  party  has 
in  such  a  case  is  by  motion  to  the 
court.  Doty  v.  Brown,  3  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  375.  See  also  Hawkins  v. 
Dutchess  &  O.  S.  Co.,  7  Cow.  (N.  Y.^ 
467. 

54.  Ala.— Markland  v.  Albes,  81 
Ala.  433,  2  So.  123.  Colo.— Jordan  v. 
Finley,  4  Colo.  189.  111.— Village  of 
Marseilles  «.  Howland,  136  HI.  81,  26 
>!.  E.  495;  Estate  of  Nester  «.  Carney 
Bros.  Co.,  98  HI.  App.  630;  Terre 
Haute,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Bond,  13  HI. 
App.  328.  la.— Claggett  v.  Gray,  1 
Iowa  19.  Ky.— Allard  v.  Smith,  2  Mete. 
297;  Biggs  v.  Mellvain'a  Exrx.,  3  A. 
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a  bill  of  exceptions,  unless  such  action  be  authorized  by  statute,^^ 
or  stipulation  of  the  parties  ;^°  though  in  this  respect  a  distinction 
has  been  drawn  between  settling  and  signing  the  bill  of  exceptions.'^ 
In  the  absence  of  express  statutory  provision  a  judge  in  vacation 
has  no  power  to  strike  a  bill  of  exceptions  from  the  files,**  and  a  bill 
of  exceptions  signed  in  term  time  cannot  be  amended  in  vacation.^^ 


K.  Marsh.  360.  Neb. — ^Mewis  v.  John- 
son Harvester  Co.,  5  Neb.  217.  Tex. 
Franco-Texan  L.  Co.  v.  Chaptive,  3  S. 
W.  31. 

[a]  "If  the  practice  were  allowed 
of  preparing  and  filing  bills  of  excep- 
tion in  vacation,  they  might  be  pre- 
pared and  signed  at  any  place  within, 
and  perhaps  out  of  the  circuit.  Such 
a  practice  w'ould  be  attendedl  with 
great  inconvenience  to  litigants,  and 
might  result  in  much  mischief  and  in- 
justice, especially  to  the  successful 
party  in  the  court  below.  When  bills 
of  exceptions  are  allowed  to  be  filed 
in  term  time  only,  the  parties  will  have 
an  opportunity  of  having  their  attor- 
neys present,  who  attended  to  the  trial 
of  the  cause,  and  perhaps  their  wit- 
nesses also,  who  testified  at  the  trial, 
as  they  generally  reside  within  the 
vicinity  of  the  court  house."  Freeman 
V.  Brenham,  17  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  603. 

[b]  A  certificate  of  the  judge  who 
tried  a  case  given  in  vacation  after 
the  bill  of  exceptions  was  signed  and 
without  notice  to  the  opposite  party 
cannot  be  considered  part  of  the  rec- 
ord or  used  to  enlarge  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions or  change  it  in  any  way. 
Goodrich  v.  Minonk,  62  HI.  121. 

55.  See  Edwards  v.  Traey,  2  Mont. 
S2. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  uses  the 
word  "judge"  instead  of  "court"  a 
judge  in  vacation  is  authorized  to  set- 
tle a  bill  of  exceptions.  Edwards  ». 
Traey,  2  Mont.  22. 

56.  Jordan  v.  Finley,  4  Colo.  189; 
Vicksburg  &  M.  E.  Co.  v.  Ragsdale,  51 
Miss.  447.  But  see  contra,  Hawes  v. 
People,  129  111.  123,  21  N.  E.  777. 

57.  As  to  settling  and  signing  the 
bin,  see  the  title  "Bills  of  Excep- 
tions." 

[a]  "The  settling  and  allowance, 
signing  and  sealing,  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions, under  the  law,  considered  as  a 
single  act,  is,  in  its  nature,  both  judi- 
cial and  ministerial.  It  is  judicial  in 
this,   that    the    trial   judge    must    ad- 


judge whether  the  bill  presented  is, 
u,nder  the  law,  a  proper  bill  for  him 
to  sign,  and  he  alone  must  decide 
whether,  in  its  recital  and  contents,  it 
conforms  to  the  fact;  while  the  mere 
act  of  signing  and  sealing  a  bill,  after 
the  judicial  act  of  settling  and  allow- 
ing it  has  been  performed  by  the  judge, 
is  purely  ministerial,  .  .  .  The  .  .  . 
judge  is  powerless  to  perform  this 
complex  act  except  during  the  term 
of  court  at  which  the  alleged  erroneous 
ruling  or  judgment  was  made,  or  witn- 
in  such  time  thereafter  as  the  parties 
may  have  agreed  in  the  record,  or  as 
may  have  been  by  the  court,  in  term 
time,  allowed  by  its  order  of  record. 
.  .  .  We  do  not  intend  to  be  under- 
stood as  holding  that  the  mere  minis- 
terial act  of  signing  and  sealing  a  bill 
that  has  been  presented  to,  and  set- 
tled and  allowed  by,  the  judge  in  apt 
time,  may  not  be  lawfully  performed 
out  of  term  or  after  the  expiration 
of  the  time  fixed  in  the  order,  and 
the  same  be  filed  as  of  the  time  of 
its  settlement  and  allowance;  nor  to 
hold  that  the  rights  of  the  exceptor 
presenting  his  true  bill  in  apt  time, 
can  be  affected  by  the  neglect  or  re- 
fusal of  the  judge  to  perform  the  duty 
imposed  upon  him  by  the  statute  with- 
in the  time  limited;  but  to  hold,  that 
where  .  .  .  the  bill  is  not  presented 
to  the  judge,  nor  settled  and  allowed 
by  him,  nor  filed,  until  after  the  term 
has  ended  and  the  time  fixed  in  the 
order  has  expired,  the  act  of  settling 
and  allowing  the  bill  is  a  nullity,  and 
the  matters  contained  in  such  bill  do 
not  become  a  part  of  the  record;  and 
where  this  appears  affirmatively  from 
the  record,  .  .  .  advantage  may  be 
taken  thereof  by  motion  to  strike  the 
bill  of  exceptions  from  the  record." 
Hake  v.  Strubel,  121  111.  321,  12  N.  E. 
676. 

58.  Ford  v.  Liner,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
353,  59  S.  W.  943. 

59.  Terre  Haute  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Bond, 
13  111.  App.  328;  Hall  v.  Mills,  5  111. 
App.  495. 
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Nor  IS  a  judge  out  of  court  authorized  to  order  an  exception  entered 
of  record  nunc  pro  tunc.'"  Where  an  order  is  made  in  term  extending 
the  time  for  the  settlement  of  a  bill  of  exceptions  beyond  the  term, 
the  bill  may  be  settled  by  the  judge  in  vacation,*^  but  such  order 
cannot  be  modified  or  rescinded  out  of  term  time.°^ 

K.  New  Tbial.  —  A  judge  at  chambers  or  in  vacation,  as  a  rule, 
has  no  power  to  hear  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,°^  even  though  the 
motion  is  based  upon  the  ground  of  newly  discovered  evidence.^*  In 
some  jurisdictions,  however,  motions  for  a  new  trial  may  be  heard 
by  a  jjidge  at  chambers  or  in  vacation,^=  and  in  others  an  order  may 
be  made  in  term  time  providing  for  a  hearing  of  the  motion  out  of 
term.''^ 

L.  Proceedings  To  Peepect  Appeals.  —  It  has  been  held  that  a 
judge  out  of  court  has  no  power  to  extend  the  time  for  filing  an  ap- 
peal bond,^'  to  fix  the  amount  of  the  appeal  bond,°*  or  require  the 


60.  Young  V.  Eann,  111  Iowa  .  253, 
82  N.  W.  785;  State  v.  Hathaway,  100 
Iowa  225,  69  N".  W.  449. 

61.  Colo.' — Jordan  v.  Finley,  4  Colo. 
189.  lU.— Treishel  v.  McGiU,  28  111. 
App.  68.  IVEss. — Vieksburg  &  M.  K. 
Co.  V.  Bagsdale,  51  Miss.  447. 

[a]  The  "settling  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, and  also  the  extension  of 
the  time  for  filing  the  same,  are  judi- 
cial acts,  and  it  follows  that  such  acts 
can  be  performed  only  while  the  court 
or  judge  performing  them  has  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  and  of 
the  parties.  Where  an  order  is  entered 
at  the  term  at  which  the  judgment  is 
rendered,  extending  the  time  for  pre- 
senting the  bill  of  exceptions  to  some 
day  beyond  the  term,  jurisdiction  to 
settle  and  sign  the  biU  is  retained 
until  the  expiration  of  the  time  thus 
limited.  If  no  bill  of  exceptions  is 
presented  to  the  judge  within  that 
time,  the  jurisdiction  to  settle  and  sign 
such  bill  has  expired."  Village  of 
Marseilles  v.  Howland,  136  HI.  81,  26 
N.  E.  495. 

62.  Hawes  v.  People,  129  III.  123,  21 
N.  E.  777;  Treishel  v.  McGill,  28  111. 
App.  68. 

[a]  Even  though  a  statute  provides 
that  judges  are  authorized  to  exercise 
in  vacation  any  power  which  they  may 
exercise  in  term  time.  Myrick  v.  Mer- 
ritt,  21  Pla.  799. 

63.  Ga.— Wood  V.  Wiley  Mfg.  Co., 
117  Ga.  517,  43  S.  E.  983;  Napier  v. 
Heilker,  115  Ga.  168,  41  S.  E.  689; 
Ferrill  «.  Marks,  76  Ga.  21;  Brinkley 
V.  Buchanan,  55  Ga.  342.  Ind. — Green- 
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up  «.  Crooks,  50  Ind.  410.  Md. — Hays 
V.  Philadelphia,  etc.  E.  Co.,  99  Md. 
413,  58  Atl.  439.  Neb.— Hodgin  v. 
Whitcomb,  51  Neb.  617,  71  N.  W. 
314.  S.  C— State  v.  Chavis,  34  S.  C. 
132,  13  S.  E.  317;  Grierson  v.  Harmon, 
16  S.   C.   618;   Clawson  v.  Hutchinson, 

14  S.  C.  517;  Charles  v.  Jacobs,  5  S.  0. 
348. 

[a]  Fixing  Hearing  at  Next  Term. 
So  too,  a  judge  at  chambers  has  no 
authority  to  make  an  ord^er  assigning 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  to  be  heard 
at  the  next  term.  Donly  v.  Fort,  43 
S.  C.  200,  20  S.  E.  51. 

64.  Donly  v.  Fort,  42  S.  C.  200,  20 
S.  E.  51. 

65.  Com.  V.  McLaughlin,  122  Mass. 
449;  In  re  Korman's  Application,  162 
Pa.  151,  29  Atl.  861. 

66.  McGee  v.  Ancrum,  33  Fla.  499, 

15  So.  231;  Helmly  v.  Davis,  111  Ga. 
860,  36  S.  E.  927;  Johnston  v.  Sim- 
mons, 77  Ga.  298,  2  S.  E.  469;  Dick- 
inson V.  Mann,  74  Ga.  217;  Hardison 
V.  Burr,  73  Ga.  125;  Eust  v.  McLaren, 
54  Ga.  111. 

[a]  Whenever  aa  order  is  made  in 
term  to  hear  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
upon  a  named  day  in  vacation,  such 
motion  must  be  heard  on  that  day  or 
by  written  order  continued  to  a  day 
certain;  or  else  it  goes  over  by  opera- 
tion of  law  to  the  next  regular  term 
of  the  court.  Atlanta,  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Strickland,  114  Ga.  998,  41  S.  E.  501. 

67.  Pardridge  v.  Morgenthau,  157 
III.  395,  42  N.  E.  74. 

68.  Pardridge  v.  Morgenthau,  157 
,111.  395,  42  N.  E.  74. 
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giving  of  a  new  bond.*"  In  some  jurisdictions  a  judge  out  of  court 
may  allow  a  writ  of  error,'"  or  an  appeal,'^  while  in  others  an  appeal 
cannot  be  granted  in  vacation." 

M.  In  Collateeal  Proceedings.  —  1.  Attachment.  —  In  some 
jurisdictions  judges  at  chambers  or  in  vacation  may,  under  the  statute, 
issue  writs  of  attachment'^  as  well  as  dissolve  such  writs,'*  and  such 
power  necessarily  carries  with  it  the  right  to  hear  and  dispose  of  all 
intermediate  questions  arising  upon  such  motions.'^ 


69.  Chase  v.  Miller,  88  Va.  791,  14 
S.  B.  545. 

70.  Poote  c.  Silsby,  1  Blatchf.  542, 
9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,917;  Stebbins  v. 
NUes,'  13  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  307. 

71.  Nesbit   v.   Kodewald,    43     Miss. 

eo4. 

72.  m. — Pardridge  v.  Morgenthau, 
157  ni.  395,  42  N.  E.  74;  Hake  V. 
Strubel,  121  TO..  321,  12  N".  E.  676. 
Ohio.— Mitchell  v.  State,  78  Ohio  St. 
347,  85  N.  E.  561.  Va.— President  v. 
Lee's  Exrs.,  2  Hen.  &  M.  (12  Va.) 
557. 

73.  lU.— Butcher  v.  Crowell,  10  HI. 
445;  Beecher  v.  James,  3  HI.  462.  Neb. 
Strickler  v.  Hargis,  34  Neb.  468,  51 
N.  W.  1039.  N.  y.— WoodrufiE  ■».  Im- 
perial Fire  Ins.  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  521; 
Conklin  v.  Dutcher,  5  How.  Pr.  386. 

See  also  3  Standard  Pboc.  468. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  conferring  upon 
judges  of  the  superior  court  of  the 
city  of  New  York  the  authority  to 
perform  all  duties  of  a  justice  of  a 
supreme  court  out  of  term,  a  judge  of 
such  court  at  chambers  may  issue  an 
attachment  on  a  vessel.  Delaney  v, 
Brett,  51  N.  Y.  78. 

74.  IT.  S. — United  States  v.  Little 
Charles,  1  Brock.  380,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,613.  B^aiL — "Sioakam  v.  Howser,  37 
Kan.  130,  14  Pac.  438;  Swearingen  v. 
Howser,  37  Kan.  126,  14  Pac.  436; 
Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Danford,  28 
Kan.  512;  Quinlan  v.  Danford,  28  Kan. 
507;  Shedd  v.  MeConnell,  18  Kan.  594. 
Mich. — Eowe  v.  Kellogg,  54  Mich.  206, 
19  N.  W.  957;  Genesee  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Michigan  Barge  Co.,  52  Mich.  164,  17 
N.  W.  790;  Vinton  v.  Mead,  17  Mich. 
388.  N.  y.— Euppert  v.  Haug,  87  N.  T. 
141.  Okla. — ^Bash  v.  Howald,  27  Okla. 
462,  112  Pac.  1125.  S.  C— Bray  Cloth- 
ing Co.  V.  Shealy,  53  8.  C.  12,  30  S.  E. 
620;  Segler  v.  Coward,-  24  S.  C.  119. 
Wash.  Ter.— Suflfern  v.  Chisholm,  1 
Wash.  Ter.  486.    Wis.— Cohen  v.  Burr, 


6  Wis.  200.  Wyo.— First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Moorcroft  Ranch  Co.,  5  Wyo.  50,  36 
Pac.  821. 

[a]  "The  strongest  reasons  exist 
why  motions  to  discharge  orders  of 
this  class  should  be  facilitated  by  be- 
ing heard  at  chambers  during  the  vaca- 
tions of  the  court  in  which  the  action 
is  triable.  Such  orders  are  granted 
ex  parte  and  on  affi,davits  alone  and 
.  .  .  may  be  granted  by  the  clerk. 
.  .  .  In  such  cases,  to  allow  an  im- 
properly obtained  process  against  the 
property  or  the  person  of  the  defend- 
ant to  remain  in  force  until  a  court  is 
convened  in  the  county  where  the  ac- 
tion is  triable,  would  invite  parties  to 
sue  out  such  orders  ...  in  the  hope 
that  the  defendants  would  offer  secur- 
ity for.  the  payment  of  the  debt 
claimed,  rather  than  submit  to  the  loss 
of  .  .  .  the  control  of  their  property." 
Cureton  v.  Dargan,  12  S.  C.  122. 

[b]  A  statute  authorizing  a  judge 
in  vacation  or  at  chambers  to  dis- 
charge attachments'  and  to  grant  all 
necessary  interlocutory  orders  "car- 
ries with  it  the  right  to  hear  and  dis- 
pose of  all  intermediate  questions  aris- 
ing upon  such  a  motion.  Thus  a  judge 
at  chambers  has  the  right  to  hear  and 
determine  upon  a  motion  to  dissolve 
or  discharge  an  attachment,  the  ques- 
tion of  the  continuance  of  the  hearing, 
and  likewise  of  an  application  for 
amendments."  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.  v. 
Danford,   28   Kan.   487. 

[o]  in  Admiralty. — United  States  v. 
Little  Charles,  1  Brock.  380,  ,26  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  15,613. 

75.  See  Wells,  Fargo  &  Co.  v.  Dan- 
ford, 28  Kan.  487. 

[a]  Leave  To  Amend  Affidavit. 
Under  a  statute  authorizing  a  judge  at 
chambers  to  dissolve  attachments  he 
may  at  chambers  grant  leave  to  amend 
an  affidavit  for  attachment.  Wells, 
Fargo  &  Co.  v.  Danford,  28  Kan.  487. 
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2.  Arrest  and  Bail.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  a  judge,  out  of  court, 
may  make  an  order  of  arresf^  and  vacate  such  order/^  or  permit  an 
amendment  of  the  affidavit  on  which  it  is  based.''*  So  too  he  may 
make  an  order  admitting  a  prisoner  to  baiP®  or  exonerating  the  bail.*" 

3.  Physical  Examination.  —  An  order  for  the  physical  examination 
of  a  party  cannot  be  made  at  chambers.*^ 

4.  Reference.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  a  judge  out  of  court  may 
order  a  reference  in  the  case,*^  while  in  others  such  order  can  be  made 
only  in  open  eourt.*^  But  a  report  of  a  referee  may  not  be  confirmed 
at  chambers  or  in  vacation.** 


76.  Berry  v.  State,  Dudley  (S.  C.) 
215. 

[a]  Judges  of  the  first  judicial  dis- 
trict of  New  York  may  make  an  order 
of  arrest  out  of  court  by  virtue  of 
the  statute  providing  that  motions 
which  elsewhere  must  be  made  in  court 
may  in  that  district  be  made  to  a  judge 
out  of  court.  Lachenmeyer  v.  Lachen- 
meyer,  26  Hun  (N.  T.)  542.  See  to 
the  same  effect,  Boucicault  v.  Bouci- 
cault,  21  Hun  (N.  Y.)  431,  59  How.  Pr. 
131. 

77.  Berry  v.  State,  Dudley  (S.  C.) 
215. 

[a]  "What  a  judge  may  do  at 
chambers,  he  may  undo  at  chambers; 
and  if  he  can  order  an  arrest,  th^re 
would  seem  to  be  no  objection,  on  the 
score  of  power,  to  his  ordering  a  re- 
lease from  the  arrest.  .  .  .  Moreover 
it  is  well  settled  that  a  judge  at  cham- 
bers for  new  and  sufficient  reasons 
could  discharge  from  custody  under  the 
order  or  process  of  the  court.  He  could 
never  make  an  order,  in  opposition  to 
the  order  or  process  of  the  court, 
which  would  amount  to  or  have  the 
effect  of  a  final  adjudication  upon  any 
substantial  right,  but  he  could  control 
the  execution  of  process  of  the  court, 
and  even  its  judgments,  until  the  par- 
ties could  be  again  heard  in  court." 
In  re  Kindling,  39  Wis.  35. 

[b]  Restoring  Order  of  Arrest. — ^In 
In  re  Suppe,  33  Kan.  588,  7  Pac.  268, 
it  is  said:  "The  district  judge  at 
chambers,  can  only  exercise  such  pow- 
er as  is  expressly  conferred  by  law. 
Power  is  given  the  judge  at  chambers 
to  vacate  orders  of  arrest,  but  no  pro- 
vision of  statute  has  been  cited  or 
found  that  would  authorize  the  dis- 
trict judge  to  review  and  correct  the 
action  of  the  district  court,  or!  re- 
store process  that  has  been  discharged 
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by  the  court.  When  the  order  of  ar- 
rest was  vacated  it  becam-e  functus 
officio,  and  it  is  questionable  whether 
it  was  within  the  power  of  the  district 
court  to  recall  and  change  its  order 
annulling  the  order  of  arrest  after  the 
term  in  which  it  was  made,  and  to 
revive  process  that  it  had  vafcated; 
.  .  .  certainly  no  such  revisory  power 
exists  in  the  judge  at   chambers." 

78.  Baker  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Knotts,  30 
Kan.  356,  2  Pac.  510, 

79.  Crandall  v.  State,  6  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  284;  State  v.  Wilson,  12  La. 
Ann.  189. 

80.  De  Myer  v.  McGonegal,  32  Mich. 
120.  See  Smith  v.  Newell,  7  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)   484. 

81.  Ellsworth  v.  Fairbury,  41  Neb. 
881,  60  N.  W.  336,  personal  injury 
ease.  See  generally  the  title  "Physical 
Examination, ' '  and  9  Ency.  of  Ev.  783, 
et  seq. 

82.  Wilkes  Co.  v.  Arthur,  85  S.  C. 
299,  67  S.  E.  297;  Pratt  v.  Timmerman, 
69  8.  C.  186,  48  S.  E.  255;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Lee,  68  S.  C.  116,  46  S.  E. 
771;  Muekerifuss  v.  Fishburne,  65  S.  C. 
573,  44  S.  E.  77;  Bank  of  Hampton 
V.  Fennell,  55  S.  C.  379,  33  S.  E. 
485;  Moore  ■».  Bruce,  85  Va.  139,  7 
S.  E.  195. 

83.  Scudder  v.  Snow,  29  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  95.  See  generally  the  title 
"References." 

84.  McConnaughy  v.  Baxter,  55  Ala. 
379.  But  see  Boegler  v.  Eppley,  40 
Hun  (N.  Y.)  523;  Robertson  ».  Robert- 
son, 9  Daly  (TST.  Y.)'  44. 

[a]  A  chancellor  bas  no  authority 
to  confirm  the  report  of  a  referee  in 
vacation.  "The  .  .  .  rule  requires 
the  report  .  .  .  to  be  read  in  open 
court,  at  least  one  day  before  being 
confirmed,  so  as  to  allow  the  parties 
to  the  cause  to  file  exceptions.   .    .    . 
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5.  Supplemental  Proceedings.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  under  the 
statute,  a  judge  out  of  court  as  well  as  the  court  may  make  orders 
in  supplementary  proceedings^^  directing  the  examination  of  judgment 
debtors,**  as  well  as  orders  pertaining  to  the  manner  of  sale  of  property 
under  execution.^^  But  otherwise  judges  out  of  court  have  no  power 
over  supplementary  proceedings.*® 

6.  Contempt  Proceedings.  —  Judges  at  chambers  and  in  vacation 
have  the  inherent  power  to  punish  for  contempt,**  and  a  statutory 
authority  to  perform  a  judicial  act  at  chambers  and  in  vacation 
necessarily  includes  the  power  of  a  judge  out  of  court  to  enforce  his 
orders  by  contempt  proceedings.*"  But,  in  the  absence  of  an  express 
statute,  such  power  does  not  extend  to  contempt  proceedings  for  a 
failure  to  obey  orders  made  in  open  eourt.*^ 

N.  In  Paeticulae  Matters  and  Proceedings. — ,1,  Injunction. 
A  temporary  injunction,  as  a  rule,  may  be  issued  by  the  judge  at 


This  right  was  never  intended  to  be 
waived,  and  was  not  waived."  Shine 
17.  Boiling,  82  Ala.  415,  2  So.  533. 

85.  K«nnesaw  Mills  Co.  v.  Walker, 
19  S.  C.  104. 

86.  Kennesaw  MUls  Co.  v.  Walker, 
19  S.  C.  104. 

87.  Herriman  v.  Moore,  49  Iowa  171. 

88.  Cushman  v.  Johnson,  13  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)   495. 

[a]  "Proceedings  supplementary  to 
execution  are  in  no  sense  identical 
with  ordinary  chamber  business;  they 
are  of  a  special  and  higher  nature; 
they  are  regarded  as  a  substitute  for 
an  action  in  chancery."  Cushman  i>. 
Johnson,  13  How.  Pr.   (N.  Y.)   495. 

89.  Ga.— Cobb  v.  Black,  34  Ga.  162. 
la. — McLanc  v.  Granger,  74  Iowa  152, 
37  N.  W.  123.  Kan.— State  v.  Cutler, 
13  Kan.  131.  N.  M.— 7m  re  Sloan,  5 
N.  M.  590,  25  Pac.  930.  S.  0.— Harmon 
V.  Wagener,  33  S.  C.  487,  12  S.  E.  98. 

90.  Wicker  v.  Dresser,  13  How.  Pi". 
(N.  Y.)  331;  Powhatan  C.  &  C.  Co. 
V.  Eitz,  60  W.  Va.  395,  56  S.  E.  257,  9 
L.  E.  A.  (N.   S.)    1225. 

[a]  "There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the 
pow«r  and  the  duty,  when  occasion  de- 
mands, of  a  judge  in  vacation  allow- 
ing, hearing  and  determining  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus;  but  that  power 
would  be  nugatory  were  he  not  also 
vested  with  the  power  to  compel  obedi- 
ence to  such  preliminary  orders  as  may 
be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
abling him  to  exercise  the  power 
granted.    Authority  to  allow,  hear,  and 


determine  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  is 
vested  in  a  judge  at  chambers,  because 
the  remedy  is  of  a  summary  charac- 
ter which  is  to  be  administered  with- 
out delay.  And  it  never  was  intended, 
and  never  could  have  been  intended, 
that  this  prime  object  should  be  de- 
feated through  the  inability  of  a  judge 
in  chambers  to  pompel  obedience  to  his 
orders."  Nebraska  C.  H.  Soc.  v.  State, 
57  Neb.  765,  78  N.  W.  267. 

[b]  Where  a  judge  is  expressly 
authorized  by  statute  to  appoint  a  re- 
ceiver at  chambers  he  is  thereby  em- 
powered to  make  in  the  same  manner 
an  order  to  enforce  obedience  to  the 
appointment  by  punishing  for  con- 
tempt. Harmon  v.  Wagener,  33  S.  0. 
487,  12  S.  B.  98. 

91.  People  V.  Brennan,  45  Barb.  (N. 
Y.)   344. 

[a]  "We  cannot  find  any  authority 
given  by  the  statute  for  holding  a  pro- 
ceeding like  this  for  contempt  in  dis- 
obeying a  judgment  of  the  court,  be- 
fore the  judge  of  the  court,  in  vaca- 
tion, and  he  had  no  such  power  at 
common  law."  State  «.  McKinnon,  8 
Ore.  487. 

[b]  A  statute  anthorizing  judges 
at  chambers  to  punish  for  contempt 
persons  guilty  of  misbehavior  in  the 
presence  of  or  so  near  the  judge  or 
court  as  to  obstruct  the  administration 
of  justice  does  not  include  the  power 
to  punish  for  contempt  for  disobedi- 
ence of  a  writ  of  mandamus.  Davis  v. 
State,   50  Ohio  St.  194,  33  N.  E.  926. 
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chambers'^  and  in  vacation.^^  While  such  power  whenever  conferred 
by  the  statute  is  not  confined  to  the  county  in  which  the  action  is 
pending,^*  a  judge  out  of  court  has  no  power  to  grant  a  temporary 
injunction  within  the  boundaries  of  another  court,^^  unless  permitted 


92.  Ark.— Sanders  v.  Plunkett,  40 
Ark.  507.  Cal. — Sullivan  v.  Triunfo 
Gold  &  S.  Min.  Co.,  33  Cal.  385.  Ga., 
Burchard  v.  Boyce,  21  Ga.  6;  Semmes 
V.  Columbus,  19  Ga.  471.  Kan.— Poote 
V.  Forbes,  25, Kan.  359;  State  v.  Cut- 
ler, 13  Kan.  131.  La. — State  v.  Judge, 
41  La.  Ann.  557,  6  So.  514.  Mo.— Oliver 
V.  Snider,  176  Mo.  63,  75  S.  W.  591. 
Neb. — ^Browne  v.  Edwards  &  MeCol- 
lough  Lumb.  Co.,  44  Neb.  361,  62  N. 
"W.  1070.  N.  M.— Jji  re  Sloan,  5  N.  M. 
590,  25  Pac.  930.  N.  Y.— Wilcox  v. 
Wilcox,  14  N.  Y.  575.  Okla. — Brown 
V.  Donnelly,  19  Okla.  296,  91  Pac.  859. 
S.  C. — Salinas  v.  Aultman  &  Co.,  49 
S.  C.  325,  27  S.  E.  385;  Hornesby  v. 
Burden,  9  S.  C.  303.  Va.— Smith  v. 
Butcher,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.)  144. 

93.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Henderson,  43 
Ala.  392.  Ga. — Edmondson  v.  Edmond- 
son,  128  Ga.  53,  57  S.  E.  308;  Lowell 
Mach.  Shop  ■;;.  Atlanta  Cotton  Factory 
Co.,  60  Ga.  233;  Crawford  v.  Boss,  39 
Ga.  44.  m. — Welch  v.  People,  38  HI. 
20;  Watts  v.  McOleave,  16  111.  App. 
272.  Ind. — Merrifleld  v.  Weston,  68 
Ind.  70.  la. — Young  v.  Preston,  131 
Iowa  292,  108  N.  W.  463;  Curtis  v. 
Crane,  38  Iowa  459.  La. — State  v. 
Judges,  35  La.  Ann.  1075.  Miss. — Hil- 
ler  V.  Cotten,  54  Miss.  551.  Ohio. 
Chapman  v.  Mad  Eiver,  etc.  Co.,  1  Ohio 
Dec.  (Eeprint)  565.  Tex. — Coleman  v. 
Goyne,  37  Tex.  552;  Byrd  Irr.  Co.  v. 
Smythe  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  146  S.  W. 
1064.  Va.— Muller  v.  Bayly,  21  Gratt. 
(62  Va.)  521.  W.  Va.— Hart  v.  Larkin, 
66  W.  Va.  227,  66  S.  E.  331;  Logan 
V.  Ballard,  61  W.  Va.  526,  57  S.  E. 
143.  I 

94.  Ky. — Mason  v.  Chambers,  4  J.  J. 
Marsh.  401.  Miss. — Hiller  v.  Cottfln,  54 
Miss.  551.  Tex. — Wier  v.  Hill,  58  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  370,  125  S.  W.  366. 

[a]  "The  object  in  giving  the  judge 
in  vacation  power  to  dissolve  an  in- 
junction, was  to  prevent  delay,  and 
if  it  were  held  that  he  could  only  dis- 
solve the  injunction  upon  notice  within 
the  county,  where  the  cause  is  pending, 
the  object  of  the  legislature  in  enact- 
ing the  law  would  be  to  a  material 
extent   defeated.     The  judges    of    the 
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respective  judicial  circuits,  each  com- 
posed of  the  several  counties  fixed  by 
the  constitution  and  the  law,  are  ab- 
sent, or  may  be  absent,  from 
each  county  of  their  circuit  a 
large  portion  of  each  year,  holding 
the  terms  of  the  circuit  court  required 
to  be  held  in  each  county  of  their 
circuit.  While  they  are  holding  a  term 
of  court  in  one  ootinty,  there  is  a  vaca- 
tion of  the  circuit  court  of  each  of 
the  other  counties  composing  the  cir- 
cuit. And  i(  the  judge  of  the  circuit 
court  in  which  a  case  is  pending,  where- 
in an  injunction  is  awarded,  could  only 
hear  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction 
within  the  county,  fti  which  such  case 
is  pending,  then  during  the  greater 
part  of  each  year  a  motion  to  dissolve 
an  injunction  could  not  be  heard,  and 
the  plain  object  of  the  law  would  be 
defeated  .  .  .  while  a  judge  of  a  cir- 
cuit court  has  general  jurisdiction  in 
aw&rding  injunctions  whether  the  judg- 
ment or  proceeding  enjoined  be  in  or 
out  of  his  circuit,  etc.,  the  judge  of 
a  circuit  court  in  which  a  case  is  pend- 
ing, wherein  an  injunction  is  awarded, 
only  has  authority  to  dissolve  silch  in- 
junction in  vacation."  Hayzlett  v.  Mc- 
Millan, 11  W.  Va.  464. 

95.  Wallace  v.  Helena  El.  R.  Co.,  10 
Mont.  24,  24  Pac.  626,  25  Pac.  278; 
Ellis  V.  Karl,  7  Neb.  381. 

[a]  While  "it  is  true  that  our  laws 
give  to  the  circuit  judges  the  power 
to  grant  injunctions  in  cases  beyond 
the  bounds  of  their  districts,  that  pow- 
er is  given  with  reference  to  cases  not 
then  pending  in  any  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  or  to  cases  where  it  may 
become  necessary,  in  aid  of  the  juris- 
diction already  acquired  by  such  court, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  justice,  that 
such  writs  should  be  granted.  But  the 
power  was  never  intended  to  be  given 
to  judges  of  other  courts  to  interfere 
with  the  jurisdiction  already  acquired, 
by  modifying  or  setting  aside  the  or- 
ders made  by  the  court  having  acquired 
jurisdiction  of  a  cause."  Martin  v. 
O'Brien,  34  Miss.  21. 

[b]  But  where  the  statute  readl 
that   "  'circuit   courts  in    term    time. 
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by  statute.'^  A  power  given  by  statute  to  issue  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion out  of  court  implies  the  power  to  recall  it,"^  and  by  statute,  a 
judge  at  chambers  and  in  vacation  may  dissolve  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion even  though  it  had  been  granted  in  open  court.^^ 

A  judge,  out  of  court,  as  a  rule,  has  no  authority  to  decide  an  in- 
junction suit  on  its  merits,®^  unless  the  consent  of  the  parties  to  such 


and  any  judge  thereof  in  vacation, 
shall  have  power  to  grant  ■writs  of 
.  .  .  injunction,'  "  such  power  is  not 
limited  in  any  manner  and  where  one 
circuit  judge  "has  refused  an  applica- 
tion for  the  writ,  and  indorsed  his  re- 
fusal upon  the  bill,  it  is  a  question  of 
courtesy,  merely,  with  another  circuit 
judge  to  whom  application  may  be 
made,  whether  he  will  look  into  the 
case  and  allow  the  writ.  His  power  to 
allow  it,  cannot,  we  think,  be  ques- 
tioned, under  the  statute."  Welch  v. 
People  ex  rel.  Byrus,  38  lU.  20. 

[c]  It  is  "erroneous  to  hear  the 
motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction  and 
sustain  it  at  a  place  out  of  the  dis- 
trict in  which  the  suit  was  pending. 
Chancellors  are  appointed  for  chan- 
cery districts,  and  are  confined  to  them 
in  the  performance  of  judicial  acta, 
except  as  authorized  by  law,  and  we 
are  not  aware  of  any  law  providing 
for  hearing  a  motion  to  dissolve  an 
injunction  outside  of  the  district  in 
which  the  cause  is  pending."  Adams 
V.  Kyzer,  61  Miss.  407. 

96.  See  the  statutes. 

[a]  It  must  appear  from  the  record 
that  the  judge  of  the  court  in  which 
the  action  is  pending  was  unable  to 
act,  Sharman  v.  Thomaston,  67  Ga. 
246;  Hornesby  v.  Burdell,  9  S.  C.  303. 

97.  Ala.^Gfiffin  v.  Branch  Bank,  9 
Ala.  201.  Ark. — Sanders  v.  Plunkett, 
40  Ark.  507.  111.— Watts  v.  McCleave, 
16  m.  App.  272.  la. — Curtis  v.  Crane, 
38  Iowa  459.  Kan. — ^Foote  v.  Forbes, 
25  Kan.  359.  Miss. — Hiller  v.  Gotten, 
54  Miss.  551.  Neb. — ^Browne  v.  Ed- 
wards &  McCollough  Lumb.  Co.,  44 
Neb.  361,  62  N.  W.  1070.  Ohio.— Chap- 
man V.  Mad  River,  etc.  Co.,  1  Ohio  Dec. 
(Reprint)  565.  Tex. — Coleman  «.  Goyne, 
37  Tex.  552.  Va.— MuUer  v.  Bayly,  21 
Gratt.  (62  Va.)  521.  W.  Va.— Hart  v. 
Larkin,  66  W.  Va.  227,  66  S.  E.  331, 
13S  Am.  St.  Eep.  1027;  Logan  v.  Bal- 
lard, 61  W.  Va.  526,  57  8.  E.  143; 
Horn  V.  Perry,  11  W.  Va.  694;  Hayzlett 
V.  MeMillan,  11  W,  Va.  464. 


[a]  "The  hearing  of  a  motion  to 
dissolve  an  injunction  is  no  more  the 
trial  of  the  case,  than  the  hearing  of 
an  application  for  an  injunction;  and 
the  argument  may  be  heard  at  cham- 
bers. ' '  Semmes  v.  Mayor  of  Columbus, 
19  Ga.  471. 

[b]  Injunction  Issued  by  Another 
Judge. — ^An  express  statutory  power 
"given  to  a  chancellor  to  dissolve  an 
injunction  ordered  by  a  county  judge, 
would  not  give  him  power  to  dissolve 
one  ordered  by  another  chancellor,  be- 
cause there  might  be  a  clash  of  dis- 
cretions between  co-ordinate  author- 
ities." Sanders  v.  Plunkett,  40  Ark. 
507. 

98.  Brown  v.  Donnelly,  19  Okla.  296, 
91  Pac.  859.  See  Chapman  v.  Mad 
Eiver,  etc.  E.  Co.,  1  Ohio  Dec.  (Ee- 
print)    565. 

[a]  A  Statutory  authority  to  dis- 
solve injunctions  ordered  by  county 
judges  cannot  be  construed  to  include 
injunctions  granted  by  a  chancellor. 
Sanders  v.  Plunkett,  40  Ark.  507. 

99.  Kan. — Henderson  v.  Marcell,  1 
Kan.  137.  Neb. — ^Browne  v.  Edwards 
&  McCollough  Lumb.  Co.,  44  Neb.  361, 
62  N.  W.  1070.  S.  C— Atlantic  Coast 
Line  E.  Co.  v.  Moise,  85  S.  C.  530,  67 
S.  E.  785. 

[a]  "We  know  of  no  law  which 
authorizes  a  judge  of  the  superior 
court,  acting  as  a  chancellor,  to  make 
a  decree  in  vacation  for  a  specific  per- 
formance of  a  contract,  however  plain 
and  undisputBid  the  same  may  be  and 
know  of  no  decision  or  precedent  in 
this  state  to  that  effect.  The  judge 
acting  as  chancellor,  has  authority  to 
grant  injunctions  in  vacation  to  pre- 
vent injury  and  injustice  from  being 
done,  until  the  cause  can  be  heard  on 
its  merits  at  the  regular  term  of  the 
court  to  which  it  is  made  returnable. 
It  was  insisted  on  the  argument  here, 
that  the  complainant  did  not  ask  for 
any  decree  for  a  specific  performance 
of  the  contract,  but  only  asked  for 
an  ordex  anjoining  the  defendant  from 
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a  hearing  appears  of  record.^    Hence,  he  cannot  at  chambers  or  in  va- 
cation dismiss  such  suit/  or  grant  a  permanent  injunction." 

2.     Receivers.*  —  In  a  number  of  jurisdictions  judges  at  chambers^ 
and  in  vacation^  are  empowered  to  appoint  receivers,  but  in  others  a 


refusing  to  permit  the  complainant  to 
enter  its  premises  and  take  possession 
of  the  machinery  and  to  remove  it. 
The  complainant  was  not  entitled  to 
that  order  (which,  for  all  practical 
purposes,  would  have  been  a  specific 
performance  of  the  contract)  until  it 
had  been  shown,  upon  the  final  hearing 
of  the  cause,  that  there  had  been  a 
breach  of  that  contract,  and  that  the 
complainant  was  equitably  entitled,  in 
view  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  to  have 
it  specifically  performed  by  the  de- 
fendant." Lowell  Machine  Shop  v. 
Atlanta  C.  F.  Co.,  60  Ga.  233. 

[b]  But  obviously  a  judge  can  and 
ought  to  look  into  the  merits  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  enable  him  to  exer- 
cise his  discretion.  Alston  v.  Board  of 
Health,  93  S.  C.  553,  77  S.  E.  727. 

1.  Mount  V.  Radford  Trust  Co.,  93 
Va.  427,  25  S.  E.  244. 

2.  Coleman  v.  Goyne,  37  Tex.  552; 
Grant  v.  Chambers,  34  Tex.  573;  Logan 
V.  Ballard,  61  "W.  Va.  526,  57  S.  E. 
143. 

[a]  A  judge  has  no  authority  "to 
make  an  order  dismissing  an  injunction 
suit  or  to  make  any  other  final  dis- 
position of  such  cause.  .  .  .  The  fact 
that  the  parties  to  the  injunction  suit 
stipulated  that  the  decision  on  the 
merits  should  be  entered  by  the  judge 
in  vacation  is  unimportant.  That  jur- 
isdiction of  the  subject-matter  cannot 
be  conferred  by  agreement  of  parties 
is  elementary,  ^he  record  before  us 
fails  to  show  that  any  order  was  ever 
entered  vacating  or  dissolving  the 
temporary  order  of  injunction,  either 
in  term  time  or  in  vacation.  The  or- 
der of  dismissal  entered  by  the  judge 
at  chambers  is  void."  Johnson  v. 
Bouton,  56  Neb.  626,  77  N.  W.  57. 

[b]  An  order  made  by  a  judge  at 
chambers  dismissing  a  petition  upon  the 
dissolution  of  an  injunction  formerly 
granted  in  the  cause,  is,  so  far  as  it 
purports  to  dismiss  the  action,  without 
lawful  authority  "and  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  a  final  judgment,  disposing 
of  the  case  from  which  an  appeal  or 
writ  of  error  can  be  taken."  Price  v. 
Bland,  44  Tex.  145. 
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3.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  E.  Co.  v. 
Moise,  85  S.  C.  530,  67  S.E.  785.  • 

[a]  "While  it  is  undoubtedly  true 
that  a  circuit  judge  may,  in  a  case 
of  which  he  has  jurisdiction,  upon  a 
proper  showing,  grant  an  interlocutory 
or  temporary  injunction,  at  chambers, 
to  continue  until  the  final  hearing  of 
the  case  on  its  merits,  it  is  very  clear 
that  a  perpetual  injunction  cannot  be 
granted  until  the  case  is  fully  heard 
upon  its  merits  and  the  issues  raised 
determined  by  the  tribunal  having 
authority  to  make  such  determination. 
.  .  .  Now  if,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
issues  in  this  action  were  not  properly 
triable  by  the  judge  at  chambers 
against  the  consent  of  one  of  the 
parties,  the  judgment  granting  a  per- 
petual injunction  was  erroneous  and 
must  be  set  aside."  Hornesby  v.  Bur- 
deU,  9  S.  C.  303. 

4.  See  generally  the  title  "Re- 
ceivers." 

5.  TJ.  S. — ^Horn  v.  Pere  Marquette  E. 
Co.,  151  Fed.  626.  Cal.— Eeal  Estate 
Assn.  V.  Superior  Court,  60  Cal.  223. 
Ohio. — Cincinnati  S.  &  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
Sloan,  31  Ohio  St.  1.  S.  C— State  v. 
Port  Eoyal  &  A.  Ey.  Co.,  45  S.  C. 
413,  23  S.  E.  363;  Pelzer  v.  Hughes, 
27  S.  C.  408,  3  S.  E.  781;  Kilgore  v. 
Hair,  19  S.  C.  486. 

6.  Ala. — ^Ensley  Development  Co.  v. 
Powell,  147  Ala.  300,  40  So.  137;  Moritz 
V.  Miller,  87  Ala.  331,  6  So.  269.  Ark. 
Franklin  v.  Meyer,  36  Ark.  96.  Cal. 
Eeal  Estate  Associates  v.  Superior 
Court,  60  Cal.  223.  Ga. — Dougherty  v. 
Jones,  37  Ga.  348;  Cobb  v.  Black,  34 
Ga.  162.  Ind.— Chicago  &  S.  E.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Kenney,  159  Ind.  72,  62  N.  E. 
26;  Chicago  &  S.  E.  Ey.  Co.  v.  St. 
Clair,  144  Ind.  371,  42  N.  E.  225;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  United  States  Encaustic 
Tile  Co.,  105  Ind.  227,  4  N.  E.  846. 
la. — ^McKee  v.  Murphy,  138  Iowa  322, 
113  N.  "W.  499;  Clark  v.  Eaymoud,  84 
Iowa  251,  50  N.  W.  1068;  French  v. 
Gifford,  30  Iowa  148.  Mo.— State  v. 
McQuillin,  260  Mo.  164,  168  S.  W.  924; 
State  V.  Phoenix  Loan  Assn.,  159  Mo. 
102,  60  S.  "W.  74;  Wilson  v.  Hays,  139 
Mo.  App.  513,  123  S.  W.  540.     N.  Y. 
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receiver  cannot  lawfully  be  appointed  by  the  judge  in  vacation.' 
It  has  been  held  in  some  eases  that  whenever  the  statute  confers 
upon  a  court  the  powers  of  a  court  of  chancery  it  implies  the  power 
of  a  judge  of  such  court  to  appoint  receivers  at  chambers  or  in  vaca- 
tion,^ and  that  a  statutory  authority  to  issue  temporary  injunctions  out 
of  court  carries  with  it  the  power  to  appoint  receivers  out  of  court.^ 


Webber  v.  Hobbie,  13  How.  Pr.  382, 
S.  C— State  V.  Port  Eoyal  &  A.  Ey. 
Co.,  45  S.  C.  413,  23  S.  E.  363;  Har- 
mon V.  Wa,gener,  33  S.  C.  487,  12  S.  E. 
98.  Tex. — ^Lyons-Thomas  Hardware  Co. 
V.  Perry  Stove  Mfg.  Co.,  88  Tex.  468, 
27  S.  W.  100;  Williams  V.  Odell  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  47  S.  W.  151;  New  Birm- 
ingham I.  &  L.  Co.  V.  Elevens,  12  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  410,  34  S.  W.  828.  Va. 
Smith  V.  Butcher,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.) 
144;  Penn  v.  Whiteheads,  12'  Gratt.  (53 
Va.)  74. 

[a]  Out  of  County. — ^While  the  pow- 
ers of  a  court  ordinarily  must  be  exer- 
cised within  the  territorial  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court,  a  judge  who  under 
thp  statute  is  empowered  to  appoint 
a  receiver  in  vacation  "may  exert  that 
power  (at  least  within  his  circuit)  out 
of,  as  well  as  in,  the  county  where 
the  cause  is  pending,  unless  there  is 
something  in  the  statutory  authority 
to  forbid  such  action."  St.  Louis,  K. 
&  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Wear,  135  Mo.  230,  36 
S.  W.  357,  33  L.  E.  A.  341. 

7.  Hammock  v.  Farmers'  L.  &  T. 
Co.,  105  U.  S.  77,  26  L.  ed.  1111  (under 
Illinois  statute);  Hervey  v.  Illinois 
Midland  Ey.  Co.,  28  Fed.  169,  same. 

8.  TT.  S. — Walters  v.  Anglo-American 
M.  &  T.  Co.,  50  Fed.  316.  Ala.— Ensley 
Development  Co.  v.  Powell,  147  Ala. 
300,  40  So.  137.  Ga.— Crawford  v.  Boss, 
39  Ga.  44.  Mo. — State  v.  McQuillin, 
260  Mo.  164,  168  S.  W.  924. 

[a]  "It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that 
the-  authority  of  the  judge  at  cham- 
bers, and  I  speak  altogether  of  a  judge 
exercising  equity  powers  and  not  of  a 
common-law  judge,  or  a  judge  adminis- 
tering law,  as  distinguished  from 
equity,  is  that  of  the  court  itself.  .  .  . 
When  there  is  no  settled  practice  to 
guide  a  judge,  the  limitations  upon  his 
powers  at  chambers  must  be  found  in 
the  distinction  between  those  steps,  in 
an  equity  cause,  which  tend  to  pre- 
pare the  cause  for  hearing  or  preserve 
the  subject-matter  until  such  a  hear- 
ing, and  those  judgments  which  ad- 
judicate   the    ultimate    merits.      That 


which  does  not  adjudicate  the  merits 
is  interlocutory.  .  .  .  Thus,  in  Vose 
V.  Eeed,  1  Woods  647,  Fed.  Cas.  No, 
17,011,  where  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  en- 
tertained at  chambers  a  contempt  mat- 
ter, and  a  motion  to  appoint  a  re- 
ceiver, the  question  of  his  authority 
to  deal  with  the  question  of  contempt 
in  disobeying  process  was  debated  and 
sustained,  while  the  other  matter  was 
treated  as  of  course.  The  scarcity  of 
express  ruling  is  due  to  the  inter- 
locutory character  of  the  subject.  The 
practice  in  the  matter  has,  to  my 
knowledge,  never  been  questioned  in 
this  circuit.  Why  such  a  motion  may 
not  be  entertained  at  chambers,  in  view 
of  the  conceded  chamber  powers  of  an 
equity  judge  in  matters  just  as  im- 
portant, does  not  occur  to  me.  The 
matter  of  a  hearing  on  notice  is  no 
more  important  in  court  than  at  cham- 
bers. In  both  eases  there  must  be 
notice  and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard, 
unless  the  matter  be  so  plainly  urgent 
as  not  to  afford  opportunity  for  either. ' ' 
Horn  V.  Pere  Marquette  E.  Co.,  151 
Fed.    626, 

9.  Smith  V.  Butcher,  28  Gratt.  (69 
Va.)    144. 

[a]  The  "power  to  appoint  a  re- 
ceiver is  incidental  to  the  power  to 
award  an  injunction.  And  as  the  lat- 
ter may  be  awarded  by  a  judge  in 
vacation,  so  may  the  power  to  appoint 
a  receiver  as  incidental  thereto,  in  a 
proper  case,  be  exercised  by  a  judge 
in  vacation.""  Smith  v.  Butcher,  28 
Gratt.   (69  Va.)   144. 

[b]  Contra. — ^A  statute  empowering 
judges  to  issue  "  'writs  of  habeas 
corpus,  mandamus,  certiorari,  super- 
sedeas, and  attachment,  grant  orders 
of  injunction,  and  all  other  unexecuted 
writs,'  "  does  not  include  "the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver,  which  is  not 
the  issuance  of  a  remedial  writ,  but 
the  exercise  of  judicial  authority  per- 
taining alone,  in  the  absence  of  Stat- 
utory provision,  to  the  court  or  to  the 
judge  in  which  or  before  whom  the 
matter  is  pending.    Whether  it  would 
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The  power  to  appoint  a  receiver  out  of  court,  however,  does  not  include 
the  right  to  order  a  sale  of  the  property  involved  in  the  action,^"  or 
imply  the  power  to  decide  the  cause  upon  the  merits.^^ 

It  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  an  appointment  of  a  receiver  that 
an  action  is  pending  in  the  court  at  the  time  of  such  appointment  out 
of  court,^^  and  that  notice  of  the  application  is  duly  given,^^  except  in 


be  admissible  even  for  the  presiding 
chancellor  to  make  such  an  ord«r  other- 
wise than  in  term  time,  if  not  special- 
ly authorized  by  statute,  may  well  ad- 
mit of  doubt."  Alexander  v.  Man- 
ning, 58  Miss.  634. 

10.  Wilson  V.  Aultman  &  Taylor  Co., 
91  Ky.  299,  15  S.  W.  783;  Hurst  v. 
Nicola  Bros.  Co.,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1406, 
65  S.  "W.  364. 

[a]  A  receiver  appointed  in  vaca- 
tion cannot  with  safety  "go  beyond 
the  limit  of  collecting  and  preserving 
the  estate  and  such  necessary  acts  of 
administration  as  the  immediate  emer- 
gency demanded,  even  though  the  or- 
der appointing  them,  essayed  to  take 
upon  itself  the  force  of  a  final  de- 
cree. The  order  is  their  warrant  of 
authority;  such  an  order  may  be  valid 
to  some  extent,  but  may  be  not  valid 
as  to  its  whole  purport,  and  to  the 
extent  that  it  is  valid  it  is  a  legal 
warrant  for  what  is  done  in  pur- 
suance of  it,  but  not  further.  To  the 
extent  that  the  judge  in  vacation  had 
jurisdiction  to  confer  power,  the  pow- 
er conferred  was  valid;  to  the  extent, 
if  any,  that  he  essayed  to  confer  power 
not  within  his  jurisdiction,  his  act  was 
in  vain."  State  ex  rel.  Gray  v.  Phoe- 
nix Loan  Assn.,  159  Mo.  102,  60  S.  W. 
74. 

H.  State  V.  Woodson,  161  Mo.  444, 
61  S.  W.  252. 

[a]  "By  our  constitution  the  judi- 
cial power  of  the  state  as  to  matters 
of  law  and  equity  ...  is  vested  in 
certain  courts  therein  named.  .  .  . 
Our  statute  confers  upon  circuit  judges 
the  power  to  perform  certain  acts  in 
vacation,  judicial  in  their  character, 
among  which  is  the  power  to  appoint 
a  receiver  to  hold  and  preserve  prop- 
erty, the  subject  of  litigation,  until 
the  court  can  dispose  of  it.  .  .  .  It 
is  contended  that  our  statutes  confer 
on  the  judge  the  authority  to  hear  and 
determine  the  whole  issue  in  a  case 
of  this  kind  in  vacation.  If  there  is 
such  a  statute,  it  is  in  violation  .   .   . 
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of  our  constitution.  .  .  .  What  is 
here  said  is  in  reference  to  judicial 
power  in  its  strict  \sense.  There  are 
quasi-judicial  powers  conferred  upon 
quasi-judicial  bodies,  and  powers  to  do 
certain  acts  in  vacation,  judicial  in 
character,  but  subsidiary  to  a  suit 
pending  or  about  to  be  instituted  in 
court,  are  conferred  on  judges  of 
courts;  but  the  power  to  try  issues  in 
a  suit  at  law  or  in  equity,  and  pro- 
nounce judgment  or  decree  upon  the 
facts  found  or  confessed  can  be  con- 
ferred, under  our  constitution,  only  on 
a  fully  organized  court."  State  ex  rel. 
Ballew  V.  Woodson,  161  Mo.  444,  61 
S.  W.  252. 

12.  Pressley  v.  Harrison,  102  Ind. 
14,  1  N.  E.  188;  Guy  v.  Doak,  47  Kan. 
236,  27  Pac.  968. 

[a]  In  Pending  Suit. — It  "is  evi- 
dent that  the  power  to  appoint  re- 
ceivers in  vacation  can  only  be  exer- 
cised in  a  pending  suit.  The  filing  of ' 
the  bill  is  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  .  .  .  There  was  no  suit  pend- 
ing at  the  time  the  order  appointing 
the  receiver  was  ma,de;  and  the  chan- 
cellor was  without  jurisdiction.  .  .  . 
It  is  urged,  however,  that  as  the  or- 
der was  made,  and  the  receiver  quali- 
fied by  giving  the  requisite  bond  on 
the  day  the  bill  was  filed,  the  order 
should  be  allowed  to  have  effect  as  of 
that  date.  As  the  chancellor  was  with- 
out jurisdiction,  the  order  is  void.  It 
did  not  constitute  a  foundation  on 
which  to  predicate  any  proceedings, 
and  the  subsequent  filing  of  the  bill 
did  not  impart  to  it  any  effect  or 
validity."  Harwell  v.  Potts,  80  Ala. 
70. 

13.  la.— French  v.  Gifford,  30  Iowa 
148.  Mo. — State  v.  McQuillin,  260  Mo. 
164,  168  S.  W.  924.  N.  Y.— Verplanck 
V.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.,  2  Paige  438. 

[a]  Contra,  under  statute.  Real  Es- 
tate Assn.  V.  Superior  Court,  60  Cal. 
223. 

[b]  "As  receivers  are  ordinarily 
appointed  without  requiring  of  the  ap- 
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cases  of  emergency,  where  defendant  cannot  be  found.^*  The  power  to 
appoint  receivers  at  chambers  and  in  vacation  includes  the  power  to 
vacate  such  an  appointment  although  there  be  no  express  statutory 
provision  conferring  such  power, ^' 

3.  Extraordinary  Legal  Remedies.  —  a.  Mandamus.  —  In  some 
jurisdictions  neither  a  peremptory  nor  an  alternative  writ  of  mandate 
can  be  issued  out  of  court.^"    In  other  jurisdictions  judges  at  cham- 


plicant  bond  indemnifying  the  other 
party  against  damages  which  may  be 
caused  by  a  wrongful  appointment,  the 
utmost  care  and  circumspection  should 
be  observed  in  administering  this  ex- 
traordinary remedy.  The  court  should 
ever  be  reluctant  to  summarily  take 
property  from  the  possession  of  a 
defendant  claiming  right  or  title 
thereto,  and  putting  it  into  the 
control  and  management  of  an 
appointee  of  the  court,  without  af- 
fording the  claimant  and  possessor  op- 
portunity to  be  heard  in  opposition. 
.  .  .  By  the  established  practice,  in- 
dependent of  statute,  courts  of  equity, 
being  averse  to  interference  ex  parte, 
will  entertain,  in  ordinary  cases,  an 
application  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver  only  after  notice  or  rule  to 
show  cause."  Moritz  v.  Miller,  87  Ala. 
331,  6  So.  269. 

14.  Moritz  V.  Miller,  87  Ala.  331,  6 
So.  269;  French  v.  GifEord,  30  Iowa 
148. 

[a]  "By  the  settled  practice  of  the 
court  in  ordinary  suits,  a  receiver  can- 
not be  appointed,  ex  parte,  before  the 
defendant  has  had  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard  in  relation  to  his  rights,  ex- 
cept in  those  cases  where  he  is  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  can- 
not be  found;  or  where,  for  some 
other  reason,  it  becomes  absolutely 
necessary  for  the  court  to  interfere, 
before  there  is  time  to  give  notice  to 
the  opposite  party,  to  prevent  the  de- 
struction or  loss  of  property.  ...  In 
every  case  where  the  court  is  asked 
to  depriv-e  the  defendant  of  the  pos- 
session of  hie  property  without  a  hear- 
ing, or  an  opportunity  to  oppose  the 
application,  the  particular  facts  and 
circumstances  which  render  such  a 
summary  proceeding  proper,  should  be 
set  forth  in  the  bill  or  petition  on 
which  such  application  is  founded." 
Verplanck  v.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.,  2 
Paige   (N.  Y.)   438. 


[b]  And  when  "a  judge  in  vaca- 
tion deems  the  exigency  sufficiently 
great  to  warrant  an  ex  parte  order  for 
a  receivership  of  property,  such  as  that 
in  question  here,  he  should  by  the 
same  order  appoint  a  very  early  day 
for  the  showing  of  cause  against  the 
order  by  defendants,  so  that  the  lat- 
ter may  then  have  opportunity  for  the 
motion  to  vacate  which  the  statute  per- 
mits. Our  law  confers,  indeed,  power 
to  appoint  a  receiver  in  vacation;  but 
it  also  allows  an  appeal  from  an  or- 
der refusing  to  vacate  an  interlocutory 
appointment.  A  reasonable  construc- 
tion of  this  law  would  appear  to  per- 
mit in  vacation  a  motion  to  revoke 
the  appointment  in  vacation;  other- 
wise one  of  the  chief  remedial  ob- 
jects of  the  appeal  statute  on  this  sub- 
ject would  be  frustrated."  St.  Louis 
K.  &  S.  E.  Co.  V.  Wear,  135  Mo.  230, 
36  S.  W.  357,  33  L.  E.  A.  341. 

15.  Nisbet  v.  Tindall,  115  Ga.  374, 
41  S,  E.  569;  Cincinnati  S.  &  C.  E, 
Co.  V.  Sloan,  31  Ohio  St.  1.  See  also 
St.  Louis  K.  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Wear,  135 
Mo.  ,230,  36  S.  W.  357. 

16.  Price  v.  Harned,  1  Iowa  473. 
[a]     It  "is  difficult  to  see  how  such 

a  jurisdiction  could  be  conveniently 
exercised  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
proceeding  by  mandamus  is  substan- 
tially an  action  which  may  involve 
pleadings,  issues,  trial  and  final  judg- 
ment upon  the  right,  unless  the  power 
of  the  judge  acting  in  chambers  and 
not  as  a  court  should  be  restricted  to 
issuing  the  writ  returnable  before  the 
court,  as  is  the  prooedure  in  some  of 
the  states.  .  .  .  We  find  it  impossible 
to  avoid  the  conclusion  that  a  judge 
at  chambers  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
or  elsewhere  within  the  state,  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  issue  a  writ  of  man- 
damus." People  ex  rel.  Lower  v.  Don- 
ovan, 135  N.  T.  76,  31  N.  E.  1009. 
See  also  In  re  Manning,  71  Hun  236, 
24  N,  Y.  Supp.  1039. 
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bers"  and  in  vaeation^^  may  issue  an  alternative  writ  of  mandamus 
returnable,  pursuant  to  the  statute,  in  vaeation,^^  or  in  term.^"  A  stat- 
utory authority  to  issue  such  writ  does  not  empower  a  judge  to  deter- 
mine the  matter  on  its  merits  out  of  court.^^  In  some  states,  however, 
judges  at  chambers^^  and  in  vacation^^  may  issue  a  peremptory  writ  of 
mandamus,  particularly  so,  in  the  absence  of  any  controversy  as  to 


17.  Brewster  v.  Hartley,  37  Cal.  15, 
99  Am.  Dee.  237;  Payne  v.  Perkerson, 
56  Ga.  672.  But  see  Gay  v.  Gilmore, 
76  Ga.   725. 

18.  Ala. — ^McConnell  v.  Goodwin,  189 
Ala.  390,  66  So.  675.  La.— State  v. 
Judge,  22  La.  Ann.  581.  Mo. — State 
V.  Weeks,  93  Mo.  499,  6  S.  W.  266; 
Ex  parte  Miller,  12  Mo.  App.  592. 
Mont. — State  v.  Choteau  County,  13 
Mont.  23,  31  Pae.  879. 

[a]  "Power  is  given  to  the  judges 
of  the  circuit  court,  in  term  time  or 
in  vacation,  to  allow  writs  of  man- 
damus. .  .  .  Under  these  provisions, 
in  the  absence  of  further  regulations, 
the  practice  has  been  adopted  of  ap- 
plying by  petition  to  a  judge  in  vaca- 
tion for  the  issuance  of  an  alternative 
writ  of  mandamus,  returnable  to  the 
circuit  court  having  local  jurisdiction." 
Swann  v.  Buck,  40  Miss.  268. 

19.  Territory  v.  Shearer,  2  Dak.  332, 
8  N.  W.  135. 

20.  Hammond  v.  Poole,  58  Ga.  169; 
Payne  v.  Perkerson,  56  Ga.  672;  Dough- 
ty, etc.  Co.  V.  Walker,  54  Ga.  595; 
Ex  parte  Miller,  12  Mo.  App.  592. 

[a]  The  writ  must  be  made  return- 
able like  any  other  writ  to  "ia  term  of 
the  court  and  not  to  the  judge  at 
chambers.  Whitesides  v.  Stuart,  91 
Tenn.  710,  20  S.  W.  245. 

[b]  Where  a  money  demand  Is 
sought  to  be  enforced  by  mandamus, 
it  is  not  returnable  at  chambers  but 
must  be  made  returnable  to  the  reg- 
ular term  of  the  court.  Ewbank  v. 
Turner,  134  N.  C.  77,  46  S.  E.  508; 
Bogers  v.  Jenkins,  98  N.  C.  129,  3  S. 
E.  821;  Belmont  &  Co.  v.  Beilly,  71 
N.  C.  260. 

'  21.    State  V.  Crook,  123  Ala.  657,  17 
So.  334. 

22.  Rea  v.  Montgomery  Home  Tel. 
Co.,  87  Kan.  665,  125  Pae.  27. 

23.  Dak. — Territory  v.  Shearer,  2 
Dak.  332,  8  N.  W.  135.  Me.— Hamlin 
V.  Higgins,  102  Me.  510,  67  Atl.  625. 
Tex. — Hines  v.  Morse,  92  Tex.  194,  47 
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S.  W.  516;  Dnnnagan  v.  Wingfield 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W.  288.  Va. 
Gloucester  County  v.  Middlesex  Coun- 
ty, 88  Va.  843,  14  S.  E.  660. 

[a]  "There  has  been  a  terminology 
brought  into  this  state  from  that  em- 
ployed elsewhere,  which  recognizes  two 
writs  of  mandamus,  the  alternative 
and  the  peremptory,  or  absolute.  But 
the  alternative  writ  has  no  such  real 
place  in  our  procedure  as  it  has  else- 
where. With  us  all  that  need  precede 
the  final  writ  is  a  notice,  whatever  it 
may  be  called,  sufScient  to  give  op- 
portunity for  the  hearing.  ...  It 
is  apparent  from  this  that  no  power 
but  that  to  issue  the  absolute  writ 
would  be  of  any  efieaey  in  the  hands 
of  the  district  judge,  since  that  which 
was  formerly  called  the  alternative  had 
been  superseded  by  a  mere  notice  to 
show  cause  or  to  answer.  The  power 
given  by  the  constitution  to  the  judge 
to  issue  a  mandamus  cannot  be  frit- 
tered away  by  holding  it  to  be  a  mere 
power  to  issue  a  notice;  which  the 
clerk  can  issue  as  well  as  he.  .  .  . 
But  it  is  said  that  the  existence  of 
such  a  power  in  the  district  judges 
would  not  consist  with  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury  preserved  in  the  bill  of 
rights.  The  right  of  trial  by  jury  ex- 
ists only  with  respect  to  disputed  ques- 
tions of  fact.  It  could  not  be  said 
to  exist  in  all  eases  of  mandamus,  many 
of  which,  as  does  this  one,  depend 
upon  pure  questions  of  law  arising  upon 
admitted  facts.  Therefore  this  right, 
given  its  broadest  scope,  does  not  eon-  ' 
flict  with  the  existence  of  the  power 
in  question.  If  it  be  conceded  for 
the  purpose  of  this  case  that  a  respond- 
ent is  entitled  to  a  jury  trial  whenever, 
in  such  a  case,  a  disputed  question  of 
fact  essential  to  its  decision  arises, 
and  that  the  judge  cannot  lawfully 
provide  such  a  trial  in  vacation,  the 
only  consequence  would  be  ■  that  the 
judge  could  not  then  grant  the  writ 
because  of  the  constitutional  right  thus 
arising  as  an  impediment."  Thorn*  v. 
Moore,   101   Tex.   205,  105  S.  W.  985. 
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the  essential  facts  involved,^*  or  where  the  parties  consent  to  a  hearing 
in  vacation.''^ 

b.  Habeas  Corpus.  —  A  writ  of  habeas  corpus  may  be  issued  out  of 
term  time  and  made  returnable  before  a  judge  at  chambers,^^  even 
though  petitioner  is  held  by  an  order  made  by  the  court  in  term  time,^^ 
without  making  the  ease  a  matter  of  record,^*  and  the  writ  may  run 
into  any  part  of  the  state.** 

e.    Quo  Warranto,  —  In  some  jurisdictions  quo  warranto  may  be 


24.  Hopkins  «.  State,  64  Neb.  10,  89 
N.  W.  401;  Byrum  v.  Peterson,  34  Neb. 
237,  51  N.  W.  829;  Linch  v.  State,  30 
Neb.  740,  47  N.  W.  88. 

[a]  "When  the  right  is  clear,  there 
is  no  doubt  under  our  statute  that  a 
judge  at  chambers  within  his  district 
may  grant  a  peremptory  writ  of  man- 
damus. The  statute  expressly  confers 
this  power  and  its  exercise  is  frequent- 
ly necessary  to  prevent  a  failure  of 
justice."  Clark  v.  State,  24  Neb.  263, 
38  Isr.  W.   752. 

25.  Camilla  v.  Norris,  134  Ga.  351, 
67  S.  E.  940. 

26.  U.  S. — In  re  TTrzua,  188  Fed. 
540;  In  re  Bennett,  3  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
1,315.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Chaney,  8  Ala. 
424.  Ark. — Wright  v.  Johnson,  5  Ark. 
687.  CaX.— In  re  Perkins,  2  Cal.  424. 
T&&.—MX  parte  O'Neill,  8  Md.  227. 
Mass. — Wyeth  v.  Richardson,  10  Gray 
240.  Mich. — Goodchild  v.  Foster,  51 
Mich.  599,  17  N.  W.  74.  Minn..— State 
V.  Hill,  10  Minn.  63.  Miss. — Steele  v. 
Shirley,  9  Smed.  &  M.  382,  Mo. — ^Mar- 
tin V.  State,  12  MO.  471;  State  v.  Sim- 
mons, 112  Mo.  App.  535,  87  S.  W.  35 
N.  J. — Peltier  v.  Pennington,  14  N.  J: 
L.  312.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Wilcox,  22 
Barb.  178.  Ohio. — Ex  parte  Collier,  6 
Ohio  St.  55.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Gibbons,  9 
Pa.  Super.  527.  Tex. — Thome  v.  Moore, 
101  Tex.  205,  105  S.  W.  985.  Wis. 
Potter  V.  Frohbach,  133  Wis.  1,  112 
N.  W.  1087;  In  re  Booth,  8  Wis.  1. 

See  also  10  Standard  Peoc.  925. 

[a]  A  "district  judge,  as  contra- 
distinguished from  the  court,  may  per- 
form all  acts  required  in  proceedings 
under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  in 
regard  to  writs  of  habeas  corpus  as 
legally  and  effectually  as  the  court  it- 
self.'' In  re  Bowling,  4  Idaho  715,  43 
Pac.  8n. 

[b]  Judges  of  the  supreme  court 
have  full  jurisdiction  over  the  writ  of 


habeas  corpus  in  their  individual  ca- 
pacity, but  they  have  no  power  to  act 
thereon  in  the  first  instance  as  a  court. 
Ex  parte  Hickey,  4  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.) 
751. 

[cl  This  power  may  be  exercised  in 
equity  as  well  as  at  law.  In  re  Poole, 
2  McArthur  (D.  C.)  583,  29  Am.  Eep. 
628;  People  v.  Osborne,  6  N.  Y.  Civ. 
Proc.  299.  See  also  People  v.  Corey, 
46  Hun  (N.  Y.),  408. 

27.  Ex  parte  Chaney,  8  Ala.  424. 
But  see  Peltier  v.  Pennington,  14  N.  J. 
L.  312. 

[a]  "Our  statute  relating  to  the 
subject  gives  to  the  judges  of  the 
courts,,  separately,  at  chambers,  juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  in  all 
cases,  except  when  the  person  is  con- 
victed of  a  crime  or  offense  and  stands 
committed  for  it;  or  where  he  is  com- 
mitted for  treason  or  felony,  the  pun- 
ishment whereof  is  capital.  ...  In 
the.  exercise  of  this  power  by  a  single 
judge  or  a  court  every  case  of  un- 
lawful imprisonment  may  be  reached 
and  examined  into.  .  .  .  The  true 
test  of  jurisdiction  isj  whether  the 
relator  is  detained  or  imprisoned  with- 
out legal  authority?  The  source  from 
which  the  imprisonment  emanates  or 
the  authority  by  which  it  is  sought  to 
be  enforced,  operates  as  no  barrier  to 
the  allowance  and  validity  of  the 
writ."  Bx  parte  Collier,  6  Ohio  St. 
55. 

28.  Wyeth  v.  Richardson,  10  Gray 
(Mass.)    240. 

29.  State  v.  Porter,  78  Neb.  811, 
112   N.  W.   286. 

[a]  A  justice  of  the  supreme  court 
at  chambers  may  issue  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  which  shall  run  into  any 
part  of  the  state.  People  v.  Cooper,  8 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  288.  To  the  same 
effect,  People  v.  Hanna,  3  How.  Pr. 
(N.   Y.)    39. 
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issued  by  a  judge  at  chambers  and  in  vacation,'"  while  in  others  such 
writ  can  be  issued  only  by  the  court  as  such.^^ 

d.  Prohibition.  —  The  power  to  issue  writs  of  prohibition  ordinarily 
is  vested  in  the  court  and  not  a  judge  at  chambers  or  in  vacation/^ 
unless  such  authority  is  conferred  upon  him  by  express  statutory  pro- 
vision,'' or  he  is  invested  by  the  statute  with  the  power  of  a  chancellor 
under  the  common  law.'*  Where  the  application  for  such  writ  is  made 
in  vacation  an  order  to  show  cause  why  the  writ  should  not  issue  may 
be  made  by  a  judge  returnable  to  the  next  term  of  the  court.'® 

4.  Probate  Proceedings.  —  Ordinarily  unless  otherwise  provided  by 
statute,  appointment  of  personal  representatives,  such  as  administra- 
tors or  guardians,  cannot  be  made  in  chambers  or  vacation.'^    A  judge 


30.  Cal. — ^Brewster  v.  Hartley,  37 
Cal.  15,  99  Am.  Dee.  237.  lU.— Peo- 
ple V.  Moore,  73  HI.  132.  Miss. — ^Bow- 
en  V.  Gilleylen,  58  Miss.  813.  Ohio. 
State  V.  Buekland,  5  Ohio  St.  216. 

[a]  "There  is  nothing  in  the  es- 
sential nature  of  quo  warranto  pro- 
ceedings to  furnish  a  reason  why  they 
should  not  be  had  in  vacation.  On 
the  contrary  they  are  peculiarly  such 
as  are  most  advantageously  conducted 
by  the  courts  in  chambers."  Terri- 
tory ex  rel.  Hubbell  v.  Armijo,  14  N. 
M.  205,  89  Pac.  267. 

31.  McDonald  v.  Alcona,  91  Mich. 
459,  51  K.  W.  1114;  State  v.  Conklin, 
83   Wis.   685. 

32.  Ex  parte  Boothe,  64  Ala.  312; 
Ex  parte  Ray,  45  Ala.  15;  People  v. 
District  Court,  28  Colo.  485,  69  Pac. 
1066. 

33.  State  v.  Judges,  etc.,  35  La. 
Ann.  1007. 

34.  Lincoln,  etc.  Min.  Co.  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  7  N.  M.  486,  38  Pac.  580. 

[a]  The  jurisdiction  of  chancery  to 
issue  writs  of  prohibition  was  express- 
ly placed  on  the  ground  of  necessity 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  a  fail- 
ure of  justice  during  the  vacation  of 
the  law  courts.  State  v.  Eombauer, 
104  Mo.   619,  15  S.  W.  850,  16  S.  W. 

502.  ;- 

35.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Boothe,  64  Ala. 
312;  Ex  parte  Bay,  45  Ala.  15.  Mo. 
State  v.  Dearing,  184  Mo.  647,  84  S. 
W.  21;  State  v.  Eombauer,  105  Mo. 
103,  16  S.  W.  695.  N.  M.— Lincoln, 
etc.  Mining  Co.  v.  District  Court,  7  N. 
M.   486,   38  Pac.   580. 

[a]  The  "necessity  of  cases  may 
require  the  application  for  this  writ  to 
be    made    in    vacation,    but     the    writ 
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itself  should  only  be  issued  in  term 
time.  When  the  application  is  made  in 
vacation,  a  rule  to  show  cause  should 
first  be  issued,  returnable  to  the  next 
term  of  the  court  and  this  rule  should 
be  served  upon  the  judge  or  court, 
and  the  parties  to  be  affected  by  it 
.  .  .  and,  when  served,  the  rule  to 
show  cause  will  operate  as  a  prohi- 
bition until  the  further  order  of  the 
court."  Ex  parte  Bay,  45  Ala.  15. 
But  compare  People  ex  ret  Adams  v. 
District  Court  (Colo.),  69  Pac.  1066, 
where  the  court  says:  "An  order  to 
show  cause  why  a  writ  of  prohibition 
should  not  issue  is  one  of  the  steps 
leading  up  to  the  issuance  of  the 
writ,  and,  inasmuch  as  the  judges  have 
no  authority  to  issue  that  writ,  they 
certainly  are  not  vested  with  the 
power  to  take  any  initial  steps  in  the 
matter  in  vacation." 

36.  See  the  cases  and  notes  follow- 
ing, and  generally  the  titles  "De- 
cedents' Estaites;"  "Guardian  and 
Ward." 

[a]  The  sita,tu>«  expressly  pro- 
hibits the  issuance  of  letters  of  guard- 
ianship except  at  a  regular  term  of  the 
court.     Bell  v.  Love,  72  Ga.  125. 

[b]  Under  a  statutory  provision 
authorizing  all  motions  except  for  a 
new  trial  on  the  merits  to  be  heard 
out  of  court,  a  judge  at  chambers  has 
the  power  to  appoint  a  guardian.  Dis- 
brow  V.  Polger,  5  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  T.) 
53. 

[e]'  A  provisional  order  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  guardian  until  the  court 
acts  upon  the  matter  in  term,  may  be 
made  in  vacation.  Garrison  v.  Lyle, 
38  Mo.  App.  558. 

[d]    Where  the  bill  is  filed  for  that 
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of  a  probate  court  lias  no  power  in  vacation  to  compel  an  administrator 
to  give  additional  security,'"  or  make  an  order  settling  the  account  of 
an  administrator,^^  or  directing  the  sale  of  property,^^  But  in  some 
jurisdictions  a  judge  at  chambers  or  in  vacation  may  make  an  order 
directing  a  guardian  to  deposit  moneys  of  the  ward,*"  or  to  deliver  the 
minor  into  the  custody  of  a  parent,*^  or,  by  statute,  discharging  a  guar- 
dian.*=' 

5.  Trust  Estates.  —  Under  a  statute  providing  that  courts  of  equity 
shall  always  be  open,  a  judge  at  chambers  or  in  vacation  may  make 
such  orders  as  are  necessary  for  the  protection  of  trust  estates  ;*'  thus, 
under  such  statute  a  judge  out  of  court  may  appoint  and  remove  trus- 
tees,** grant  leave  to  mortgage  the  trust  property,*^  and  make  an  order 
for  the  sale  of  trust  property .*° 

6.  Divorce  Proceedings.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  a  judge  at  cham- 
bers may  order  the  payment  of  alimony  pendente  lite,*'  and  prohibit 


puipose  only,  a  judge  in  vacation  may 
appoint  an  administrator  of  the  es- 
tate of  a  debtor.  Barry  v.  Frayser,  10 
Heisk.    (Tenn.)    206. 

37.  Wingate  v.  Wallis,  5  Smed.  & 
M.   (Miss.)    249. 

38.  Succession  of  Bougere,  29  La. 
Ann.  378. 

39.  Webb  v.  Hicks,  117  Ga.  335,  43 
S.  E.  738;  Hunton  v.  Nichols,  55  Tex. 
217. 

[a]  Except  by  consent  of  the  par- 
ties interested  in  the  estate.  Sharp  v. 
Findley,  71  Ga.  654. 

[b]  Permissible  by  Statute. — State 
V.  Dickson,  213  Mo.  66,  111  8.  W. 
817;  Stewart  v.  Daggy,  13  Neb.  290, 
13  N.  W.  399. 

40.  Succession  of  Wegmann,  110  La. 
930,  34  So.  878. 

41.  Wilcox  V.  Wilcox,  14  N.  T.  575. 

42.  See  Warder  v.  Elkins,  38  Cal. 
439. 

[a]  The  power  to  discharge  neces- 
sarily implies  that  the  judge  has  author- 
ity at  chambers  to  perform  any  act 
preliminary  to  such  order  of  discharge. 
Warder  V.  Elkins,  38  Cal.  439. 

43.  Obear  v.  Little,  79  Ga.  384,  4 
S.   E.   914. 

[a]  "Under  our  statute  ...  a 
court  of  equity  is  always  open  for  the 
protection  of  the  wards  of  chancery 
When  a  proper  petition  was  presented 
to  the  judge  at  chambers,  he  had  the 
power,  and  it  was  his  duty,  to  pass 
such  orders  as  might  be  necessary  to 
protect   the   interests  of  a  cestui  que 


trust,  and  provide  for  his  support. 
.  .  .  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  in 
term,  or  even  in  chambers,  the  superior 
court  has  the  power  to  enforce,  by  at- 
tachment for  contempt  against  a  de- 
faulting trustee,  its  own  order  which 
he  has  failed  to  obey,  when  he  presents 
no  sufficient  excuse  for  his  disobedi- 
ence." Obear  v.  Little,  79  Ga.  384,  4 
S.  E.  914. 

44.  Heath  v.  Miller,  117  Ga.  854,  44 
S.  E.  13;  White  v.  McKeon,  92  Ga. 
343,  17  S.  B.  283;  Milledge  v.  Bryan, 
49  Ga.  397. 

[a]  Upon  hearing  of  an  application 
for  discharge  of  a  trustee  in  vacation 
a  judge  may  by  consent  of  the  parties 
make  an  order  that  the  trustee  pay  a 
certain  sum  belonging  to  the  trust  es- 
tate. Guthrie  i).  Guthrie,  71  Iowa  744, 
30  N.  W.  779. 

45.  Pease  v.  Wagnon,  93  Ga.  361,  20 
S.  E.  637;  Weems  v.  Coker,  70  Ga.  746, 
overruling  on  this  point  Iverson  v.  Sauls- 
bury  Co.,  68  Ga.  790. 

46.  Webb  v.  Hicks,  117  Ga.  335,  43 
S.  B.  738;  Askew  v.  Patterson,  53  Ga. 
209. 

47.  Edmondson  v.  Edmondson,  128 
Ga.  53,  57  S.  B.  308;  In  re  Gill,  20  Wis. 
686. 

[a]  Such  order,  however,  cannot  be 
made  on  an  ex  parte  motion  of  the 
wife  and  in  the  absence  of  notice  of 
any  kind  to  the  husband  of  the  in- 
tended application.  Coger  v.  Coger,  48 
W.  Va.  135,  35  S.  B.  823. 

[b]  A  statute  providing  that  mo- 
tions may  be  made  to  a  judge  out  of 
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the  husband  from  imposing  any  restraint  on  the  personal  liberty  of  his 
wife.*^  And  the  statute  may  authorize  the  rendition  of  a  decree  of 
divorce  in  vacation.*'  But  in  other  jurisdictions  a  motion  for  alimony 
pendente  lite  can  be  heard  only  in  open  eourt.°° 

7.  Paxtition  Suits.  —  A  judge  at  chambers  is  sometimes  authorized 
to  make  all  necessary  orders  in  a  partition  suit,^^  and  may  even  render 
judgment  where  the  statute  authorizes  it.^^ 

8.  Condemnation  Proceedings.  —  A  judge  at  chambers  or  in  vaca- 
tion has!  no  power  to  hear  a  proceeding  for  the  condemnation  of  lands 
unless  expressly  authorized  by  statute  so  to  do.^^  But  where  a  judge 
under  a  statute  is  authorized  to  hear  and  determine  at  chambers  ap- 
plications for  condemning  rights  of  way  he  is, thereby  empowered  to 
award  costs.^* 

9.  Foreclosure  Proceedings.  —  Under  a  statute  empowering  judges 
in  vacation  to  make  all  such  orders  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  into 
effect  decrees  previously  entered,  a  judge  in  vacation  may  in  fore- 
closure proceedings  issue  a  writ  of  possession  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises,'^  or  a  writ  of  assistance,^^  or  order  a  return  of  property  taken  in 
the  course  of  foreclosure  proceedings,^'  and  confirm  a  sale  un^er  a  de- 
cree of  foreclosure.^^ 

10.  Election  Contests.  —  Under  some  statutes  election  contests  may 


court  except  for  a  new  trial,  gives  to 
a  judge  the  power  at  chambers  to 
award  alimony  pendente  lite.  Brun- 
son  V.  Brunson,  94  8.  C.  11,  77  S.  E. 
704;  Messervy  v.  Messervy,  80  S.  C. 
277,  61  S.  E.  442;  Smith  v.  Smith,  51 
S.  C.  379,  29  S.  E.  227. 

48.  In  re  Gill,  20  Wis.  686. 

49.  Falley  v.  Falley,  163  Ala.  626, 
50  So.  894. 

50.  Larco  v.  Casaneuava,  30  Cal. 
560. 

51.  Marvin  «.  Titsworth,  10  Wis 
320. 

[a]  Order  for  Fuiblication.. — ^But 
where  the  petition  merely  sets  forth 
the  petitioner's  intention  to  apply  for 
a  partition  of  land,  such  petition  is 
not  sufficient  to  authorize  the  judge 
to  make  an  order  in  vacation  for  serv- 
ice by  publication.  Lochrane  v.  Equit- 
able L.  &  S.  Co.,  122  Ga.  433,  50  S.  E. 
372. 

52.  Woodward  v.  Elliott,  27  S.  C. 
368,  3  8.  E.  477;  Marvin  v.  Titsworth, 
10  Wis.  320.  See  generally  the  title 
"Partition." 

53i    Washington,     etc.     E.     Co.     v. 


Coeur  d'Alene  E.  &  N.  Co.,  3  Idaho  263, 
28  Pae.  394. 

54.  Granite  M.  M.  Co.  v.  Wein- 
stein,  7  Mont.  440,  17  Pac.  113. 

55.  Kessinger  v.  Whittaker,  82  111. 
22. 

56.  Murchison  v.  Miller,  64  S.  C. 
425,  42  S.  E.  177. 

57.  Otis  V.   May,   30   HI.   App.   581. 

58.  HartsufE  v.  Huss,  2  Neb.  (Unof.) 
145,  95  N.  W.  1070. 

[a]  "The  subsequent  proceedings 
on  the  decree,  the  sale  and  its  con- 
firmation, are  merely  modes  of  en- 
forcing the  rights  of  the  mortgagee 
and  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagor. 
The  sale,  when  made  in  pursuance  of 
the  decree,  is  incomplete;  the  decree 
of  foreclosure  and  sale  is  not  executed 
until  the  confirmation  by  the  court. 
.  .  .  Such  being  the  character  of 
the  sale  and  of  the  decree  of  con- 
firmation, it  seems  to  us  that  its  con- 
firmation is  ...  a  matter  for  which 
the  court  of  chancery  must  be  'deemed 
always  open.'  "  Ex  parte  Branch  & 
Co.,  63  Ala.  383. 
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be  heard  and  determined  at  ehambers,^^  but  otherwise  such  practice  is 
not  permissible.*" 

11.  Insolvency  Proceedings.  —  A  judge  has  no  authority  to  hear 
an  insolvent  proceeding  and  discharge  an  insolvent  except  when  sit- 
ting as  a  court.*^  Nor  can  a  judge  at  chambers  make  an  order  for 
allowance  of  an  attorney's  fee  to  the  assignee  of  the  insolvent  debtor."^ 

12.  Judicial  Sales.  —  In  the  absence  of  statute  the  court  cannot 
at  chambers  order  a  judicial  sale.*'  The  statute  sometimes  authorizes 
confirmation  of  such  sales  in  chambers'.** 

0.  Appeals  From  Orders  at  Chambers  or  in  Vacation.*'  —  Ord- 
ers made  at  chambers  or  in  vacation  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  gener- 
ally are  not  appealable,**  and  a  statute  providing  that  an  order  of  a 
judge  at  chambers  may  be  enforced  as  an  order  of  the  court  does  not 
alter  the  nature  of  the  order  so  as  to  authorize  an  appeal  therefrom.*' 
But  if  the  statute  gives  the  court  the  same  authority  in  vacation  as  he 
has  in  open  court  with  respect  to  a  particular  matter,  his  acts  in  cham- 
bers as  to  such  matter  are  appealable  to  the  same  extent  as  though  done 
in  open  court.**    In  some  jurisdictions  an  appeal  may  be  taken  from 


59.  Stewart  v.  Mahoney  Min.  Co., 
54  Cal.  149;  Brewster  v.  Hartley,  37 
Cal.  15,  99  Am.  Dec.  237;  Myers  v. 
Warner,  3   Ore.  212. 

60.  See  8  Standaed  Prog.  94. 

61.  Cal. — Turner  v.  McHhany,  6  Cal. 
287.  m.— People  v.  Wilkinson,  13  111. 
660.  N.  Y. — ^Bennett  v.  Cooper,  57  Barb. 
642;  In  the  Matter  of  Walker,  2  Duer 
655. 

[a]  But  objections  to  discharge 
may  be  heard  at  chambers.  Clarke  v. 
Ray,  6  Cal.  600. 

62.  Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Denning,  5 
Idaho  482,  51  Pac.  406. 

63.  See  the  title  "Judicial  Sales." 
Order  of  probate  court  for  sale,  see 

supra,  II,  N,  4. 

64.  See  Hartsuff  v.  Huss,  2  Neb. 
(Unof.)  145,  95  N.  W.  1070. 

[a]  A  statute  conferring  jurisdic- 
tion upon  a  judge  to  confirm  a  sale  at 
chambers  necessarily  includes  the  pow- 
er to  pass  upon  everything  affleoting 
its  regularity.  Hartsuff  v.  Huss,  2  Neb. 
(Unof.)  145,  95  N.  W.  1070,  objections 
to  appraisement. 

65.  As  to  appealable  orders  gen- 
erally, see  the  title  "Appeals,"-  and 
also  specific  titles. 

66.  Oai:— In  re  Perkins,  2  Cal.  424. 
Mass. — Wyeth  v.  Richardson,  10  Gray 
240.  Okla. — School  Dist.  No.  8  v, 
Eakin,    23    Okla.    321,   100   Pac.    528. 


Tex. — ^Dunnagan  v.  Wingfield  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  141  S.  W.  288.  Wash.  Ter. 
Suffern  v.  Chisholm,  1  Wash.  Ter.  486. 
[a]  Statutes  authorizing  an  appeal 
from  orders  made  at  chambers  "are 
in  contravention  of  established  rules  of 
long  standing  and  should  be  strictly 
construed.  .  .  .  Such  orders  are  not 
a  final  determination  of  the  rights  of 
the  parties  but  are  only  interlocutory 
and  the  entire  subject-matter  is  subject 
to  determination  in  the  final  trial  of 
the  cause."  Herring  v.  Wiggins,  7 
Okla.  312,  54  Pac.  483. 

67.  Black  Hill,  etc.  Co.  v.  Grand 
Island  R.  Co.,  2  S.  D.  546,  51  N.  W. 
342.  But  see  Clark  v.  Raymond,  84 
Iowa  251,  50  N.  W.  1068,  where  the 
court  said:  "There  is  no  reason  why 
the  order  of  appointment  (of  receiver) 
is  not  appealable  if  made  in  vacation 
the  same  as  if  made  in  term  time. 
The  effect  of  the  appointment  and  the 
rights  of  the  parties  are  affected  in  one 
case  the  same  as  in  the  other." 

68.  Pressley  v.  Lamb,  105  Ind.  171, 
4  N.  E.  682. 

[a]  In  "every  section  of  the  civil 
code  in  relation  to  receivers,  it  will  be 
seen  that  the  judge  of  the  court  in 
vacation  is  clothed  with  exactly  the 
same  power  and  authority,  no  greater 
and  no  less,  as  is  the  court  itself  when 
in  regular  and  open  session.  In  the 
vacation  of  his  court  the  judge  there- 
of has  the  power  and  authority  to  ap- 
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an  order  granting  at  cHambers  a  temporary  injunction,^*  while  in  others 
no  appeal  lies  from  such  order.'" 

ni.  JUDICIAL  ACTION  OUTSIDE  TERRITORIAL  LIMITS  OF 
JURISDICTION.  —  A  judicial  officer  cannot  perform  official  func- 
tions outside  of  the  territorial  limits  of  his  jurisdiction,  except  in  in- 
stances expressly  designated  by  the  statute/^ 

IV.  EXCHANGE  OP,  OR  TEMPORARY  TRANSFER  OF 
JUDGES  TO  ANOTHER  COURT.  —  A.  Generally.  —  Under  some 
statutes  judges  are  authorized  to  alternate  and  preside  for  each  other,'" 


point  receivers.  .  .  .  When  the  judge 
of  a  court,  in  vacation,  is  engaged  in 
doing  these  acts  and  making  theae  or- 
ders, it  is  clear,  we  think,  that  he  is 
exercising  quoad  hoe  'the  judicial  pow- 
er of  the  state'  and  that  his  acts, 
orders  and  proceedings  in  the  premises, 
although  had  in  vacation,  are  the  judi- 
cial proceedings  of  the  court  whereof 
he  is  a  judge.  ...  It  will  be  observed 
that  this  section  of  the  civil  code 
makes  no  provision,  in  express  terms, 
for  any  appeal  from  the  orders  of  the 
judge  in  vacation  either  appointing  or 
refusing  to  appoint  a  receiver.  Tet  it 
cannot  be  doubted,  as  it  seems  to  us, 
that  in  the  enactment  of  this  section 
of  the  code,  the  general  assembly  in- 
tended to  and  did  provide  that  when- 
ever the  court  or  judge,  either  in  term 
or  vacation,  in  any  case  thereafter 
commenced  or  then  pending,  might  ap- 
point or  refuse  to  appoint  a  receiver, 
the  party  aggrieved  might,  within  ten 
days  thereafter,  appeal  from  the  de- 
cision of  the  court  or  judge,  either  in 
term  or  vacation,  without  awaiting 
the  final  determination  of  the  case." 
Pressley  v.  Lamb,  105  Ind.  171,  4  N.  E, 
682. 

69.  Sullivan  v.  Triunfo,  G.  &  S.  M. 
Co.,  33   Cal.  385. 

70.  Sanders  v.  Plunkett,  40  Ark. 
507,  508,  509. 

71.  Ala. — ^Eainey  v.  Eidgeway,  151 
Ala.  532,  43  So.  843.  Cal.— Turner  v. 
Mcllhany,  6  Cal.  287.  Colo.— Kirby  v. 
Chicago,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  51  Colo.  82,  116 
Pac.  150.  lU. — Jones  v.  Albee,  70  111. 
34.  Ind. — Price  v.  Bayless,  131  Ind. 
437,  31  N.  E.  88.  N.  C— State  v.  Par- 
sons, 115  N.  C.  730,  20  S.  E.  511; 
Godwin  v.  Monds,  101  N.  C.  354,  7 
S.  E.  793;  McNeill  v.  Hodges,  99  N.  C. 
248,  6  S.  E.  127.  Ohio. — Pittsburg,  etc. 
Ey.    Co.    V.    Hurd,    17    Ohio    St.    144. 
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Okla.— Bedwell  v.  Eoss,  12  Okla.  507, 
73  Pac.  267;  Stanley  v.  United  States, 
1    Okla.    336,    33    Pac.     1025.      P.     I. 
Castano  v.  Lobingier,  7  Phil.  Isl.  91. 
See  infra,  TV. 

[a]  "Judicial  power  is  necessarily 
local  in  its  nature  and  its  exercise  to 
be  valid  must  be  local  also."  Lynde 
V.  The  County,  16  Wall.  (IT.  S.)  6,  21 
L.  ed.  272. 

[b]  Chancellor.  —  See  Griffin  v. 
Branch  Bank,  9  Ala.  201;  Adams  v. 
Kyzer,  61  Miss.  407. 

As  to  jurisdiction  over  subject-mat- 
ter outside  territorial  limits  of  the 
court's  jurisdiction,  see  the  title 
"Jurisdiction." 

72.  Ala.— Spradling  v.  State,  17  Ala. 
440.  Ark. — Knox  v.  Beirne,  4  Ark.  460. 
Colo. — Prudential  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hummer, 
36  Colo.  208,  84  Pac.  61;  Bigcraft  v. 
People,  30  Colo.  298,  70  Pac.  417.  lU. 
Beach  v.  People,  157  111.  659,  41  N.  B. 
1117;  Salomon  v.  Chicago  T.  &  T.  Co., 
115  m.  App.  194.  la. — Howe  v.  Jones, 
66  Iowa  156,  23  N.  W.  376;  State  v. 
Stingley,  10  Iowa  488.  Ky.— Pollard 
V.  Toder,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  264;  Banks 
V.  Oden,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  546.  Mich. 
Donovan  v.  Bromley,  113  Mich.  53,  71 
N.  W.  523.  Mass.— First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Bloch,  82  Miss.  197,  33  So.  849. 
Neb.— Candy  v.  State,  8  Neb.  482,  1 
N.  W.  454.  N.  C— Bear  v.  Cohen,  65 
N.  C.  511.  N.  D.— Gould  v.  Duluth  & 
D.  Elec.  Co.,  3  N.  D.  96,  54  N.  W. 
316.  Tenn.— Stuart  v.  State,  1  Baxt. 
178.  Tex. — Muuzesheimer  v.  Fairbanks, 
82  Tex.  351,  18  S.  W.  697;  Miller  «. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.),  91  S.  W.  582. 
Wash. — King  County  v.  Hill,  1  Wash. 
63,  23  Pac.  926. 

[a]  Judges  even  in  the  absence  of 
an  express  statute  "may  exchange 
districts  when  they  deem  it  expedient 
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and  to  call  in  another  judge  in  case  of  disability  or  disqualification/' 
The  record  in  the  cause  should  disclose  the  reason  for  the  calling  in  of 
a  judge  from  another  court,'*  as  well  as  that  the  requirements  of  the 
statute  in  regard  thereto  have  been  complied  with,'^  but  in  some  juris- 
dictions it  is  held  that,  nothing  to  the  contrary  appearing,  it  must  be 
presumed  that  the  judge  had  proper  authority  to  hpld  court  outside 
of  his  district.''^ 

Where  a  judge  of  one  court  sits  in  another,  the  court  held  by  him 
constitutes  a  session  of  the  court  in  which  he  presides,^'  and  his  acts 
are  acts  of  that  court  and  not  of  the  court  over  which  the  judge  regu- 
larly presides.'*  A  judge  who  is  called  in  from  another  court  is  vested 
with  all  the  powers  of  the  regular  judge'*  whose  authority  is  superseded 


and  discharge  the  functions  of  their 
office  in  districts  other  than  those  for 
which  they  were  elected."  Kitchin  v. 
Crawford,  13  Tex.  516. 

73.  Ala. — Thornton  «.'  Moore,  61  Ala. 
347.  Fla.— Swepson  v.  Call,  13  Fla. 
337.  Ga.— Iveyi;.  State,  112  Ga.  175, 
37  S.  E.  39^;  "Wells  v.  Newton,  101  Ga. 
141,  28  S.  E.  640.  Ind. — Hutts  v.  Hutts, 
51  Ind.  581.  La. — State  v.  Judge,  37 
Iia.  Ann.  253;  State  v.  Debaillon,  36 
La.  Ann.  828;  State  v.  Lazarus,  33  La. 
Ann.  1425.  Me. — State  v.  Thomas,  56 
Me.  490.  Mo.— State  v.  McCarver,  194 
Mo.  717,  92  S.  W.  684;  State  v.  Fort, 
178  Mo.  518,  77  S.  W.  741;  State  v. 
Hunter,  171  Mo.  435,  Jl  S.  W.  675. 
Mont. — ^Parleigh  v.  Kelly,  24  Mont.  369, 
62  Pac.  495.  Nev.— State  v.  Mack,  26 
Nev.  430,  69  Pae.  862.  N.  Y.— 7ji  re 
Ehinebeck,  19  Hun  346.  Ore. — Baisley 
V.  Baisley,  15  Ore.  183,  13  Pae.  888. 
Pa.— Com.  V.  White,  161  Pa.  576,  29 
Atl.  283;  In  the  Application  of  the 
President  Judges,  64  Pa.  33.  S.  D. 
State  V.  Palmer,  4  S.  D.  543,  57  N.  W. 
490.  Wis. — Haley  v.  Jump  Eiver  Lumb. 
Co.,  81  Wis.  412,  51  N,  W.  321;  Bines 
V.  Boyd,  7  Wis.   155. 

Aa  to  disqiualiflcation  of  judge,  see 
infra,  IX. 

[a]  There  are  "certain  writs,  such 
as  certiorari,  mandamus,  habeas  cor- 
pus, injunction  and  quia  timet,  as  also 
certain  specified  powers  which  each 
judge  must  grant  or  exercise  in  bis 
own  circuit,  and  no  non-resident  judge 
is  permitted  to  do  so,  except  in  the 
absence,  sickness,  or  disqualification  of 
the  judge  of  the  circuit."  Harrison 
&  Cb.  V.  Hall  S.  &  L.  Co.,  64  Ga. 
558. 

74.  Ga. — ^Worsham  v.  Murchison,  66 
Ga.  715.  Pa. — In  re  Application  of  the 
President  Judges,  64  Pa.  33i  f'oust  v. 


Com.,  33  Pa.  338.  Va.— Gresham  v. 
Ewell,  85  Va.  1,  6  8.  B.  700. 

75.  Bear  «.  Cohen,  65  N.  C.  511. 
[a]     The   authority  of   a    judge    of 

another  court  to  hear  a  criminal  cas« 
must  appear  of  record  and  it  should 
not  be  left  to  presumption  in  any  case. 
Low  V.  State,  111  Tenn.  81,  78  S.  W. 
110. 

76.  Ark.— Caldwell  v.  Bell,  3  Ark. 
419.  Cal. — People  v.  Ah  Lee  Doon,  97 
Gal.  171,  31  Pac.  933;  In  re  Newman's 
Estate,  75  Cal.  213,  16  Pac.  887,  7  Am. 
St.  Eep.  146;  People  v.  Mellon,  40  Cal. 
648.  Colo.— Means  v.  Stow,  29  Colo.  80, 
66  Pae.  881;  Empire  L.  &  C.  Co.  t). 
Engley,  14  Colo.  289,  23  Pac.  452.  Mo. 
Eiggs  V.  Owen,  120  Mo.  176,  25  S.  W. 
356.  Neb. — Cox  v.  Peoria  Mfg.  Cd.,  42 
Neb.  660,  60  N.  W.  933.  S.  D.— Wil' 
liams  V.  Williams,  6  S.  D.  284,  61  N. 
W.  38.  Wash.— State  v.  Holmes,  12 
Wash.  169,  40  Pac.  735,  41  Pae.  887. 
Wyo.— Eoss  V.  State,  8  Wyo.  351,  57 
Pae.  924. 

77.  Collins  v.  Johnston,  237  U.  S. 
502,  35  Sup.  Ct.  649,  59  L.  ed.  1071; 
Paulk  V.  State,  2  Ga.  App.  660,  58  S.  E. 
1108. 

78.  Ark.— Knox  v.  Beirne,  4  Ark. 
460.  Fla.— State  v.  Hocker,  35  Pla.  19, 
16  So.  614;  Swepson  v.  Call,  13  Fla. 
337.  Ind.— Lee  v.  Hills,  66  Ind.  474. 
la. — 'V^illiams  v.  Dean,  134  Iowa  216, 
111  N.  W.  931,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
410.  N.  C— Howes  v.  Mauney,  66  N. 
C.  218.  Tex. — National  Bank  v.  Lone 
Star  Mill.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  152 
S.  W.  663. 

79.  U.  S.— McDowell  v.  Kurtz,  77 
Fed.  206,  23  C.  C.  A.  119;  Industrial 
&  Min.  G.  Co.  V.  Elee.  Supply  Co., 
58  Fed.  732,  7  C.  C.  A.  471;  Harmon 
V.  United  States,  43  Fed.  817.    Idaho. 
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by  that  of  his  substitute  during  the  term  and  in  respect  to  the  causes 
in  which  the  latter  presides.^" 

A  judge  temporarily  presiding  in  another  court  cannot  exercise  ju- 
dicial functions  performable  only  in  open  court,  in  respect  to  cases 


Morris  v.  Lemp,  13  Idaho  116,  88  Pae. 
761.  Ind. — Lereh  v.  Emmett,  44  Ind. 
331.  Mo. — Bower  v.  Daniel,  198  Mo. 
289,  95  S.  W.  347.  N.  C— Henry  v. 
Hilliard,  120  N.  C.  479,  27  S.  E.  130; 
Bear  v.  Cohen,  65  N.  C.  511.  Pa. 
Com.  V.  Johnson,  236  Pa.  412,  84  Atl. 
424.  Teirn. — Elms  v.  State,  10  Humph. 
128. 

[a]  Where  '  'judges  exchange  dis- 
tricts, each  has  the  constitutional 
authority  to  perform  all  the  duties  im- 
posed upon  the  district  judge  in  the 
district  over  which  he  has  been  re- 
quested to  preside.  Certainly  the  stat- 
ute does  not  mean  that  ...  he  is 
disqualified  from  sitting  in  any  other 
case  that  may  be  filed  during  the  term 
while  he  is  holding  court  in  that  coun- 
ty." Miller  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  91 
S.  W.  582. 

[b]  A  judge  of  a  court  of  inferior 
jurisdiction  who  is  called  to  hear  a 
cause  in  a  court  of  general  jurisdic- 
tion is  a  judge  ad  hoe  of  the  latter 
court  and  has  all  the  powers  of  the 
regular  judge  thereof.  Ind. — ^Malady  v, 
McBnary,  30  Ind.  273.  La. — Jarreau  v, 
Choppin,  6  La.  130;  I/edoux  v.  Ducote, 
24  La.  Ann.  181.  Va. — Morriss  v.  Vir- 
ginia Ins.  Co.,  85  Va.  588,  8  S.  E, 
383. 

[o]  A  default  may  be  set  aside  by 
him.  People  v.  Campbell,  18  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  T.)   1. 

80.  Cal.— People  v.  O'Neil,  47  Cal. 
109.  Fla.— Clark  v.  Rugg,  20  Pla.  861. 
Idaho. — Morris  v.  Lemp,  13  Idaho  116, 
88  Pac.  761.  Ind.— Bement  v.  May,  135 
Ind.  664,  34  N.  E.  327,  35  N.  E.  387; 
Lee  V.  Hills,  66  Ind.  474. 

[a]  "It  is  .  .  .  the  law"  that 
'while  a  judge  in  one  district  may 
preside  in  another  district,  in  place  of 
the  judge  of  the  latter  district'  .  .  . 
'this  does  not  authorize  two  judges  to 
hold  separate  courts  in  the  same  dis- 
trict at  the  same  time.'  Therefore  an 
order  made  by  a  judge  presiding  out 
of  his  district  at  a  time  when  the  judge 
of  the  district  where  the  order  is 
made,  is  also  holding  court,  therein  is 
void."  Bank  of  Minco  v.  Struss,  4 
Okla.  160,  44  Pac.  273. 
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[b]  Authority  of  Substitute. — When- 
ever a  judge  is  required  to  hold  a 
term  of  court,  whether  regular  or  spe- 
cial, "for  some  county  outside  of  his 
proper  district,  the  authority  of  the 
judge  is  special;  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
proper  judge  of  the  district  is  super- 
seded by  that  of  the  substituted  judge 
in  that  county  during  the  specified 
term,  but  not  elsewhere,  nor  for  a 
longer  time;  the  substituted  judge  has 
in  respect  to  all  cases  pending  in  the 
specified  county  during  the  specified 
term,  all  the  powers  of  the  proper 
judge  of  the  district;  he  still  retains 
those  belonging  to  him  as  possessed  of 
in  his  own  district."  Bear  v.  Cohen, 
65  N.  C.  511. 

[c]  Where  a  case  was  tried  before 
a  judge  pro  tern  and  at  the  same  time 
the  regular  judge  held  court  in  an  ad- 
jacent room  and  tried  other  cases  and 
the  judge  pro  tem  vacated  the  bench 
after  the  final  submission  of  the  case 
to  the  jury  and  the  regular  judge  who 
was  disqualified  received  and  announced 
the  verdict  of  the  jury,  it  was  held 
that  "if  the  proceedings  of  either  one 
should  be  declared  void  or  even  er- 
roneous, it  would  be  the  proceedings 
before  the  regular  judge.  He  having 
knowledge  of  his  disqualification  to  try 
the  case  in  question,  and  having  given 
way  for  the  trial  before  a  judg'S  pro 
tem,  should  take  notice  of  the  fact 
that  he  was  temporarily  out  of  the 
exercise  of  his  judicial  authority,  and 
should  know  that  until  the  business 
which  justified  his  temporary  retire- 
ment from  the  exercise  of  his  func- 
tions had  been  dispatched,  he  was  dis- 
qualified from  holding  his  court.  In 
the  interim  his  judicial  authority  would 
be  in  suspension,  so  that  if  objection 
had  been  made  by  the  litigating  parties 
that  authority  could  not  have  been 
exercised."  List  v.  Jockheck,  59  Kan. 
143,  52  Pac.  420. 

[d]  No  Power  To  Set  Case  for  Trial, 
And  a  judge  who  is  disqualified  to 
hear  a  case  and  calls  in  another  judge 
to  try  it  has  no  power  to  set  the  case 
down  for  trial  in  vacation  before  the 
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pending  in  the  court  over  which  he  regularly  presides,'*  except  by  eon- 
sent  of  the  parties  ;*^  but  he  is  authorized  to  perform  such  judicial  acts 
as  under  the  statute  may  be  done  by  him  at  chambers  or  in  vacation.*'' 
B.  Authority  Upon  Return  to  His  Own  Court.  —  Upon  return 
to  his  own  court  a  judge  may  transact  chambers,  and  vacation  business 
in  reference  to  cases  tried  before  him  in  another  court.'*  Thus,  he  may 
settle  and  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions  heard  before  him  while  presiding  in 
another  court,'^  but  he  cannot  hear  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  in  such 


judge    called    to    preside.      Ex    parte 
Skeen,  41  Ind.  418. 

[e]  But  the  regular  judge  may  upon 
return  to  the  bench  set  aside  orders 
made  in  his  absence  by  another  judge. 
Ex  parte  Simmons,  105  Ark.  19,  150  S. 
W.  141;  Shephard  v.  Gove,  26  Wash. 
452,  67  Pac.  256. 

81.  111.— United  States  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Shattuck,  159  111.  610,  43  N.  E.  389. 
la. — Williams  v.  Dean,  134  Iowa  216, 
111  N.  W.  931,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
410.  N.  C— Moore  v.  Moore,  131  N.  C. 
371,  42  S.  E.  822.  S.  C— Barrett  v. 
James,  30  S.  C.  329,  9  S.  E.  263. 

[a]  Motion  for  Reduction  of  All; 
mony. — A  judge  holding  court  in  an- 
other district  has  no  power  to  hear  a 
motion  for  a  reduction  of  alimony 
pendente  lite  in  an  action  for  divorce 
pending  in  his  own  district.  Moore  v. 
Moore,  131  N.  C.  371,  42  S.  E.  822. 

82.  N.  C— Skinner  v.  Terry,  107  N. 
C.  103,  12  S.  E.  118.  S.  C— La  Motte 
V.  Smith,  50  S.  C.  558,  27  S.  E.  ff33. 
Wash. — Shaw  v.  Spencer,  57  Wash.  587, 
107  Pac.  383. 

[a]  "Such  consent  should  certain- 
ly appeax  in  a  writing  signed  by  the 
parties  or  their  counsel,  or  the  judge 
should  refeite  the  fact  of  consent  in 
the  order  or  judgment  he  directs  to  be 
entered  of  record,  which  is  the  better 
way;  or  such  consent  should  appear  by 
fair  implication  from  what  appears  in 
the  record.  This  is  necessary,  because, 
without  such  consent  appearing,  the 
court  would  have  no  authority  to  hear 
and  determine  the  motion  and  grant 
the  judgment.  The  consent  is  essen- 
tial to  the  valid  exercise  of  the  author- 
ity, and  it  must  appear  to  have  been 
given."  Godwin  v.  Monds,  101  N.  C. 
354,  7  S.  E.  793. 

83.  tr.  S.—Ex  parte  Harlan,  180  Fed. 
119.  Ala.— Griffin  v.  Branch  Bank,  9 
Ala.  201.  Ga.— Christie  i!.-Whitten,  69 
6a.  765.    la. — ^Howe  v.  Jones,  66  Iowa 


156,  23  N.  W.  376.  La. — Succession  of 
Weigel,  17  La.  Ann.  70.  Neb.— Mc- 
Carty  v.  Hopkins,  61  Neb.  550,  85  N. 
W.  540.  Ohio.— Cincinnati  S.  &  C.  E. 
Co.  V.  Sloan,  31  Ohio  St.  1;  Seely  v. 
Blair,  6  Ohio  448.  Okla. — Grayson  v. 
Perryman,  25  Okla.  339,  106  Pac.  954; 
Enid  V.  Wigger,  14  Okla.  176,  77  Pac, 
190.  S.  C— Chafee  Co.  v.  Eainey,  21 
S.  C.  11.  Wash.— King  County  v.  Hill, 
1  Wash.  63,  23  Pac.  926. 

As  to  what  may  be  done  in  cham- 
bers and  vacation,  see  supra,  II. 

84.  King  County  v.  Hill,  1  "Wash. 
63,  23  Pac.  926,  settlement  of  state- 
ment of  facts. 

[a]  "Surely  it  cannot  be  said  that 
the  judge  of  the  second  circuit,  when 
assigned  under  the  statute  to  hold  the 
courts  of  the  third  circuit,  loses  juris- 
diction of  all  causes  within  that  cir- 
cuit as  soon  as  the  last  court  of  such 
circuit  has  been  adjourned.  If  so,  then 
it  would  be  necessary  for  him  to  file 
all  his  judgmenjta  before  adjourning 
the  last  court  of  such  circuit,  which 
in  many  cases  would  be  a  practical  im- 
possibility, and  hence  cannot  be  a  cor- 
rect construction  of  the  statute.  Hav- 
ing .  .  .  jurisdiction  to  prepare  and 
file  his  judgments  after  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  last  court,  when  necessary, 
he  must  also  have  the  power  to  put 
such  judgments  in  proper  form  by  cor- 
recting any  mere  clerical  errors  that 
may  have  crept  into  them."  Chafee 
Co.  V.  Eainey,  21  8.  C.  11. 

85.  Ex  parte  Harlan,  180  Fed.  119; 
Enid  V.  Wigger,  14  Okla.  176,  77  Pac. 
190.    See  4  Standard  Proc.  334. 

[a]  Where  "judges  are  designated 
to  hold  terms  of  court  in  other  dis- 
tricts, if  it  were  jurisdictional  that 
the  case-made  should  be  signed  and 
settled  only  in  the  district  in  which 
the  cause  was  tried,  that  would  neces- 
sitate the  judge's  returning  to  the  dis- 
trict for  such   purpose.    .    .    .    Eeason 
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case,""  or  approve  a  supersedeas  bond.''  A  temporary  judge,  after  re- 
turn to  his  own  court,  may  render  a  judgment  in  a  ease  tried  before 
him  in  another  court.^^  > 

V.    REVIEW  OP  JUDICIAL  ACTS  OP  COORDINATE  JUDGE.'' 

A  judge  ordinarily  cannot  review  the  rulings  of  a  coordinate  judge,°° 
unless  leave  has  been  previously  obtained  by  the  party  to  renew  the  mo- 


as  well  as  authority  supports  the  rule 
that  the  judge  may  within  the  state 
sign  and  settle  the  case-made  upon 
reasonable  notice  at  any  place  in  or 
without  the  district  where  the  trial 
was  had."  Grayson  v.  Perryman,  25 
Okla.  339,  106  Pae.  954. 

86.  Shaw  V.  Spencer,  57  Wash.  587, 
107  Pae.   383. 

87.  Gay  v.  Hudson  River  El.  P.  Co., 
190  Ted.  812. 

88.  Oal. — Sstudillo  v.  Security  Loan 
&  T.  Co.,  158  Gal.  66,  109  Pae.  884. 
Ga.— Early  v.  Oliver,  63  Ga.  11.  N.  D. 
Gould  V.  Duluth  &  D.  Elee.  Co.,  3  N. 
D.  96,  54  N.  W.  316,  order  directing 
entry  of  judgment.  Wash. — State  ex 
rel.  Calhoun  v.  Superior  Court,  86 
Wash.  492,  150  Pae.  1168;  Eice  v.  Ahl- 
man,  70  Wash.  6,  126  Pae.  64. 

89.  As  to  jurisdiction  of  co-ordinate 
courts  and  its  exercise,  see  the  title 
"Jurisdiction." 

90.  U.  S.—In  re  Steele,  156  Fed. 
853;  Chaflin  Co.  v.  Furtick,  119  Fed. 
429.  Cal. — Borland  v.  Hanson,  81  Cal. 
202,  22  Pae.  552,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  44, 
another  department  of  same  court. 
N.  Y.— Piatt  V.  New  York  &  S.  B.  Ey. 
Co.,  170  N.  Y.  451,  63  N.  E.  532; 
Matter  of  Livingston,  34  N.  Y.  555; 
Norwegian  L.  T.  Church  v.  Krelso- 
vitch,  147  App.  Div.  108,  131  N.  Y. 
Supp.  845;  Silver  &  Co.  v.  Waterman, 
127  App.  Div.  339,  111  N.  Y.  Supp. 
546;  Columbia  M.  B.  Assn.  v.  Mitt- 
nacht,  62  App.  Div.  425,  70  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1098.  N.  O. — Henry  v.  Hilliard, 
120  N.  C.  479,  27  S.  B.  130.  N.  D. 
Enderlin  State  Bank  v.  Jennings,  4 
N.  D.  238,  59  N.  W.  1058,  26  L.  E.  A. 
fe93.  Phil.  Isl. — Orais  v.  Escano,  14 
Phil.  Isl.  208.  S.  C— State  v.  Price,  35 
S.  C.  273,  14  S.  E.  490. 

[a]  "It  cannot  in  practice  be  tol- 
erated, where  a  matter  has  been  upon 
notice  to  the  opposite  party  once  heard 
and  passed  upon  by  one  justice,  that 
his  decision  or  order  may  be  reversed, 
altered,    modified    or    vacated    by   an- 
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other  justice.  Let  the  principle  be 
once  established  as  the  practice  of  this 
court  that  one  justice  can  or  may  in 
this  manner  review  the  decisions  of 
another  in  the  same  cause,  thea  the 
order  I  make  in  this  matter  today  may 
be  modified  or  vacated  by  another  jus- 
tice tomorrow,  and  the  order  made  by 
him  again  in  turn  vacated  by  me. 
This  would  lead  to  endless  confusion 
in  practice  and  nothing  but  an  un- 
bending statute  requiring  such  a  course 
of  practice  should  induce  the  members 
of  this  court  to  adopt  it."  FoUett 
V.  Weed,  3  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)   360. 

[b]  "It  is  unavoidable  that  the 
opinions  of  several  judges  upon  the 
many  doubtful  questions  which  are 
constantly  arising  should  sometimes  dif- 
fer, and  a  rule  of  practice  which  would 
permit  one  judge  to  sustain  a  demur- 
rer to  a  complaint,  another  of  co- 
ordinate jurisdiction  to  overrule  it  and 
to  try  the  case  upon  the  theory  that 
the  pleading  was  sufficient,  and  the 
former  to  then  arrest  the  judgment, 
upon  the  ground  that  his  decision  upon 
the  demurrer  was  right,  would  be  in- 
tolerable." Plattner  Co.  v.  Interna- 
tional Harv.  Co.,  133  Fed.  376. 

[e]  And  where  a  demurrer  to  a 
petition  was  overruled  by  one  judge 
and  the  cause  came  for  hearing  before 
another  judge  it  is  error  to  sustain  an 
objection  "to  the  introduction  of  any 
testimony,  on  the  ground  that  the 
petition  failed  to  state  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion. This  is  a  practice  that  cannot 
be  tolerated.  There  are  two  judges  in 
the  first  district,  and  a  ruling  made 
by  one  must  be  respected  by  the  other, 
otherwise  confusion  and  uncertainty 
will  be  the  result."  Marvin  v.  Welder, 
31  Neb.  774,  48  N.  W.  825. 

[d]  Upon  denial  of  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial  by  the  judge  who  tried  the 
ease,  a  party  cannot  make  a  motion 
before  another  judge  to  vacate  the 
judgment  upon  the  ground  of  alleged 
error  in  the  verdict  as  the  granting 
of   such   motion   would  practically   be 
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tion,'^  though  there  are  cases  to  the  contrary.^^  Where  the  court  con- 
sists of  several  judges  any  one  of  them  may  hear  any  cause  brought  be- 
fore the  court,^^  but  whenever  one  of  the  judges  has  taken  cognizance 
of  a  case  ordinarily  no  other  judge  has  the  power  to  interfere  in  the 
matter.''*  A  judge  has  no  authority  to  issue  a  mandamus  to  another 
coordinate  judge.®^ 


the  hearing  of  an  appeal  from  the 
Older  denying  a  new  trial.  Wilsey  v. 
Kooney,  62  Hun  618,  16  N.  Y.  Supp. 
471,  41  N.  Y.  St.  444. 

[e]  Default. — But  a  judge  may  hear 
a  motion  to  set  aside  orders  of  an- 
other judge  taken  by  default  as  there 
has  "been  no  judicial  decision  in  the 
matter;  for  a  decision  implies  the  hear- 
ing of  both  parties.  The  defendants' 
failure  to  appear  was  a  tacit  consent 
to  the  entering  of  the  orders,  and  it 
was  unnecessary  for  the  court  to  pass 
on  the  merits  of  the  motions.  It  is 
from  effects  of  that  tacit  consent  that 
the  defendants  now  wish  to  be  re- 
lieved, not  from  any  real  decision 
against  them."  Thompson  v.  Erie  B. 
Co.,  9  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.   (N.  Y.)   233. 

[f]  Where  a  motion  is  renewed 
upon  different  grounds,  however,  it  is 
not  objectionable  for  one  judge  of  the 
same  court  to  make  a  different  order 
from  that  made  by  another  judge  of 
the  same  court.  Belmont  v.  Erie  By. 
Co.,  52  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  637. 

91.  Chamberlain  v.  Dumville,  66  Hun 
635,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  827. 

[a]  "The  justices  of  this  court  do 
not  separately  review  each  other's  de- 
cisions upon  motions  of  this  descrip- 
tion, nor  entertain  a  second  motion 
to  the  sam«  effect  as  a  former,  unless 
upon  leave  given  to  renew  in  the  order 
which  it  is,  in  effect,  sought  to  re- 
hear. If  the  party  be  not  satisfied 
with  the  decision  made  upon  the  papers 
before  the   judge,    he    should    appeal. 

.  .  If  through  inadvertence,  surprise, 
or  for  other  reasons,  he  finds  that  the 
merits  have  been  imperfectly  or  in- 
accurately exhibited  on  the  hearing, 
he  should'  procure  leave  to  renew  the 
application  upon  further  papers,  and 
this  should  be  inserted  in  the  order." 
Cazneau  v.  Bryant,  4  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  T.) 
402. 

92.  Manufacturers'  Mut.  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Circuit  Judge,  79  Mich.  241,  44 
N.  "W.  604. 

[a]    "The  judges  of  the  same  court 


are  all  equal  and  co-ordinate  as  to  the 
powers  which  they  possess.  An  appeal 
cannot,  therefore,  be  made  from  one  to 
another,  as  neither  has  the  power  of 
revision  or  control  over  the  decisions 
of  the  other.  But  where  one  makes 
an  order  which,  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  the  administration  of  justice,  may, 
come  before  another,  each  has  an  equal 
power  over  the  subject-matter,  and 
may,  therefore,  modify,  enlarge  or  re- 
scind such  an  order,  as  circumstances 
may  require."  Perry  v.  Williams,  1 
Bailey   (S.  C.)   10. 

[b]  Different  Ruling  on  Demurrer 
and  at  Trial. — The  fact  that  the  judge 
who  tried  the  case  ruled  differently 
upon  a  question  from  the  judge  who 
passed  upon  the  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint is  of  no  consequence  where  the 
last  ruling  is  correct.  Philips  &  Co. 
V.  Langlow,  55  Wash.  385,  104  Pae. 
610. 

93.  Schwing  v.  Dunlap,  123  La.  485, 
49  So.  134. 

94.  State  ex  rel.  Little  v.  District 
Court,  49  Mont.  158,  141  Pao.  151. 
But  see  Niagara  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Scam- 
mon,  35  111.  App.  582,  holding  that  a 
judge  of  a  court  consisting  of  several 
judges  may  disregard  interlocutory  or- 
ders made  in  the  case  by  another 
judge.  It  is  said  there:  "When  any 
interlocutory  order  has  been  made  in 
a  ease  by  one  judge,  and  further  pro- 
ceedings therein  are  before  another, 
while  courtesy  to  each  should  prevent, 
as  it  does,  any  captious  conflict  in 
rulings,  yet  each  judge  has  the  power 
to,  and  if  confident  he  is  right,  should 
conduct  the  proceedings  before  him- 
self in  accordance  with  his  own  opin- 
ion at  the  time,  whether  that  conflicts 
with  an  earlier  interlocutory  order  or 
not;  and  it  is  immaterial  whether  that 
earlier  order  was  made  by  himself  or 
another  judge." 

95.  Shreve  v.  Pendleton,  129  Ga. 
374,  58  S.  E.  880;  Jennett  v.  Stevens, 
33  Nev.  527,  111  Pac.  1025.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Mandamus." 
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VI.  POWERS  AFTER  EXPIRATION  OP  TERM.  —  Upon  expira- 
tion of  his  term  of  ofSce  the  judicial  power  of  a  judge  ceases  and  it  is 
not  comlpetent  for  him  thereafter  to  do  any  judicial  act  in  a  cause  which 
was  heard  before  him.®°  Thus  a  judge  whose  term  has  expired  cannot 
make  findings  in  a  cause  tried  before  him,^'  although  during  his  in- 
cumbency he  had  made  an  order  for  judgment  in  the  cause  ;°*  nor  can 
he  file  his  decision  in  a  case  tried  before  him,*®  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  findings  were  made  by  him  therein  during  his  term  of  ofiice.^ 

Where  a  judge  commences  to  try  a  ease  but  before  rendition  of  judg- 
ment ceases  to  hold  office,  his  successor  must  try  the  case  de  novo,^  un- 
less the  statute  expressly  provides  that  the  successor  is  empowered  to 
take  up  and  continue  the  proceeding  at  the  point  where  it  was  left  by 


96.  Cal.— Broder  v.  Conkliu,  98  Cal. 
360,  33  Pae.  211;  Connolly  v.  Ashworth, 
98  Cal.  205,  33  Pae.  60.  Conn..— Grlffing 
V.  Town  of  Danbury,  41  Conn.  96. 
La. — Bradford  v.  Cook,  4  La.  Ann.  229. 
Mich.— Ells  V.  Rector,  32  Mich.  379. 
Minn.— Cain  v.  Libby,  32  Minn.  491,  21 
N.  W.  739.  Iiflss. — Coopwood  v.  Prew- 
ett,  30  Miss.  206.  Mo.— State  v.  Per- 
kins, 139  Mo.  106,  40  S.  "W.  650.  N.  Y. 
Hein  v.  Hein,  148  App.  Div.  249,  132 
N.  Y.  Supp.  112;  Milliman  v.  New 
York  Cent.  E.  Co.,  109  App.  Div.  139, 
95  N.  Y.  Supp.  1097. 

[a]  Even  though  the  parties  consent 
(1)  thereto.  Coopwood  v.  Prewett,  30 
Miss.  206.  (2)  Compare  Babcoek  v. 
"Wolf,  70  Iowa  676,  28  N.  W.  490, 
holding  that  where  a  decree  by  con- 
sent was  to  be  entered  in  vacation  and 
it  does  not  appear  from  the  evidence 
when  the  decision  was  rendered  by 
the  judge  whose  term  of  office  ex- 
pired, it  will  be  presumed  that  the 
decision  was  rendered  by  him  prior 
to  the  expiration  of  his  term  of  of- 
fice. 

[b]  Signing  Order. — The  act  of  a 
former  judge  of  the  county  court  in 
attaching  his  signature  to  an  order  in 
a  case  long  after  the  term  had  ad- 
journed and  after  his  term  of  office 
had  expired  is  wholly  without  efEect, 
although  it  is  done  pursuant  to  an 
order  of  the  county  court.  Waite  v. 
People,  228  111.  173,  81  N.  E.  837. 

[c]  Certiorari,  however,  may  issue 
to  a  judge  whose  term  of  office  has  ex- 
pired. People  ex  rel.  Devlin  v.  Pea- 
body,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  228;  Conover 
V.  Devlin,  15  How.  Pr.  470,  6  Abb.  Pr. 
228;  Harris  v.  Whitney,  6  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)   175. 

97.  Ells  V.  Eeetor,  32  Mich.  379. 
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98.  Mace  v.  O'Eeilley,  70  Cal.  231, 
11  Pae.  721. 

[a]  But  where  the  judge  filed  find- 
ings during  the  term  at  which  the 
cause  was  heard  though  after  the 
termination  of  his  term  of  office,  the 
judgment  is  not  erroneous  for  that 
reason.  Storrie  v.  Shaw,  96  Tex.  618, 
75  S.  W.  20. 

99.  Cain  v.  Libby,  32  Minn.  491,  21 
N.  W.   739. 

[a]  The  "trial  of  a  cause  by  the 
court  is  not  concluded  until  the  de- 
cision is  filed  with  the  •  clerk;  and 
when  the  term  of  office  of  the  judge 
who  tried  the  case  expires  before  such 
decision  is  filed,  the  fact  that  it  was 
signed  by  him  and  ordered  by  his  suc- 
cessor in  office  to  be  filed  with  the 
clerk  and  was  so  filed,  is  not  sufficient 
to  sustain  the  judgment  entered  there- 
on." Connolly  v.  Ashworth,  98  Cal. 
205,  33  Pae.  60. 

1.  Broder  v.  Conklin,  98  Cal.  360,  33 
Pae.  211. 

2.  Colo. — Clanton  v.  Eyan,  14  Colo. 
419,  24  Pae.  258.  111.— Updike  v.  Arm- 
strong, 4  111.  564.  Ohio. — Mason  V. 
State,   26   Ohio   Cir.   Ct.  535. 

Judgment  cannot  be  rendered  by  a 
judge  whose  office  has  expired  unless 
he  is  a  judge  de  facto,  see  14  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  975. 

[a]  Where  all  the  evidence  to  ad- 
judge a  person  incompetent  was  taken 
before  one  judge  and  the  matter  was 
subsequently  argued  and  submitted  for 
decision  to  another  judge,  the  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed.  Matter  of  Sul- 
livan, 143  Cal.  462,  77  Pae.  153. 

[b]  Successor  Cannot  Make  Find- 
ings.— "A  party   to   an   action   is   en- 
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his  predecessor,^  or  the  parties  consent  to  proceed  with  the  ease  not- 
withstanding the  change  of  judges.*  But  any  evidence  taken  and  re- 
duced to  writing  pursuant  to  law  may  he  used  hy  the  succeeding  judge.^ 
And  where  a  judge  upon  expiration  of  his  term  is  re-elected  the  pro- 
ceedings had  in  the  ease  before  him  may  be  continued  regardless  of  the 
fact  that  his  term  expired  during  the  trial  of  the  cause.^ 

In  some  jurisdictions  a  succeeding  judge  may  sign  any  records  left 
unsigned  by  his  predecessor.''  A  successor,  however,  cannot  make  find- 
ings in  a  case  tried  before  his  predecessor,^  or  render  a  judgment  in 


titled  to  a  determination  of  the  issue 
by  the  .  .  .  judge  that  heard  the  evi- 
dence, and  where  a  case  is  tried  by 
the  judge  and  the  issues  remain  un- 
determined at  the  death,  resignation  or 
expiration  of  the  term  of  such  judge, 
his .  successor  cannot  decide  or  make 
findings  in  the  case  without  a  trial  de 
novo."  Wainwright  v.  Boots  Co.,  176 
Ind.  682,  97  IST.  E.  8. 

3.  Clanton  v.  Eyan,  14  Colo.  419,  24 
Pac.  258;  Matter  of  Carey's  Will,  24 
App.  Div.  531,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  32  (pro- 
bate of  will);  Matter  of  Johnson,  27 
Misc.  167,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  601;  In  re 
Smith,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  1058,  order  of 
surrogate. 

4.  Gertz  v.  Beck,  7  Kan.  App.  654, 
53  Pae.  884. 

[a]  A  succeeding  judge  may  by 
stipulation  of  the  parties  hear  and  de- 
termine a  demurrer  to  the  evidence. 
Gertz  V.  Beek,  7  Kan.  App.  654,  53  Pac. 
884. 

5.  In  re  Nolan,  71  N.  J.  Bq.  207, 
63  Atl.  618,  where  it  is  said:  "When 
a  contested  case  is  pending  in  the  or- 
phans court,  and  testimony  has  been 
taken  by  a  master,  or  by  the  surro- 
gate, and  the  orphans  court  judge  has 
died  or  resigned,  it  is  not  open  to  doubt 
.     .     .    that    such    testimony    can    be 

used  by  his  .successor  in  ofSce  in  dis- 
posing of  the  case.  It  would  be  ab- 
surd to  hold  that  the  succeeding  judge 
must  begin  de  novo,  and  direct  that 
all  the  evidence  shall  be  taken  again. 
When  the  court,  instead  of  directing 
the  evidence  to  be  taken  before  a  mas- 
ter or  before  the  surrogate,  takes  it 
in  open  court,  and  the  evjdence  is  re- 
produced from  a  stenographer's  notes, 
I  have  no  doubt  that,  upon  the  death 
or  resignation  of  the  judge .  who  sat, 
his  successor  may  use  the  proofs,  thus 
taken  in  disposing  of  the  issue." 

As  to  use  of  depositions,  see  7 
Standard  Pboc.  400,  et  seq. 


6.  Seale  «.  Ford,  29  Cal.  104;  Jewett 
V.  Schmidt,  185  N.  Y.  553,  77  N.  E. 
1189. 

7.  Montgomery  v.  Viers,  130  Ky. 
694,  114  S.  W.  251;  Ewell  v.  Jackson, 
129  Ky.  214,  110  S.  W.  860;  Eyan  v. 
Sanborn,  104  Me.  458,  72  Atl.  188. 

[a]  Where  the  former  surrogate, 
after  a  trial,  rendered  a  decision  and, 
when  his  term  of  office  expired,  left 
the  findings  and  decree  unsigned,  his 
successor  has  the  power  to  sign  such 
findings  and  decree.  Matter  of  Baird's 
Estate,  74  Misc.  34,  133  N.  Y.  Supp. 
729;  Matter  of  Taylor,  62  Misc.  442, 
116  N.  Y.   Supp.   1040. 

[b]  The  Kentucky  statute  "was 
enacted  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
a  judge's  successor,  no  matter  how 
chosen,  to  sign  orders  which  the  pre- 
siding judge  may  for  any  reason  have 
failed  to  sign.  The  statute  should  be 
liberally  construed  to  carry  out  the 
purpose  of  the  legislature."  Farris  v. 
Matthews,  149  Ky.  455,  149  S.  W.  896. 

[c]  Where  the  judge's  signature  is 
not  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  judg- 
ment, the  successor  may  sign  a  judg- 
ment rendered  by  his  predecessor.  Crim 
V.  Kessing,  89  Cal.  478,  26  Pac.  1074, 
23  Am.  St.  Eep.  491;  Euckman  v. 
Decker,  27  K.  J.  Eq.  244.  See  as  to 
necessity  for  signature,  15  Standard 
Pkoc.  26. 

8.  Bahnsen  v.  Gilbert,  55  Minn.  334, 
56  N.  W.  1117. 

[a]  But  conclusions  of  law  from  the 
findings  of  fact  made  by  a  predecessor 
may  be  changed  by  the  successor,  be- 
fore the  entry  of  judgment.  Crim  v. 
Kessing,  89  Cal.  478,  26  Pac.  1074,  23 
Am.  St.  Eep.  491. 

[b]  Signing  Findings. — Where  the 
record  showed  no  findings  or  judgment 
in  a  case  tried  seven  years  previously, 
except  an  entry  by  the  clerk  in  the 
docket  opposite  the  title  of  the  case, 
"judgment  for  defendant,"  but  it  ap- 
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such  a  ease.'    An  exception  to  this  rule  is  made  in  eases  of  purely 
formal  judgments  not  involving  the  exercise  of  judicial  discretion.^" 

VII.  POWERS  OP  SUCCESSOR.  — A.  Generally.  _  Generally 
a  succeeding  judge  will  not  review  or  overturn  the  acts  of  his  predeces- 
sor involving  the  exercise  of  judgment  or  discretion,^^  the  rule  in  this^ 
respect  being  similar  to  that  applied  in  the  case  of  coordinate  judges.^" 
Nevertheless,  inasmuch  as  no  change  in  the  court  itself  results  from 
a  mere  change  in  judges,  the  successor  may  reverse  the  rulings  of  his 
predecessor  on  questions  of  law  whenever  it  would  be  proper  for  the 
latter  to  reverse  himself  .^^ 


peared  from  thiS  court  reporter's  affi- 
davit that  he  had  been  directed  to  and 
did  take  down  in  shorthand  the  court's 
findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law, 
it  was  held  that  the  transcript  of  these 
findings  and  conclusions  annexed  to 
the  affidavit  might  properly  be  signed 
by  the  succeeding  judge  and  judgment 
entered  thereon,  since  the  reporter  was 
an  officer  of  the  court  and  his  notes 
were  equivalent  to  the  minutes  of  the 
court.  Edmonds  v.  Eiley,  15  S.  D.  470, 
90  N.  W.  139. 

9.  In  re  Sullivan,  143  Cal.  462,  77 
Pac.  153;  Clanton  v.  Eyan,  14  Colo. 
419,  24  Pac.  258.  See  15  Standard 
Pkoc.  975,  note  43. 

As  to  what  constitutes  rendition  of 
judgment,  see  14  Standard  Pboc.  971. 

10.  See  Hazard  «.  McAndrews,  18 
Wash.  392,  51  Pac.  1064. 

[&]  Where  defendant's  challenge 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  is 
granted,  a  successor  may  order  the 
entry  of  a  judgment  accordingly. 
Hazard  v.  McAndrews,  18  Wash.  392, 
51  Pac.  1064. 

[b]  After  Verdict. — Where  the  is- 
sues of  fact  in  an  action  for  divorce 
were  submitted  to  a  jury  and  the  jury 
found  for  plaintiff  a  judge  may  render 
a  final  decree  of  divorce  although  the 
evidence  was  taken  before  his  pre- 
decessor. Hedrick  v.  Hedrickf  28  Ind. 
291.    See  14  Standard  Proo.  974. 

11.  III.— Avery  v.  Swords,  28  HI. 
App.  202.  S,  C. — Durant  v.  Staggers,  2 
Nott  &  McC.  488;  McCollum  v.  Massey, 
2  Bailey  606,  unless  justice  requires 
it.  Wash. — Shephard  v.  Gove,  26  Wash. 
452,  67  Pac.  256.  Wis. — Harrigan  v. 
Gilchrist,  121  Wis.  127,  99  N.  W.  909. 

12.  Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist,  121  Wis. 
127,  429,  99  N.  W.  909.     See  supra,  V. 

13.  Shephard  v.  Gove,  26  Wash,  452, 
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67  Pae.  256.    But  see  cases  in  preced- 
ing note. 

[a]  Since  a  judgment  cannot  be  set 
aside  by  the  court  rendering  it  for 
errors  of  law  involving  the  exercise 
of  judicial  discretion  (15  Standard 
Pboc.  168),  a  succeeding  judge  cannot 
set  aside  the  judgment  of  his  prede- 
cessor on  this  ground.  Cowles  v. 
Cowles,  121  N.  C.  272,  28  S.  E.  476; 
Twitty  V.  Logan,  86  N.  0.  712. 

[b]  Orders  constituting  a  final  de- 
termination (1)  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties  cannot  be  set  aside  by  the  suc- 
cessor of  the  judge  making  them  ex- 
cept for  fraud  or  mistake.  McCollum 
V.  Massey,  2  Bailey  (S.  C.)  606.  See 
Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist,  121  Wis.  127,  99 
N.  W.  909.  (2)  Where  a  judge  made 
an  order  granting  defendant  an  uncon- 
ditional right  to  file  an  amended  an- 
swer, his  successor  at  a  subsequent 
term  has  no  right  to  set  the  order 
aside  because  in  such  amended  answer 
the  defendant  for  the  first  time  pleaded 
the  statute  of  limitations.  Hardin  v. 
Greene,  164  N.  C.  99,  80  S.  E.  413. 

[o]  Where  the  motion  is  made  upon 
a  different  state  of  facts  a  successor 
is  empowered  to  set  aside  an  order 
made  by  his  predecessor.  Crawell  ». 
Littlefield,  2  Rich.  L.  (S.  C.)  17;  Bor- 
deaux's Exrs.  V.  Cave,  2  Bailey  (B. 
C.)  6. 

[d]  Order  of  Reference. — ^A  "suc- 
ceeding circuit  judge  has  the  power  to 
alter  or  modify  the  order  of  his  pre- 
decessor, referring  it  to  the  master 
simply  to  take  and  report  the  testi- 
mony. Such  an  order  is  merely  ad- 
ministrative, and  may  be  changed  by 
a  succeeding  circuit  judge.  .  .  .  When, 
however,  an  order  refers  the  issues  of 
law  or  of  fact  to  a  master  or  referee, 
such    order   is  binding   upon   the  aue- 
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B.  Bill  op  Exceptions.  —  Whether  a  bill  of  exceptions  may  be 
settled  by  a  successor  of  the  judge  before  whoin  the  case  was  heard,  is 
discussed  elsewhere  in  this  work.^* 

C.  Motion  foe  New  Teial.^^  —  A  succeeding  judge  may  pass  upon 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial  in  a  ease  heard  before  his  predecessor,^^  who 
died  after  judgment,^'  or  whose  term  of  office  had  expired.^^    This 


eeeding  judge."    Pratt  v.  Timmerman, 
69  8.  C.  186,  48  S.  E.  255. 

[e]  He  may  render  a  final  judg- 
ment inconsistent  WLtta.  an  Interlocutory 
judgment  rendered  in  the  case  by  his 
predecessor.  Niagara  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Scammon,  35  111.  App.  582;  Bouknight 
V.  Davis,  33  S.  C.  410,  12  S.  E.  96. 

14.  See  4  Standard  Pboc.  332.   ' 

15.  See  generally  the  title  "New 
Trial." 

16.  XT,  S. — Medrum  v.  United  States, 
151  Fed.  177;  Penn  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Ashe,  145  Fed.  593.  Ala. — Malone 
V.  Eastin,  2  Port.  182.  Cal. — Haus- 
mann  v.  Sutter  St.  B.  Co.,  139  Cal.  174, 
72i  Pac.  905;  Wilson  v.  California  C.  E. 
E.  Co.,  94  Cal.  166,  29  Pac.  861,  17 
L.  E.  A.  685;  Maey  v.  Davila,  48  Cal. 
646;  Altsehul  v.  Doyle,  48  Cal.  535. 
Colo.— Camelin  v.  Smith,  53  Colo.  574, 
128  Pac.  1125.  Ga. — McKendree  v. 
Sikes,  40  Ga.  189;  Field  v.  Thornton, 
1  Ga.  306.  111.— People  v.  McConnell, 
155  m.  192,  40  N.  E.  608;  Chicago  P. 
&  S.  W.  E.  Co.  V.  Town  of  Marseilles, 
107  HI.  313;  McChesney  v.  Davis,  86 
111.  App.  380.  Mass. — ^Benson  c.  Hall, 
197  Mass.  517,  83  N.  E.  1036.  Mich. 
Manufacturers'  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Circuit  Jiidge,  79  Mich.  241,  44  N.  W. 
604.  Minn. — Hughley  v.  City  of  Wa- 
basha, 69  Minn.  245,  72  N.  W.  78. 
Mo. — ^Fehlhauer  v.  St.  Louis,  178  Mo. 
635,  77  S.  W.  843;  Eichardson  v.  Schuy- 
ler County,  etc.  Assn.,  156  Mo.  407,  57 
S.  W.  117;  State  v.  Perkins,  139  Mo. 
106,  40  S.  W.  650;  Hendrix  v.  Wabash 
E.  Co.,  107  Mo.  App.  127,  80  S.  W. 
970;  Glaves  v.  Wood,  78  Mo.  App.  351. 
Mont.— Hill  V.  Nelson  Coal  Co.,  40 
Mont.  1,  104  Pac.  876.  Neb. — Goos  v. 
Krug  Brew.  Co.,  60  Neb.  783,  84  N.  W. 
258;  Lauder  v.  State,  50  Neb.  140,  69 
N.  W.  776;  State  v.  Gaslin,  32  Neb. 
291,  49  N.  W.  353.  N.  Y.— Gordon  v. 
Trainer,  46  Misc.  439,  92  N.  T.  Supp. 
321.  S.  O.— State  v.  Madry,  93  S.  C. 
412,  76  S.  E.  977.  S.  D.— Northwest- 
ern P.  H.  Co.  V.  Zickrick,  22  S.  D.  89, 
115   N.  W.    525.      Tex.— Edwards    v. 


James,  13  Tex.  52.  Va. — Southall  v. 
Evans,  114  Va.  461,  76  S.  B.  929. 
W.  Va.— Ott  V.  McHenry,  2  W.  Va.  73. 
[a]  Upon  "motion  for  a  new  trial 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  trial  court  to 
examine  the  evidence,  even  though  it 
be  coniiieting,  and  if  dissatisfied  with 
the  conclusions  reached,  to  grant  a  new 
trial.  And  the  rule  is  the  same  whether 
the  motion  is  heard  by  the  judge  who 
tried  the  case  or  by  some  other  judge 
whose  only  knowledge  of  the  facts  is 
obtained  from  the  record."  Jones  v. 
Sanders,   103   Cal.  678,  37  Pae.  649. 

17.  Cal. — Jones  v.  Sanders,  103  Cal. 
678,  37  Pae.  649.  lU.— People  v.  Mc- 
Connell, 155  111.  192,  40  N.  E.  608. 
Mass. — Benson  v.  Hall,  197  Mass.  517, 
83  N.  E.  1036.  Minn.— Eeynolds  v. 
Eeynolds,  44  Minn.  132,  46  N.  W.  236. 
Mo. — Hendrix  v.  Wabash  E.  Co.,  107 
Mo.  App.  127,  80  S.  W.  970.  Neb. 
Union  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Lotway,  96  N.  W. 
527.  Va.— Southall  v.  Evans,  114  Va. 
461,  76  S.  E.  929. 

[a]  If  "death  or  any  other  im- 
perious necessity  prevent  the  judge, 
who  tried  the  cause,  from  doing  so, 
I  can  see  no  objection  to  its  being 
done  by  his  successor  who  is  em- 
powered by  law  to  act  in  his  stead? 
Either  he  must  do  it  or  there  would 
be  a  failure  of  justice  .  .  .  there 
is  nothing  .  .  .  incongruous  to  justice 
in  the  fact  that  one  judge  may  hear 
the  cause  and  another  grant  a  new 
trial  of  it."  Malone  v.  Eastin,  2  Port. 
(Ala.)   182. 

18.  Cal. — Hausmann  v.  Sutter  St.  E. 
Co.,  139  Cal.  174,  72  Pac.  905.  Minn. 
Hughley  v.  City  of  Wabasha,  69  Minn. 
245,  72  N.  W.  78.  Neb.— Goos  v.  Krug 
Brew.  Co.,  60  Neb.  783,  84  N.  W.  258. 
N.  Y. — Gordon  v.  Trainer,  46  Misc. 
439,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  321.  W.  Va.— Ott 
V.  McHenry,  2  W.  Va.  73. 

[a]  "The  circumstances,  that  in- 
termediate the  trial  and  the  determina- 
tion of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  a 
chan^  in  the  incumbency  of  the  bench 
in  the  court  below  had  occurred,  and 
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power,  however,  can  be  exercised  by  the  successor  only  upon  the  evi- 
dence disclosed  by  the  reeord.^^  In  some  cases  it  is  held  that  whenever 
the  successor  owing  to  the  fact  that  he  did  not  preside  at  the  trial  can- 
not fairly  pass  upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,^"  or  such  motion  is  pre- 
sented upon  the  ground  that  the  verdict  is  not  sustained  by  sufficient 
evidenee,^'^  a  new  trial  should  be  granted  as  a  matter  of  course,  unless 
the  successor  is  in  possession  of  a  complete  stenographic  report  of  the 
proceedings.^^ 

Where  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  in  a  cause  was  heard  and  decided  by 
the  judge  who  presided  at  the  trial,  his  successor  may  arbitrarily  over- 
rule all  further  motions  made  for  the  same  purpose  and  based  upon  the 
same  grounds."' 

VIII.  ACTIONS  AGAINST  JUDGES.  — 1.  Civil  Actions. 
The  complaint  against  a  judicial  officer  must  show  affirmatively  that 
the  defendant  was  such  ofifieer  at  the  time  the  act  complained  of  was 
done  by  him,^*  and,  if  the  action  is  based  upon  statute,  that  the  act  is 
within  the  purview  of  the  statute."^  Mere  averments  of  corrupt  motive 
do  not  aid  the  complaint  if,  under  the  law,  the  circumstances  set 
forth  do  not  show  a  case  would  otherwise  make  the  officer  liable.^*  The 
ministerial  character  of  the  act,  where  essential  to  liability,  must  ap- 
pear from  the  facts  set  forth  rather  than  a  mere  allegation  of  the  con- 
clusion."' 

Under  a  statute  rendering  a  judge  liable  for  damages  in  the  event 
of  acceptance  of  an  insufficient  bond,  the  complaint  must  show  that  the 
judge  did  so  knowingly,"^  or  acted  willfully  in  the  matter,"^  and  that 


that  the  motion  was  determined  by 
the  new  incumbent,  who  had  not  pre- 
sided at  the  trial,  can  make  no  differ- 
ence in  the  application  of  the  rule" 
that  the  court  on  appeal  will  not  inter- 
fere with  the  action  of  the  trial  court 
in  granting  or  refusing  a  new  trial, 
where  there  is  a  substantial  conflict 
in  the  I  evidence.  Altschul  v.  Doyle,  48 
Cal.  535. 

19.  Hughley  v.  City  of  Wabasha,  69 
Minn.  245,  72  N.  W.  78;  Ott  v.  Me- 
Henry,  2  W.  Va.  73.  See  Glaves  v. 
Wood,  78  Mo.  App.  351. 

[a]  Not  TTpon  the  Minutes  of  tbe 
Oourt.— Ohms  V.  State,  49  Wis.  415,  5 
N.  W.  827. 

20.  United  States  ■».  Meldrum,  146 
Fed.  390;  Penn  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Ashe,  145  Fed.  593,  76  C.  C.  A.  283; 
Boynton  v.  Crockett,  12  Okla.  57,  69 
Pac.   869. 

21.  Kan.— Bass  «.  Swingley,  42  Kan. 
729,  22  Pac.  714.  N.  O. — Simonton  v. 
Simonton,  80  N.  C.  7.  Wis. — Ohms  v. 
State,  49  Wis.  415,  5  N.  W.  827. 
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But  see  McCord  v.  Knowlton,  76 
Minn.  391,  79  N.  W.  397,  and  the  title 
"New  Trial." 

22.  U.  S.— Penn  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Ashe,  145  Fed.  593,  76  C.  0.  A.  283. 
Mo. — Fehlhauer  v.  St.  Louis,  178  Mo. 
635,  77  S.  W.  843.  Okla.— Boynton  v. 
Crockett,  12  Okla.  57,  69  Pac.  869. 

23.  Crippen  v.  Schnee,  52  Kan.  202, 
34  Pae.  793. 

24.  English  v.  Ealston,  112  Fed. 
272. 

25.  Orton  v.  Engledow,  8  Tex.  206. 

26.  U.  S.— Bradley  v.  Fisher,  13 
Wall.  335,  20  L.  ed.  646;  English  v. 
Ealston,  112  Fed.  272.  Mass. — Pratt  v. 
Gardner,  2  Cush.  63,  48  Am.  Dec.  652. 
N.  Y. — Merwin  v.  Eogers,  2  N.  T.  Supp. 
396,  18  N.  Y.  St.  949.  N.  D.— Boot  v. 
Eose,  6  N.  D.  575,  72  N.  W.  1022. 

27.  O'Connell  v.  Mason,  132  Fed. 
245,  65  C.  C.  A.  541. 

28.  Burdine  v.  Pettus,  79  Ky.  240. 

29.  Spears  v.  Smith,  9  Lea  (Tenn.) 
483. 
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plaintiff  sustained  actual  damages  by  reason  of  his  improper  action.^" 
B.  Ceiminal  PEOSBCUTioisrs.  —  The  general  rules  pertaining  to  in- 
dictments are  applicable  to  criminal  charges  brought  against  judicial 
officers.^^  An  indictment  charging  two  or  more  offenses  in  the  same 
count  is  bad.'^  The  indictment  must  conform  to  the  statute,''^  and 
should  follow  the  language  thereof,"*  and  must  set  forth  facts  sufficient 
to  enable  the  defendant  to  know  in  what  particular  he  is  charged  to 
have  violated  the  statute."" 

"Where  the  prosecution  is  under  a  law  relating  to  misconduct  in  con- 
nection with  his  official  duties  the  indictment  must  charge  misconduct 
which  is  official  in  its  character  ;**  it  must  be  alleged  what  specific  duty 
was  imposed  upon  defendant,"^  and  the  act  must  be  charged  to  have 
been  knowingly  and  corruptly  done.^* 


30.  Spears  «.  Smith,  9  Lea  (Tenn.) 
483. 

31.  See  generally  the  title  "Indict- 
ment and  Information." 

32.  State  v.  Hall,  5  S.  C.  120,  crimes 
under  different  statutes  stated  con- 
junctively. 

[a]  Unlawful  Issuance  of  Several 
Warrants. — Where  an  indictment  charges 
a  wilful  and  unlawful  drawing  and  is- 
suing of  warrants  against  the  county, 
the  charge  is  bad,  as  "the  drawing 
of  each  warrant  was  a  separate  and 
substantive  transaction;  although,  when 
drawn,  all  might  have  been  issued  at 
the  same  time.  There  might  be  a 
thousand  or  more,  or  a  less  number  of 
warrants  charged  in  the  indictment  as 
having  been  issued.  For  the  drawing 
and  issuance  of  each,  if  wilfully  and 
illegally  done,  a  criminal  prosecution 
would  lie."  State  v.  Ferriss,  3  L-ea 
(Tenn.)   700. 

33.  State  v.  Hall,  5  S.  C.  120. 

34.  Casey  v.  State,  53  Ark.  334,  14 
S.  W.  90.  See  generally  12  Standard 
Peoc.  442,  et  seq. 

[a]  "Nothing  less  than  a  charge 
in  the  language  of  the  statute,  that  is, 
that  the  negl-ect  was  wilful,  can  an- 
swer. It  is  not  probable  that  the 
legislature  intended  to  make  a  viola- 
tion of  a  positive  provision  of  the  law 
criminal,  only  when  the  act  is  wilful, 
but  to  punish  a  casual  and  uninten- 
tional omission  to  do  the  act  in  a 
proper '  manner.  .  .  .  No  case  should 
be  brought  within  a  penal  statute  '  un- 
,less  completely  within  its  words." 
r  Casey  v.  State,  53  Ark.  334,  14  S.  W. 
90. 


35.  Com.  V.  Milby,  15  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
568,  24  S.  W.  625. 

[a]  A  general  charge  that  the  de- 
fendant practiced  law  in  his  own  coun- 
ty is  insufilcient.  "The  language  of 
a  statute  cannot  always  be  followed, 
in  punishments  for  offenses  of  either  a 
criminal  or  penal  nature.  Enough  must 
be  stated  to  enable  the  defendant  to 
know  in  what  particular  he  has  vio- 
lated the  statute;  what  action  has 
been  brought,  or  he  has  been  employed 
in  as  counsel;  in  what  court  was  that 
action  pending,  and  in  whose  name; 
what  action  was  he  engaged  in,  .  .  . 
and  in  what  court  was  it  pending. 
Such  facts  must  be  alleged  and  proven, 
to  bring  the  ease  within  the  statute." 
Com.  V.  Milby   (Ky.),  24  S.  W.  625. 

36.  Ky. — Com.  v.  Williams,  79  Ky. 
42,  42  Am.  Eep.  204.  S.  C— State  v. 
Hall,  5  S.  C.  120.  Tex. — Brackenridge 
V.  State,  27  Tex.  App.  513,  11  S.  W. 
630. 

[a]  Where  the  indictment  charges  a 
judge  with  having  unlawfully  received 
a  certain  sum  of  money  as  compensa- 
tion other  than  that  authorized  by  law 
for  an  official  duty  performed  by  said 
judge,  the  indictment  should  "describe 
the  services  or  duty  for  which  the 
compensation  was  received  in  such  man- 
ner as  to  enable  the  court  to  conclude 
from  the  facts  stated  whether  or  not 
the  compensation  received  was  'other 
than  that  authorized  or  permitted  by 
law.'  "     State  v.  Perham,  4  Ore.  188. 

37.  State  v.  Hall,  5  S.  C.  120. 

38.  Ark. — State  v.  Prescott,  31  Ark, 
39.  Mo.— State  V.  Grassle,  74  Mo. 
App.  313.  N.  0.— State  v.  Powers,  75 
N.  0.  281. 
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IX.  DISQUALIFICATION  OF  JUDGES.  — A.  Generai.lt. 
The  recognition  of  the  principle  that  no  man  can  be  the  judge  of  his 
own  cause  is  essential  to  a  proper  administration  of  justiee,^^  and  even 
the  legislature  has  been  said  to  be  powerless  to  remove  the  disqualifica- 
tion of  a  judge  on  the  ground  of  interest  in  the  pending  cause.*" 

B.  Geounds  of  Disqualification.  —  1.  Generally.  —  Under  the 
common  law  a  judge  was  deemed  disqualified  only  if  he  was  a  party  to 
or  pecuniarily  interested  in  the  eause.*^  The  right  to  disqualify  a  judge, 
therefore,  is  to  a  large  extent  statutory ,*^and  the  grounds  of  disquali- 
fication as  specified  in  the  statute,  so  far  as  they  are  in  derogation  of 
the  common  law,  cannot  be  enlarged  by  implication,*^  but  the  statutes, 


39.  Ala.— Medlin  v.  Taylor,  101  Ala. 
239,  13  So.  310;  State  v.  Castleberry, 
23  Ala.  85.  Cal. — Adams  v.  Minor,  121 
Cal.  372,  53  Pae.  815;  Meyer  v.  San 
Diego,  121  Cal.  102,  53  Pae.  434,  66 
Am.  St.  Eep.  22,  41  L.  E.  A.  762; 
Livermore  v.  Brundage,  64  Cal.  299,  30 
Pae.  848;  North  Bloomfield,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Keyser,  58  Cal.  315.  Conn. — In  re 
Cabot  Bank's  Appeal,  26  Conn.  7.  Fla. 
Swepson  v.  Call,  13  Pla.  337.  Md. 
Magruder  v.  Swann,  25  Md.  173;  Mass. 
Pearce  v.  Atwood,  13  Mass.  324.  IMlch. 
Horton  v.  Howard,  79  Mich.  642,  44 
N.  W.  1112,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  198. 
N.  Y.—In  re  Eyers,  72  N.  Y.  1,  28 
Am.  Eep.  88;  McCormick  v.  Walker, 
158  App.  Div.  54,  142  N.  T.  Supp. 
759.  Ohio.— Hunt  v.  State,  27  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  16.  Tex. — Chambers  v.  Hodges, 
23  Tex.  104.  Va. — Stuart  v.  Com.,  91 
Va.  152,  21  S.  E.  246.  Wash.— Barnett 
V.  Ashemore,  5  Wash.  163,  31  Pae.  466. 
W.  Va.— Findley  v.  Smith,  42  W.  Va. 
299,  26  S.  B.  370. 

40.  Del. — Bayard  v.  McLane,  3 
Harr.  139.  N.  J. — State  v.  Crane,  36 
N.  J.  L.  394;  Peck  v.  Freeholders,  21 
N.  J.  L.  656.  Ohio. — Couklin  v.  Squire, 
4  Ohio  Dec.  493,  29  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  157. 

41.  Ark. — Jones  v.  State,  61  Ark. 
88,  32  S.  W.  81.  Cal.— People  v.  Comp- 
ton,  123  Cal.  403,  56  Pae.  44.  Fla. 
Bryan  v.  State,  41  Pla.  643,  26  So. 
1022.  Haw. — Ea;  parte  Higashi,  17 
Hawaii  428.  Ind.— Kelly  v.  Hocket,  10 
Ind.  299.  Kan. — In  re  Peyton,  12  Kan. 
398.  Mass. — Pearce  v.  Atwood,  13 
Mass.  324.  Minn. — Cooper  v.  Brewster, 
1  Minn.  94.  Mont. — State  v.  Donlan, 
32  Mont.  256,  80  Pae.  244;  In  re 
Weston,  28  Mont.  207,  72  Pae.  512. 
Wev. — Allen  v.  Eeilly,  15  Nev.  452 
N.  Y.— Davis  v.  Seaward,  85  Misc.  210, 
146  N.  Y.  Supp.  981.    Tex.— Johnson  v. 
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State,    31    Tex.   Crim.   456,   20    S.   W, 
985. 

42.  U.  S. — Duncan  v.  Atlantic  E. 
Co.,  223  Fed.  446;  Epstein  v.  United 
States,  196  Fed.  354,  116  C.  C.  A.  174. 
Cal.— People  v.  Compton,  123  Cal.  403, 
56  Pae.  44;  People  v.  Ah  Lee  Doon,  97 
Cal.  171,  31  Pae.  933.  Colo.— People  v. 
District  Court,  26  Colo.  226,  56  Pae. 
1115.  Fla. — Internal  Imp.  Fund  v. 
Bailey,  10  Fla.  213.  Ga. — East  Eome 
Town  Co.  V.  Cothran,  81  Ga.  359,  8 
S.  E.  737.  Ind.— Joyce  v.  Whitney,  57 
Ind.  550.  la. — Chase  v.  Weston,  75 
Iowa  159,  39  N.  W.  246.  Kan. — Tootle 
V.  Berkley,  60  Kan.  446,  56  Pae.  755. 
Ky. — Owings  v.  Gibson,  2  A.  K.  Marsh. 
515.  La. — State  v.  Judge,  27  La.  Ann. 
225.  Me. — Eussell  v.  Belcher,  76  Me. 
501.  Md. — Buckingham  v.  Davis,  9 
Md.  324.  Mich. — Curtis  v.  Wilcox,  74 
Mich.  69,  41  N.  W.  863.  Mo.— Scott  v. 
Taylor,  231  Udo.  654,  132  S.  W.  1149; 
State  V.  Gray,  100  Mo.  App.  98,  72 
S.  W.  1081.  Mont.— State  v.  Donlan, 
32  Mont.  256,  80  Pae.  244.  N.  H. 
Moses  V.  Julian,  45  N.  H.  52,  84  Am. 
Dec.  114.  N.  Y. — ^Van  Eensselaer  v. 
Douglas,  2  Wend.  290;  Seaward  v.  Tas- 
ker,  143  N.  Y.  Supp.  257.  N.  D.— Stock- 
well  V.  Crawford,  21  N.  D.  261,  130 
N.  W.  225.  Okla.— Lewis  v.  Eussell,  4 
Okla.  129,  111  Pae.  818.  Pa.— Voris  v. 
Smith,  13  Serg.  &  E.  334;  Keller  v. 
Eiverton  Water  Co.,  34  Pa.  Super.  301. 
Tex. — State  v.  Burks,  82  Tex.  584,  18 
S.  W.  662;  Gaines  v.  Hindman  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  74  S.  W.  583.  Wash.— Fort- 
son  Shingle  Co.  v.  Skagland,  77  Wash. 
8,  137  Pae.  304. 

43.  V.  S.— Duncan  v.  Atlantic  C.  L. 
E.  Co.,  223  Fed.  446;  The  Bichmond, 
9  Fed.  863.  CS,1.— Patterson  v.  Con- 
Ian,  123  Cal.  453,  56  Pae.  105.  Ga. 
Luke   V.    Batts,    11    Ga.    App.    783,    76 


JUDICIAL  OFFICEBS 


Gil 


nevertheless,  should  be  liberally  construed  with  a  view  to  effect  their 
object,**  and  it  has  been  held  that  the  grounds  of  disqualification  exist- 


S.  E.  165.  d.— Stevens  v.  Burr,  61 
Ind.  464.  Kj. — Owings  v.  GiDson,  2 
A.  K.  Marsh.  515.  Mo.— State  v. 
Witherspoon,  231  Mo.  706,  133  S.  W. 
323;  State  v.  Moore,  121  Mo.  514,  26 
S.  W.  345.  Mont.— State  v.  Woody,  14 
Mont.  455,  36  Pac.  1043.  N.  Y.— Davis 
V.  Seaward,  85  Misc.  210,  146  N.  Y. 
Supp.  981;  Seaward  v.  Tasker,  143  N. 
Y.  Supp.  257.  Pa. — Keller  «.  Eiverton 
Water  Co.,  34  Pa.  Super.  301.  Tenn, 
Waterhouse  v.  Martin,  Peck  374.  Tex, 
Trinkle  v.  State,  59  Tex.  Crim.  257,  127 
S.  W.  1060.  Wash.— Fortson  Shingle 
Co.  V.  Skagland,  77  Wash.  8,  137  Pac. 
304. 

44.  Ala. — Crook  v.  Newberg,  124 
Ala.  479,  27  So.  432,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
190;  Heydenfeldt  v.  Towns,  27  Ala. 
423.  Ark. — Johnson  v.  State,  87  Ark. 
45,  112  S.  W.  143.  Cal.— Howell  v. 
Budd,  91  Cal.  342,  27  Pac.  747;  North 
Bloomfield  G.  M.  Co.  v.  Keyser,  58  Cal. 
315.  Ga. — ^Roberts  v.  Roberts,  115  Ga. 
259,  41  S.  E.  616,  90  Am.  St.  Eep. 
108.  Ind. — Smith  v.  Amiss,  30  Ind. 
App.  530,  66  N.  E.  501.  La.— White  v. 
McClanahan,  133  La.  396,  63  So.  61. 
Mass. — Com.  17.  Eyan,  5  Mass.  90. 
Mich. — ^Davis  Col.  Co.  v.  Charlevoix 
Co.,  155  Mich.  228,  118  N.  W.  929; 
Stockwell  V.  White  Lake,  22  Mich.  341. 
Miss. — Yazoo,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Kirk,  102 
Miss.  41,  58  So.  710,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C, 
968,  42  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1172.  Mont. 
Gehlert  v.  Quinn,  38  Mont.  1,  98  Pac. 
369.  N.  H.— Moses  v.  Julian,  45  N.  H. 
52,  84  Am.  Dec.  114.  N.  Y.—In  re 
Eyers,  72  N.  Y.  1,  28  Am.  Eep.  88. 
Tex.— Hodde  v.  Susan,  58  Tex.  389; 
Mclnnes  v.  Wallace  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
44  S.  W.  537. 

[a]  Where  a  judge  is  disqualified 
according  to  the  spirit  of  the  law,  a 
technical  construction  of  the  statute 
will  not  be  permitted  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  the  disqualification.  Ter- 
rell V.  Keel,  103  Ark.  96,  146  S.  W. 
494. 

[b]  A  special  statutory  proceeding 
instituted  by  the  freeholders  for  an 
investigation  of  the  finances  of  a  town 
is  a,  "proceeding"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute  providing  for  a 
hearing  before  another  judge  in  case 
that  the  judge  before  whom  the  pro- 


ceedings are  pending  is  disqualified. 
In  re  Town  of  Hadley,  44  Miss.  265, 
89  N.  Y.  Supp.  910. 

[c]  An  application  to  redeem  lands 
sold  for  ta^'es  is  within  the  terms  of 
the  statute  requiring  a  cause  to  be  cer- 
tified to  the  &  ipreme  court  in  case  of 
a  judge's  disqualification  to  act.  Eaw- 
son  V.  Boughton,  5  Ohio  328. 

[d]  A  proceeding  to  sell  real  estate 
to  pay  the  debts  of  an  estate  is  a 
civil  action  in  such  a  sense  that  a 
change  of  judge  should  be  granted  in 
case  of  disqualification  of  the  presid- 
ing judge.  Scherer  v.  Ingerman,  110 
Ind.  428,  11  N.  E.  8,  12  N.  E.  304. 

[e]  A  common-law  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors  is  a  judicial 
proceeding  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  enumerating  the  disqualifying 
grounds  of  judges  in  actions  and  ' '  pro- 
ceedings." Kittridge  v.  Kinne,  80  Mich. 
200,  44  N.  W.  1051. 

[f]  Contempt  Proceedings. — (1)  Un- 
der a  statute  providing  for  the  re- 
moval of  any  "cause  of  matter"  in 
case  of  a  judge's  disqualification  a  pro- 
eseding  for  contempt  is  within  the  in- 
tention as  well  as  the  letter  of  the 
statute.  Lamonte  v.  Ward,  36  Wis. 
558.  (2)  But  see  Twp.  of  Noble  v. 
Aasen,  10  N.  D.  264,  86  N.  W.  742,  in 
which  it  is  held  that  a  party  is  not 
entitled  to  another  judge  in  contempt 
proceedings  upon  the  ground  of  dis- 
qualification of  the  judge,  before  whom 
the  matter  is  pending.  It  is  said 
there:  "If  the  proceeding  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  a  means  of  punishing  a  crim- 
inal contempt  of  court,  it  must  be 
classed  as  a  summary  proceeding  of  a 
quasi-criminal  nature,  and  hence  not  a 
criminal  action.  ...  If,  on  the  other  " 
hand,  the  proceeding  is  to  be  regarded 
as  a  remedy  resorted  to  in  the  in- 
terest of  a  suitor  in  a  civil  action,  it 
must,  under  the  statute,  be  regarded  as 
a  motion  made  in  an  action.  .  .  . 
Thfi  application  to  call  in  an  outside 
judge  was  therefore  properly  denied." 
See  also  5  Standard  Peoc.  372. 

[g]  An  application  for  the  probate 
of  a  will  is  not  an  action  within  the 
meaning  of  a  statute  providing  for  the 
removal  of  suits  and  actions.  Matter 
of  Hunter's  Will,  6  .Ohio  499. 
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ing  at  the  common  law  are  still  available  even  though  they  are  not 
enumerated  in  the  statute.*^  An  exception  to  the  rules  governing  dis- 
qualification of  judges  is  made  in  cases  where  the  disqualification,  if 
allowed  to  prevail,  would  remove  the  only  legal  tribunal  for  the  hear- 
ing of  the  matter  in  issue.*" 


45.  Ala.— State  v.  Pitts,  139  Ala. 
152,  36  So.  20.  Okla. — Ex  parte  Hud- 
son, 3  Okla.  Grim.  393,  106  Pae.  540, 
107  Pae.  735.  S.  D.— State  v.  Ham,  24 
S.  D.  639,  124  N.  W.  955. 

[a]  If  "the  question  of  disqualifi- 
cation were  left  to  be  deteimined  alone 
by  the  terms  of  the  statute,  .  .  . 
under  the  facts  in  the  present  case, 
no  disqualification  could  be  said  to  ex- 
ist. But,  under  the  common  law,  there 
are  other  grounds  than  those  mentioned 
in  the  statlite,  which  go  to  the  dis- 
qualification of  the  judge.  .  .  .  'Ac- 
cording to  the  stern  morality  of  the 
common  law,  a  judge  is  required  to  be 
legally  indifferent  between  the  par- 
ties.' .  .  .  Any  interest,  the  probable 
and  natural  tendency  of  which  is,  to 
create  a  bias  in  the  mind  of  the  judge 
for  or  against  a  party  to  the  suit,  is 
sufS^cient  to  disqualify.  The  judge  is 
human,  and  human  nature  at  best  is 
weak,  and  as  far  as  it  is  possible  a 
perfect  equipoise  should  always  be  pre- 
served in  the  administration  of  justice 
by  the  courts.  Pecuniary  interest  in 
the  result  of  the  suit  is  not  the  only 
disqualifying  interest.  If  such  were 
true,  there  would  exist  no  disqualifi- 
cation in  the  judge  to  try  a,  defend- 
ant on  a  charge  of  arson  in  the  burn- 
ing of  the  house  of  the  judge.  And 
yet  no  one  would  for  a  moment  ques- 
tion the  existence  of  such  an  inter- 
est in,  the  result  of  the  trial,  the  prob- 
able and  natural  tendency  of  wKich 
would  be  to  create  a  bias  that  would 
affect  the  competency  of  the  judge." 
Ex  parte  Coinwell,  144  Ala.  497,  39  So. 
354. 

46.  iUa. — JefBersonian  Pub.  Co.  v. 
Hilliard,  105  Ala.  576,  17  So.  112; 
Heydenfeldt  V.  Towns,  27  Ala.  423. 
Ind.— Metsker  v.  Whitsell,  181  Ind.  126 
103  N.  E.  1078;  Galey  v.  Board  of 
Commissioners,  174  Ind.  181,  91  N.  E. 
593.  Mass.— Hill  v.  Wells,  6  Pick.  104; 
Pearce  v.  Atwood,  13  Mass.  324.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Eyers,  72  N.  T.  1,  28  Am.  Eep. 
88;  Ten  Eick  v.  Simpson,  11  Paige 
177;  People  v.  Sherman,  66  App.  Div. 
231,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  718.     Pa.— Phila- 
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delphia  v.  Fox,  64  Pa.  169.  S.  D. 
State  V.  PttUey,  138  N.  W.  300.  Wis. 
State  V.  Houser,  122  Wis.  534,  100  N. 
W.  964. 

[a]  Where  (1)  "a,  judicial  oflScer 
.  .  .  has  so  exclusive  jurisdiction  of 
the  cause  or  matter  by  constitution  or 
by  statute,  as  that  his  refusal  to  act 
will  prevent  any  proceeding  in  it,  then 
he  may  act  so  far  as  that  there  may 
not  be  a  failure  of  remedy,  or,  as 
it  is  sometimes  expressed,  a  failure  of 
justice."  In  re  Eyers,  72  N.  Y.  1,  28 
Am.  Kep.  88.  (2)'  Compare  Moses  v. 
Julian,  45  N.  H.  52,  in  which  it  is 
said:  "In  some  books  the  rule  is  laid 
down,  that  where  the  duties  of  a 
judge  can  be  legally  performed  by  no 
other  person,  he  is  from  th«  neces- 
sity of  the  case  competent  to  act;  but 
we  are  unable  to  assent  to  this  general 
proposition.  The  power  resulting  from 
necessity,  can  extend  no  further  than 
the  occasion  requires.  Whatever  is 
necessary  to  be  done  to  preserve  the 
rights  of  parties,  may  be  justified  by 
the  necessity; '  as  to  order  a  case  to 
be  continued,  or  transferred  to  another 
tribunal;  but  it  can  never  be  necessary 
for  a  judge,  who  is  by  law  disqualified 
to  decide,  to  assume  to  determine  a 
case,  which  the  law  presumes  he  may 
probably  decide  wrong." 

[b]  "The  only  exception  to  this 
principle  is  where  the  constitution  has 
conferred  the  jurisdiction  upon  a  par- 
ticular judge,  or  tribunal,  and  no  pro- 
vision is  made  by  law  for  hearing  and 
deciding  the  matter  in  controversy  when 
the  judge  is  related  to  either  of  the 
parties  in  the  suit.  There,  the  con- 
stitution being  the  paramount  law,  the 
judge,  or  tribunal,  to  whom  the  con- 
stitution has  confided  the  decision  of 
the  matter,  must  from  the  necessity 
of  the  case  hear  and  decide  it,  to  pre- 
vent a  failure  of  justice."  Paddock 
V.  Wells,  2  Barb.  Ch.   (N.  Y.)   331. 

[c]  Where  the  objection,  if  sus- 
tained, would  disqualify  a  majority 
of  the  judges  of  the  supreme  court 
and  there  is  no  statutory  provision  for 
the  calling  in  of  other  judges  in  the 
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2.  Party  to  Action.  —  A  judge  who  is  a  party  to  a  cause  is  dis- 
qualified to  act  therein.*''  The  fact,  however,  that  a  judge  is  a  merely 
nominal  party  to  an  action  constitutes  no  ground  of  disqualification,^' 
from  the  operation  of  the  statute  a  judge  who,  though  not  a  party  of 
but  he  must  be  a  real  party  in  interest.*'  On  the  other  hand  the  word 
"party"  is  not  to  be  construed  in  its  technical  sense  so  as  to  exclude 
record,  is  directly  interested  in  the  outcome  of  the  action.'"'    And  where 


place  of  disqualified  members  of  such 
court,  the  objection  should  be  over- 
ruled. State  V.  PoUey  (S.  D.),  138 
N.  W.  300. 

47.  Cal. — Livermore  v.  Brundage,  64 
Cal.  299,  30  Pac.  848.  Fla.— Sauls  v. 
Freeman,  24  Fla.  209,  4  So.  525,  12 
Am.  St.  Eep.  190.  la. — Chase  v.  Wes- 
ton, 75  Iowa  159,  39  N.  W.  246.  Mich. 
Horton  v.  Howard,  79  Mich.  642,  44 
N.  W.  1112,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  198. 
IHo.— Field  v.  Mark,  125  Mo.  502,  28 
S.  W.  1004.  N.  Y.— Foot  v.  Stiles,  57 
N.  Y.  399.  Tex. — Hawpe  v.  Smith,  22 
Tex.  410. 

See  also  supra,  the  eases  in  this  sec- 
tion. 

48.  Philadelphia  v.  Fox,  64  Pa.  169; 
Burrell  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  65  S.  W. 
934;  Truesdell  v.  State,  42  Tex.  Crim. 
544,  61  S.  "W.  935. 

[a]  Where  the  judge  is  joined  aa 
defendant  but  the  joinder  is  merely 
formal  and  he  has  no  interest  in  the 
matter  no  ground  of  disqualification 
exists.  Eenshaw  v.  Cook,  129  Ky.  347, 
111  S.  W.  377. 

[b]  That  a  judge  is  one  of  the  trus- 
tees of  municipal  charities  does  not 
disqualify  him  from  presiding  in  a 
case  to  which  the  city  as  a  trustee  of 
a  charitable  bequest  is  a  party.  Phila- 
delphia v.  Fox,  64  Pa.  169. 

[e]  Where  an  action  is  in  the  name 
of  the  judge  for  the  benefit  of  the 
county  he  is  not  disqualified  to  try  it, 
since  he  has  no  disqualifying  interest. 
Melnnes  v.  Wallace  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
44  S.  W.  537. 

49.  Collingsworth  v.  Myers  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  35  S.  W.  414. 

[a]  Must  Be  Beal  Party  in  Interest. 
"The  provision  .  .  .  that  a  judge 
shall  not  sit  or  act  in  an  action  or 
proceeding  to  which  he  is  a  party  or 
in  which  he  is  interested,  is  plain  and 
mandatory.  Yet  the  expression  'to 
which  he  is  a  party'  means  to  which 
he  is  a  real  party,  and  made  so  in 
good  faith.    It  evidently  was  not  in- 


tended that  a  plaintiff  could  make  all 
the  superior  judges  in  the  state  save 
one  parties,  and  thus  select  his  own 
judge.  The  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  judge  is  a  party,  made  so  in 
good  faith,  or  whether  or  not  he  is 
interested,  should  be  determined  upon 
notice  and  after  a  hearing,  so  that  the 
record  can  be  preserved  and  the  mat- 
ter passed  upon  in  this  court,  in  cass 
it  becomes  necessary.  And  where  the 
judge  is  made  a  party,  upon  proper 
allegation,  he  cannot  arbitrarily  de- 
termine that  he  is  not  a  proper  party, 
nor  that  he  is  not  interested."  Young- 
er V.  Superior  Court  of  Santa  Cruz 
County,  136  Cal.  682,  69  Pac.  485. 

[b]  Party  But  Not  Served.— (1) 
The  filing  of  a  cross-bill  without  service 
of  process  or  actual  notice  does  not  af- 
fect a  judge,  who  was  not  a  party  to 
the  original  proceeding,  so  as  to  dis- 
qualify him  as  a  party  to  the  suit  or 
a  party  interested  in  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion, where  it  does  not  appear  from 
the  cross-bill  that  defendant  has  a 
genuine  cause  of  complaint  against  the 
judge  whom  he  thus  makes  a  party  to 
the  action.  Kruegel  v.  Bolanz,  100 
Tex.  572,  102  S.  W.  110.  (2)  But 
where  a  judge  is  a  party  to  a  suit  on 
a  note  and  is  joined  as  co-defendant, 
though  no  process  is  served  on  him, 
a  motion  for  a  change  of  venue  on  the 
ground  of  the  judge's  disqualification 
made  by  a  co-defendant  should  have 
been  granted  even  though  the  plain- 
tiff subsequently  dismissed  the  suit  as 
against  the  judge.  Hawpe  v.  Smith, 
22   Tex.   410. 

[c]  Where  the  probate  judge  is  one 
of  the  selectmen  representing  the  town 
and  as  such  is  a  necessary  party  to  a 
proceeding  for  the  appointment  of  a 
conservator  over  a  resident  of  the 
town,  he  is  disqualified  to  hear  an  ap- 
plication for  the  appointment  of  such 
conservator.  In  re  Nettleton's  Appeal, 
28    Conn.   268. 

50.    State  v.  Castleberry,  23  Ala.  85. 
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a  judge  has  the  right  to  come  in  and  take  the  benefit  of  a  decree  in 

equity  he  is  disqualified  although  he  is  not  made  a  party  to  the  suit.^^ 

3.    Interest.  —  a.     Oenerally.  —  The  interest  in  a  cause  which  will 

disqualify  a  judge  must  be  a  pecuniary,^^  or  personal  interest  affect- 


[a]  A  narrow  coustructlon  of  the 
word  "party"  wholly  "disregards  the 
spirit  and  defeats  the  purpose  of  the 
constitutional  prohibition,  for  if  a 
judge  may  be  influenced  at  all  in  his 
judgment  by  the  fact  that  a  person 
who  is  directly  interested  in  the  re- 
sult of  the  suit  is  related  to  him,  the 
potency  of  the  influence  is  not  les- 
sened by  the  absence  of  the  related 
party  from  the  record."  Johnson  v. 
State,  87  Ark.  45,  112  S.  W.  143,  18 
L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)    619. 

[b]  "The  word  'party'  ...  is  not 
to  be  restricted  in  meaning  to  those 
who  are  named  as  parties  in  the  plea"a- 
ings,  but  includes  all  persons  who  are 
directly  interested  in  the  subject-mat- 
ter and  result  of  the  suit,  regardless 
of  whether  their  names  appear  upon 
the  record  as  parties  to  the  suit.  .  .  . 
Under  this  rule  we  think  it  clear  that 
a  judge  who  is  related  to  the  pur- 
chaser at  a  guardian's  sale  is  dis- 
qualified to  pass  upon  the  report  of 
sale,  and  an  order  made  by  such  judge 
confirming  the  sal©  of  the  property  is 
void."  Jirou  v.  Jirou  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  136  S.  W.  493. 

[c]  A  "judge  ought  not  to  try  the 
title  to  land  which  he  himself  claims 
to  own  and  is  in  possession  of,  hold- 
ing adversely  to  one  of  the  litigants 
and  .  .  .  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff 
[through  ignorance]  to  make  him  a 
party  defendant,  as  he  should  have 
done,  ought  not  to  change  the  rule." 
Casey  v.  Kinsey,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  3, 
23  S.  "W.  818. 

51.  City  of  Grafton  v.  Holt,  58  W. 
Va.  182,  52  S.  B.  21. 

52.  Ala. — Medlin  v.  Taylor,  101  Ala. 
239,  13  So.  310;  Ex  parte  State  Bar 
Assn.,  92  Ala.  113,  8  So.  768;  Ellis 
V.  Smith,  42  Ala.  349.  Ark. — ^Foreman 
V.  Marianna,  43  Ark.  324.  Cal. — City 
of  Los  Angeles  v.  Dehy,  169  Cal.  234, 
146  Pac.  662;  Meyer  v.  City  of  San 
Diego,  121  Cal.  102,  53  Pac.  434. 
Conn. — Clyma  v.  Kennedy,  64  Conn. 
310,  29  Atl.  539,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  194. 
Tla,.—Ex  parte  Harris,  26  Tla.  77,  7  So. 
1,  23  Am.  St.  Eep.  548,  6  L.  E.  A. 
713;   Ochus  v.   Sheldon,  12    Fla.    138. 
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G-a. — ^Augusta  South.  E.  Co.  v.  McDade, 
105  Ga.  134,  31  S.  E.  420.  la.— Fore- 
man V.  Hunter,  59  Iowa  550,  13  N.  W. 
659.  Mass.^ — Northampton  v.  Smith,  11 
Mete.  390.  Minn. — Sjoberr  v.  Nordin, 
26  Minn.  501,  5  N.  W.  7.  Miss. 
Ferguson  v.  Brown,  75  M.  .  214,  21 
So.  603.  Mo.— Jim  v.  State,  b  Mo.  147. 
Neb. — Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.  ■;;.  Kellogg, 
54  Neb.  138,  74  N.  W.  403.  N.  Y. 
Matter  of  Hancock,  91  N.  Y.  284. 
Ohio.— State  v.  Winget,  37  Ohio  St. 
153.  Pa.— Philadelphia  v.  Fox,  64  Pa. 
169.  Tex. — Taylor  v.  Williams,  26  Tex. 
583;  Mclnnes  v.  Wallace  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  44  S.  W.  537.  Vt.— State  v. 
Sutton,  74  Vt.  12,  52  Atl.  116.  Wis. 
Hungerford  v.  Gushing,  2  Wis.  397. 

[a]  Property  Interest. — The  dis- 
qualifying interest  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law  is  a  property  interest.  "If 
the  nature  of  the  suit  is  such  that 
no  individual  property  interest  of  the 
judge  ...  is  involved  in  it  there 
can  be  no  disqualification."  Sauls  v. 
Freeman,  24  Fla.  209,  4  So.  525,  12 
Am.  St.  Eep.  190. 

[b]  Distinguished  From  Bias  or 
Prejudice.  —  Likewise  a  ' '  sentimental 
interest,  or  an  interest  in  the  facts 
which  the  issues  make  it  necessary  for 
him  to  determine,  which  may  tend  to 
induce  him  to  give  more  weight  to 
the  evidence  for  one  party  than  to  the 
evidence  for  the  other,  respecting  such 
facts,  is  not  the  interest  which  will 
disqualify  him.  It  may  tend  to  show 
his  bias  or  prejudice,  and  he  may  be 
disqualified  on  that  ground,  but  it  will 
not  be  sufficient  to  disqualify  him  on 
the  ground  that  he  is  interested  in  the 
action,  or  in  the  results  thereof." 
Lassen  Irr.  Co.  v.  Superior  Court,  151 
Cal.  357,  90  Pac.  709. 

[c]  OfScer  of  Church  by  Which 
Property  Is  Claimed. — (1)  Where  a 
legacy  is  given  to  a  religious  corpora- 
tion, of  which  the  judge  is  an  officer, 
it  cannot  be  said  that  he  is  interested 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  He 
"has  nothing  to  gain  or  lose  by  this 
provision^  for  the  church.  .  .  .  Senti- 
ment might  be  granted  by  the  bequest, 
but  no  pecuniary  interest  is  aflfected." 
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ing  the  individual  rights  of  the  judge,^'  and  not  merely  the  general  eivie 
interest  which  he  has  as  a  citizen  or  member  of  the  community.^*    The 


In  re  Hopkins'  Will,  3  N.  T.  Supp. 
661.  (2)  But  compare  State  ex  rel. 
Colcord  V.  Young,  31  Fla.  594,  12  So. 
673,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  41,  19  L.  E.  A. 
636,  where  a  judge,  who  was  one  of 
the  vestrymen  of  a  church,  who  were 
invested  with  all  its  property,  was  held 
disqualified  to  act  in  the  probate  of  a 
will  in  which  the  church  was  named 
as  the  beneficiary,  the  court  saying 
that  the  fact  that  "the  interest  may 
not  be  beneficial  pecuniarily  to  the  in- 
dividual wardens  or  vestrymen  does 
not  make  it  any  the  less  a  property 
interest. ' ' 

[d]  A  judge  who  has  purchased 
property  at  a  sale  is  disqualified  to 
pass  upon  the  validity  of  such  sale. 
Nona  Mills  Co.  v.  Wingate,  51  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  609,  113  S.  W.  182. 

[e]  Where  tlie  judge  is  a  surety  on 
a  recognizance  given  for  defendant's 
appearance  at  court  his  interest  in  the 
matter  disqualifies  him  from  trying 
the  cause.  State  v.  Castleberry,  23  Ala. 
85. 

[f  ]  Interest  in  Costs. — ^Pecuniary  in- 
terest in  a  cause  or  proceeding  does 
not  refer  to  or  include  an  interest  in 
the  costs,  as  such  interest  contemplates 
a  loss  or  gain  dependent  upon  the  re- 
sult of  th«  issue,  while  costs  are  fixed 
by  law  and  are  independent  of  the 
issue.  Wellmaker  v.  Terrell,  3  Ga. 
App.  791,  60  8.  E.  464.  But  see  Col- 
lingsworth County  v.  Myers  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  35  S.  W.  414. 

Disqualification  by  reason  of  inter- 
est In  an  estate,  see  infra,  IX,  B,  6,  a. 

[g]  Prosecution  for  Crime  Against 
Judge. — "The  fact  that  the  presiding 
judge  was  the  person  from  whom  the 
property  was  alleged  to  be  stolen  in 
an  indictment  for  theft,  is  not  a  good 
ground  of  disqualification,  because  he 
is  not  thereby  shown  to  be  'interested' 
in  the  'case,'  not  being  a  party  there- 
to or  liable  to  any  loss  or  profit  there- 
from, otl  srwise  than  as  any  other  per- 
son in  the  body  politic."  Davis  v. 
State,  44  Tex.  523.  But  see  Ex  parte 
Cornwell,  144  Ala.  497,  39  So.  354. 
As  to  bias  of  judge,  see  infra,  this 
article. 

53.  Ala. — ^Bryce  v.  Burke,  172  Ala. 
219,  55  So.  635;  Pulton  v.  Longshore, 


156  Ala.  611,  46  So.  989;  Medlin  v. 
Taylor,  101  Ala.  239,  13  So.  310.  Colo. 
Cowie  V.  Means,  39  Colo.  1,  88  Pac. 
485;  Phillips  v.  Curley,  28  Colo.  34,  62 
Pac.  837.  Tex. — Taylor  v.  Williams,  26 
Tex.  583. 

[a]  A  political  interest  (1)  in  the 
cause  does  not  disqualify.  Lemon  v. 
Peyton,  64  Miss.  161,  8  So.  235.  (2) 
Bu^  a  judge  who  is  a  candid3,te  on  a 
ticket  is  not  qualified  to  hear  a  pro- 
ceeding instituted  for  the  purpose  of 
ordering  the  secretary  of  state  to  com- 
plete such  ticket  as  he  is  an  interested 
party.  Cowie  v.  Means,  39  Colo.  1,  88 
Pac.  485. 

[b]  The  Bight  to  a  Judicial  Oilice 
Is  a  Property  Bight. — "No  disqualifica- 
tion of  a  judge  can  be  so  obvious  and 
so  absolute  as  that  which  involves  the 
question  of  his  title  to  the  office  he 
occupies.  When  that  is  questioned 
...  no  alternative  is  left  but  to  cer- 
tify his  disqualificlatijon.''  Magfuder 
V.  Swann,  25  Md.  173. 

54.  Foreman  v.  Marianna,  43  Ark. 
324. 

[a]  In  Inhab.  of  Northampton  v. 
Smith,  11  Mete.  (Mass.)  390,  it  is  said 
in  regard  thereto:  "The  interest  of 
the  judge  was  supposed  to  arise  from 
the  fact,  that  he  was  one  of  the  in- 
habitants of  the  town  of  Amherst;  that 
there  were,  in  this  will,  many  be- 
quests to  charitable  purposes,  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  classes  of  persons 
described  as  dwelling  in  eight  towns 
enumerated,  of  which  towns  Amherst 
is  one;  that  if  those  bequests  were 
beneficial  to  these  towns,  they  had  an 
interest,  in  their  corporate  capacity, 
in  establishing  the  bequests  and  of 
course  in  proving  the  will;  and  that 
by  means  thereof,  .  .  .  the  judge  of 
probate,  as  an  inhabitant  of  Amherst 
and  a  member  of  the  corporation,  had 
a  derivative  interest  in  the  same  be- 
quests. .  .  .  We  are  then  to  consider 
what  is  the  nature  of  the  interest, 
.  .  .  which  shall  take  the  case  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  judge.  .  .  . 
We  think  it  is  not  to  be  a  mere  pos- 
sible, contingent  interest;  not  an  in- 
terest in  the  question  or  general  sub- 
ject, to  which  the  matter  requiring  ad- 
judication   relates;    but     one     that     is 
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disqualifying  interest  must  be  direct.^^    A  contingent,^®  remote^^  and 


visible,  demonstrable,  and  capable  of 
precise  proof.  .  .  .  It  is  not  the  bias 
or  prejudice  which  would  be  sufficient 
to  set  aside  a  juror.  ...  It  must  be 
a  pecuniary  or  proprietary  interest,  a 
relation  by  which,  as  a  debtor  or  cred- 
itor, an  heir  or  legatee,  or  otherwise, 
he  will  gain  or  lose  something  by  the 
result  of  the  proceedings,  in  contra- 
distinction to  an  interest  of  feeling, 
or  sympathy,  or  bias,  which  would  dis- 
qualify a  juror.  .  .  .  It  must  be  cer- 
tain, and  not  merely  possible  or  con- 
tingent. ...  It  must  be  direct  and 
personal,  though  such  a  personal  in- 
terest may  result  from  a  relation,  which 
the  judge  holds  as  the  member  of  a 
town,  parish  or  other  corporation, 
where  it  is  not  otherwise  provided  by 
law,  if  such  corporation  has  a  pecun- 
iary or  proprietary  interest  in  the 
proceedings.  It  may  be,  and  probably 
is,  very  true,  as  the  human  mind  is 
constituted,  that  an  interest  in  a  ques- 
tion or  subject-matter,  arising  from 
feeling  and  sympathy,  may  be  more 
ef&cacious  in  influencing  the  judgment, 
than  even  a  pecuniary  interest;  but  an 
interest  of  such  a  character  would  be 
too  vague  to  serve  as  a  test  by  which 
to  decide  so  important  a  question  as 
that  of  jurisdiction;  it  would  not  be 
capable  of  precise  averment,  demonstra- 
tion and  proof;  not  visible,  tangible, 
or  susceptible  of  being  put  in  issue 
and  tried;  and  therefore  not  certain 
enough  to  afford  a  practical  rule  of 
action." 

55.  X7.  S. — Middletown  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Toledo,  etc.  E.  Co.,  105  Fed.  547.  Ala. 
Ellis  V.  Smith,  42  Ala.  349.  Ark. 
Ferrell  v.  Keel,  103  Ark.  96,  146  S.  W. 
494;  Osborne  v.  Board  of  Improve- 
ment, 94  Ark.  563,  128  S.  W.  357.  Cal. 
Meyer  v.  City  of  San  Diego,  121  Cal. 
102,  53  Pae.  434,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  22, 
41  L.  E.  A.  762;  Scadden  Flat  Gold- 
Min.  Co.  V.  Scadden,  121  Cal.  33,  53 
Pac.  440;  Oakland  v.  Oakland  Water 
Front  Co.,  118  Cal.  249,  50  Pac.  268. 
ria.— State  v.  Call,  41  Fla.  442,  26  So. 
1014,  79  Am.  St.  Eep.  189;  Trustees 
Internal  Imp.  Fund  v.  Bailey,  10  Fla. 
213.  Mass. — Northampton  v.  Smith,  11 
Mete.  390.  Mont.— State  v.  Woody,  14 
Mont.  455,  36  Pae.  1043.  Nev.— State 
V.  Noyes,  25  Nev.  31,  56  Pac.  946. 
N.  J.— Peck  V.  Essex  County,  20  N.  J. 
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L.  457.  N.  y.— Matter  of  Hancock,  91 
N.  Y.  284;  Matter  of  Eyers,  72  N.  Y. 
1,  28  Am.  Eep.  88.  Ohio. — State  v. 
Winget,  37  Ohio  St.  153.  Pa.— Phila- 
delphia V.  Fox,  64.Pa.  169.  Tex. — New 
Odorless  Co.  v.  Wisdom,  30  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  224,  70  S.  W.  354;  Houston 
Cemetery  Co.  v.  Drew,  13  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  536,  36  S.  W.  802;  Kemp  v. 
Wharton  County  Bank,  4  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  648,  23  S.  W.  916.  W.  Va.— For- 
est Coal  Co.  V.  Doolittle,  54  W.  Va. 
210,  46  S.  E.  238. 

[a]    Interest    as    Kiparian    Owner. 

Where  the  action  is  brought  to  deter- 
mine defendant's  right  to  divert  water 
of  a  river,  a  judge  who  is  a  riparian 
owner  is  disqualified  from  hearing  the 
cause,  as  under  such  circumstances  he 
has  a  direct  and  immediate  interest  in 
the  matters  involved  and  such  inter- 
est is  of  pecuniary  concern  to  him. 
City  of  Los  Angeles  v.  Dehy,  169  CaL 
234,  146  Pac.  662. 

56.  Cal. — Oakland  v.  Oakland  Water 
Front  Co.,  118  Cal.  249,  50  Pac.  268. 
Ga. — Augusta  S.  E.  Co>  v.  McDade,  105 
Ga.  134,  31  S.  E.  420.  Mass.- Inhab. 
of  Northampton  v.  Smith,  11  Mete.  390. 
N.  J. — Peck  V.  Essex  County,  20  N.  J. 
L.  457.  N.  Y. — ^People  v.  Whitridge, 
144  App.  Div.  493,  12S  N.  Y.  Supp. 
300.  Tex. — Glavecke  v.  Tijirina,  24  Tex. 
663. 

57.  Ala,.— Ex  parte  State  Bar  Assn., 
92  Ala.  113,  8  So.  768,  12  L.  E.  A. 
134.  Cal. — Meyer  v.  City  of  San  Diego, 
121  Cal.  102,  53  Pac.  434,  66  Am.  St. 
Eep.  22,  41  L.  E.  A.  762.  Fla.— State 
V.  Call,  41  Fla.  442,  26  So.  1014,  79  Am. 
St.  Eep.  189.  Me.— State  v.  Intoxicat- 
ing Liquors,  54  Me.  564.  Mass.— Bar 
Association  v.  Casey,  211  Mass.  187,  97 
N.  E.  751.  Minn. — Minneapolis  v.  Wil- 
kin, 30  Minn.  140,  14  N.  W.  581.  Mo. 
In  re  Marshall,  178  Mo.  16,  160.  S.  W. 
531;  Bowman's  Case),  67  Mo.  146. 
Okla.— Holt  V.  Holt,  23  Okla.  639,  102 
Pac.  187.  Tex. — Houston  Cemetery  Co. 
V.  Drew,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  536,  36 
S.  W.  802. 

[a]  Street  Improvement  Assessment. 
A  chancellor 's  interest  in  a  suit  brought 
to  enforce  the  payment  of  certain  as- 
sessments for  street  improvements  in 
the  district  in  which  the  chancellor's 
real  property  is  located  "is  at  most 
only  a  remote  interest  and  not  a  direct 


JUDICIAL  OFFICERS 


653 


collateral  interest  in  the  aetion^^  is  not  sufficient  to  disqualify  him. 

The  disqualifying  interest  must  not  be  m;erely  an  interest  in  the 
question  involved  in  the  action,  but  an  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  to  be  determined  thereby,'^  even  though  the  judge  is  a  party 
to  a  similar  but  wholly  independent  suit  which  would  in  no  wise  be 
affected  by  the  judgment  in  the  case  before  him.^"  But  the  amount  of 
the  judge's  interest  is  not  material."^ 

b.  As  Resident  and  Taxpayer.  —  A  judge  who  has  no  other  or 
greater  interest  in  the  disposition  of  a  pending  cause  than  as  a  resident 
and  taxpayer  is  not  disqualified."^    And  in  some  jurisdictions  the  stat- 


one."  Osborne  V.  Board  of  Imp.  of 
Pav.  Dist.,  94  Ark.  563,  128  S.  W. 
357. 

58.  Conn. — Clyma  v.  Kennedy,  64 
Conn.  310,  29  Atl.  539,  42  Am.  St. 
Rep.  194.  N.  Y.—In  re  Ryers,  72  N.  T. 
1,  28  Am.  Rep.  88.  Tex. — Meyers  v. 
Bloon,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  554,  50  S.  W. 
217;  Reed  v.  State,  11  Tex.  App.  587. 
Wis.— State  v.  Nygaard,  159  Wis.  396, 
150  N.  W.  513. 

[a]  The  fact  that  a  judge  by  virtue 
of  his  oflS.ce  manages  the  financial  af- 
fairs of  th«  county  does  not  disqualify 
him  from  presiding  in  a  case  brought 
against  a  railway  company  of  which 
such  county  is  a  stockholder,  as  he 
has  no  personal  or  pecuniary  interest  in 
the  result  of  the  action.  Augusta 
South.  R.  Co.  V.  McDade,  105  Ga.  134, 
31   S.  E.   420. 

[b]  Nor  is  a  judge  in  wbom  the 
title  to  a  schoolhouse  is  vested  in  his 
official  capacity  disqualified  to  try  a 
charge  of  defacing  the  school  house 
building.  Clark  v.  State,  23  Tex.  App. 
260,  5  S.  W.  115. 

59.  Ala. — ^Medlin  v.  Taylor,  101  Ala. 
239,  13  So.  810.  Cal.— North  Bloom- 
field  G.  M.  Co.  V.  Keyser,  58  Cal.  315. 
N.  y. — People  V.  Edmonds,  15  Barb. 
529.  Okla.— Holt  v.  Holt,  23  Okla.  639, 
102  Pac.  187.  Tex. — McPaddin  v.  Pres- 
ton, 54  Tex.  403.  W.  Va. — Cheuveront 
V.  Horner,  62  W.  Va.  476,  59  S.  E. 
964;  Forest  Coal  Co.  «.  Doolittle,  54 
W.  Va.  210,  46  S.  E.  238. 

60.  Southern  Cal.  M.  E.  Co.  V.  San 
Bernardino  Nat.  Bank,  100  Cal.  316,  34 
Pac.  711. 

[a]  But  in  Moses  v.  Julian,  45  N.  H. 
52,  84  Am.  Dec.  Ill,  it  is  said  that 
"where  the  judge  has  a  law  suit  pend- 
ing or  impending  with  another  person, 
which  rests  upon  a  like  state  of  facts, 
or   upon   the   same  points  of  law,  as 


that  pending  before  him;  this  is  a  valid 
disqualification. ' ' 

61.  Ark.— Perrell  v.  Keel,  103  Ark. 
96,  146  S.  W.  494.  Cal.— Adams  v. 
Minor,  121  Cal.  372,  53  Pac.  815.  Ind. 
Metsker  v.  Whitsell,  181  Ind.  126,  103 
N.  E.  1078.  Kan.— Tootle  v.  Berkley, 
60  Kan.  446,  56  Pac.  755.  N.  H. 
Moses  V.  Julian,  45  N.  H.  52,  84  Am. 
Dee.  114.  N.  Y. — People  v-  Whitridge, 
144  App.  Div.  493,  129  N.  Y.  Supp. 
300.  Tex.— El  Paso  v.  Et.  Dearborn 
Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  71  S.  W. 
799. 

[a]  "It  is  the  interest  that  dis- 
qualifies the  judge;  though  it  be  ever 
so  small  and  trifling,  it  is  sufSeient." 
Priddy  v.  Mackenzie,  205  Mo.  181,  103 
S.  W.  968. 

[b]  The  "minds  of  men  are  so  dif- 
ferently affected  by  the  same  degrees 
of  interest  that  it  has  been  found  im- 
possible to  draw  a  satisfactory  line. 
Any  interest,  therefore,  however  small, 
has  been  held  sufficient  to  render  a 
judge  incompetent."  Pearce  v.  At- 
wood,  13  Mass.  324,  340. 

[c]  Iiiability  to  Costs. — Where  suit 
is  brought  by  a  county  official  against 
the  county,  the  county  judge  and  the 
county  commissioner  for  a  balance  due 
on  salary,  the  county  judge  "was  dis- 
qualified to  hear  and  determine  this 
cause,  or  make  any  order  therein; 
.  .  .  he  was  interested  therein  to 
the  extent  of  the  costs  of  making  him 
a  party  and  serving  him  with  citation; 
and  this,  we  think,  was  sufficient  in- 
terest to  disqualify  him  from  sitting 
as  judge  in  the  case  for  any  purpose 
whatever."  Collingsworth  County  v. 
Myers  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  35  S.  W.  414. 
But  see  Wellmaker  v.  Terrell,  3  Ga. 
App.  791,  60  S.  E.  464. 

62.  ■  Ala. — ^Fulton  v.  Longshore,  156 
Ala.  611,  46  So.  989.    Ark.— Foreman  v. 
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ute_  expressly  provides  that  judges  shall  not  be  disqualified  by  reason 
of  interest  common  to  all  taxpayers.^'  Such  statutes,  however,  must 
be  strictly  construed  and  are  applicable  only  to  cases  which  come  clearly 
within  their  letter  and  spirit."*  Neither  the  fact  that  the  city  or  county 
in  which  the  trial  judge  resides^^  or  is  a  taxpayer,^''  is  interested  in  the 


Marianna,  43  Ark.  324,  Cal. — Higgins 
V.  San  Diego,  126  Cal.  308,  58  Pac. 
700,  59  Pac.  209;  Oakland  v.  Oakland 
Water  Front  Co.,  118  Gal.  249,  50  Pae. 
268.  Ind.— Metsker  v.  Whitsell,  181 
Ind.  126,  103  N.  E.  1078.  la.— Laplant 
1).  City  of  Marshalltown,  134  Iowa  261, 
111  N.  W.  816.  Me.— State  v.  Bangor, 
98  Me.  114,  56  Atl.  589;  State  v.  Craig, 
80  Me.  85,  13  Atl.  129.  Mass.— North- 
ampton V.  Smith,  11  Mete.  390.  Minn. 
Minneapolis  v.  Wilkin,  30  Minn.  140, 
14  N.  W.  581;  State  v.  Macdonald,  26 
Minn.  445,  4  N.  W.  1107.  Miss.- Fer- 
guson V.  Brown,  75  Miss.  214,  21  So. 
603.  Nev.— State  v.  ISToyes,  25  Nev.  31, 
56  Pae.  946.  N.  0.— White  v.  Lane,  153 
N.  C.  14,  68  S.  E.  895.  Ohio.— Clermont 
County  Comrs.  v.  Lytle,  3  Ohio  289. 
Okla.— Lawton  E.  T.  Ey.  Co.  v.  City  of 
Lawton,  31  Okla.  458,  122  Pac.  212. 
Pa. — In  re  Huntingdon  Coupty  Line,  14 
Pa.  Super.  571.  Tex.— Oak  Cliff  v. 
State,  97  Tex.  391,  79  S.  W.  1068; 
Dallas  V.  Peaeoek,  89  Tex.  58,  33  S.  W. 
220;  Nalle  v.  City  of  Austin,  41  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  423,  93  S.  W.  141;  Thorn- 
burgh  1).  City  of  Tyler,  16  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  439,  43  S.  W.  1054. 

63.  CaJ.  —  Meyer  v.  .  City  of  San 
Diego,  121  Cal.  102,  53  Pae.  434,  66 
Am.  St.  Eep.  22,  41  L.  R.  A.  762. 
Conn. — New  Hartford  v.  Canaan,  52 
Conn.  158;  Hawley  v.  Baldwin,  19 
Conn.  584.  Fla.— State  v.  Call,  41  Fla. 
442,  26  So.  1014,  79  Am.  St.  Eep. 
189.  Me. — State  v.  Intoxieating  Liquors, 
54  Me.  564.  Mass. — Com.  v.  Fletcher, 
157  Mass.  14,  31  N.  B.  687;  Hanseomb 
V.  Eussell,  11  Gray  373;  Com.  v.  Emery, 
11  Cush.  406.  Minn. — ^Minneapolis  v. 
Wilkin,  30  Minn.  140,  14  N.  W.  581. 
N.  J.— State  V.  Crane,  36  N.  J.  L.  394. 
W.  Va.— Wheeling  v.  Black,  25  W.  Va. 
266.  Wis. — Jefferson  v.  Milwaukee,  20 
Wis.  139. 

[a]  "It  Is  competent  for  the  legis- 
lature to  provide  that  where  the  in- 
terest of  a  person  is  merely  that  of  a 
corporator  or  taxpayer  of  a  municipal 
corporation,  it  shall  constitute  no  dis- 
qualification. .  .  .  This  does  not  in- 
fringe upon  the  constitutional  right  of 
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a  party  to  an  impartial  tribunal  to 
hear  his  cause.  Public  policy  and  the 
necessities  of  the  case  require  that 
this  should  be  so.  The  ground  upon 
which  such  ruling  is  usually  placed  is 
that  such  an  interest  is  so  remote,  in- 
direct, and  slight  that  it  may  be  fairly 
supposed  to  be  incapable  of  affecting 
the  judgment  or  influencing  the  con- 
duet."  City  of  Minneapolis  V.  Wilkin, 
30  Minn.  140,  14  N.  W.  581. 

64.  See  the  cases  infra,   this   note. 

[a]  Such  statutes  "are  in  deroga- 
tion of  the  common-law  rule,  and  .  .  . 
where  in  any  litigation  there  is  any 
certain,  definable,  pecuniary,  or  pro- 
prietary interest  or  relation  which  will 
be  directly  affected  by  the  judgment 
that  may  be  rendered,  in  every  such 
ease  without  exception  .  .  .  the  dis- 
qualification of  the  judge  is  held  to 
exist."  Meyer  v.  City  of  San  Diego, 
121  Cal.  102,  53  Pac.  434. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
a  judge  shall  not  be  disqualified  to 
act  in  causes  in  which  the  county  or 
municipal  corporation,  of  which  he  is 
a  resident  and  taxpayer,  is  a  party,  a 
judge  who  is  a  property  owner  in  a 
school  district  is  disqualified  to  try  an 
action  to  levy  a  special  school  tax,  as 
a  school  district  is  not  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  statute.  State  v.  Call,  41 
Fla.  442,  26  So.  1014,  79  Am.  St.  Eep. 
189. 

65.  Ark. — Foreman  v.  Marianna,  43 
Ark.  324.  Mass. — Com.  v.  Worcester, 
3  Pick.  462.  N.  J. — Burlington  County 
V.  Pennimore,  1  N.  J.  L.  293.  Ohio. 
Clermont  County  Comrs.  v.  Lytle,  3 
Ohio  289.  Pa. — In  re  Huntingdon  Co. 
Line,  14  Pa.  Super.  571.  Tex. — Thorn- 
burgh  V.  Tyler,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  439, 
43  S.  W.  1054. 

Contra,  Jefferson  v.  Milwaukee,  20 
Wis.  139. 

66.  Ala. — McConnell  v.  Goodwin,  189 
Ala.  390,  66  So.  675.  Conn.— Church  v. 
Norwich,  Kirby  140.  la. — Laplant  v. 
City  of  Marshalltown,  134  Iowa  261, 
111  N.  W.  816.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Delamater, 
145  Pa.  210,  22  Atl.  1098.    Tex.— Dal- 
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pending  cause,  nor  the  contingency  of  a  possible  future  increase  or  de- 
crease of  taxation  dependent  upon  the  outcome  of  the  action/'  though 
as  to  the  latter  proposition  there  are  authorities  to  the  contrary,*®  consti- 
tute grounds  of  disqualification.  So  too,  a  judge's  interest  arising  from 
a  possible  gain  through  the  collection  of  fiies  and  penalties  by  the  mu- 
nicipality or  county,  of  which  the  judge  is  a  resident  and  taxpayer,  is 
not  sufficient  to  disqualify  him.*'    Nor,  it  is  held,  is  it  material  that 


las  V.  Peacock,  89  Tex.  58,  33  S.  W. 
220. 

[a]  Where  "a  suit  is  instituted 
against  a  county  or  municipal  corpora- 
tion to  establish  a  liability,  such  as 
a  suit  to  obtain  a  judgment  for  dam- 
ages or  a  liability  against  the  corpora- 
tion, the  judge,  though  a  taxpayer  of 
the  county  or  municipality  is  not  dis- 
qualified to  sit  in  the  trial  of  the 
cause."  State  ex  rel.  Hart  v.  Call,  41 
ria.  442,  26  So.  1014. 

67.  Higgins  v.  San  Diego,  126  Cal. 
308,  58  Pac.  700,  59  Pac.  209;  Oakland 
V.  Oakland  Water  Front  Co.,  118  Cal. 
249,  50  Pac.  268;  Lawton,  etc.  By.  Co. 
V.  City  of  Lawton,  31  Okla.  458,  122 
Pac.  212. 

[a]  "Every  magistrate,  like  other 
citizens,  is  a  stockholder  as  it  respects 
the  funds  of  the  state  and  subject  to 
proportional  loss  or  gain  by  public 
prosecutions.  Yet  this  trifling  state  in- 
terest in  effect  is  just  nothing.  .  .  , 
If  the  justice  is  rich,  it  is  beneath  his 
consideration;  if  poor,  his  proportion 
of  the  tax,  to  be  saved  or  lost,  is 
entirely  nominal  and  though  it  be  pos- 
sible, it  may  sometimes  have  an  in- 
fluence, that  is  not  the  ordinary  effect, 
and  in  no  case  are  these  trials  final 
against  the  respondent.  If  all  crim- 
inal trials  could  be  purified  of  the 
least  scintilla  of  interest  that  the  judge 
or  justice  has,  it  might  be  well  enough 
for  the  legislature  or  court  to  do  it; 
but  as  they  cannot,  to  endeavor  to 
lessen  the  interest  of  the  justice,  when 
it  is  so  minute  already  that  it  will 
require  the  philosopher's  principle  of 
the  divisibility  of  matter,  to  do  it,  yet 
it  cannot  be  annihilated.  It  would  be 
sacrificing  convenient  practice  to  use- 
less theory  to  attempt  it,  besides  the 
trouble  and  expense  of  going  abroad 
for  a  justice  to  regulate  the  police  of 
a  town.  These  traveling  justices  which 
this  doctrine  would  create,  would  not 
be  so  likely  to  know  the  character  of 
the  party  and  witnesses,  and  therefore 


not  so  likely  to  do  justice  in  these 
petty  offenses."  State  v.  Batchelder, 
6  Yt.  479. 

[b]  The  fact  that  the  judge  owns 
real  property  within  the  city  limits  does 
not  disqualify  him  from  trying  a  con- 
demnation proceeding  instituted  by  the 
city.  City  of  Los  Angeles  v.  Pomeroy, 
133  Cal.  529,  65  Pac.  1049. 

[c]  A  judge  who  is  a  taxpayer  of  a 

city  is  not  disqualified  from  trying  a 
cause  to  enjoin  the  city  from  entering 
into  a  contract  for  the  construction  of 
water  works  upon  the  ground  that  the 
city  council  might  issue  municipal 
bonds  for  that  purpose  and  has  the 
implied  power  to  levy  a  special  tax  on 
all  the  property  owners  in,  order  to 
pay  the  interest  and  ultimately  redeem 
the  bonds.  State  v.  Noyes,  25  Nev.  31, 
56  Pac.  946. 

68.  Jefferson  v.  Milwaukee,  20  Wis, 
139. 

[a]  In  Peck  v.  Freeholders  of  Es- 
sex, 21  N.  J.  L.  656,  the  court  holding 
the  judge  disqualified  by  reason  of  a 
possible  gain  or  loss  as  a  taxpayer 
says:  "The  judge  who  tried  the  causa 
at  the  circuit  was  interested  in  the 
event  of  the  suit,  which  was  brought 
on  a  collector's  bond  by  the  board 
of  chosen  freeholders  of  the  county  of 
Essex,  for  the  use  of  the  county.  The 
judge  was  an  inhabitant,  a  freeholder 
and  a  taxpayer  in  the  same  county.  If 
the  suit  should  terminate  against  the 
plaintiffs,  the  judge  would  be  the  loser, 
by  the  amount  of  his  proportion  of  the 
tax  required  to  make  up  the  loss,  and 
if  in  favor  of  the  county,  he  would 
be  the  gainer  by  the  same  proportion, 
so  that  at  all  events  he  must  either 
gain  or  lose  and  so  be  interested  in 
the  event  of  the  suit,  and  thus  dis- 
qualified to  sit  in  judgment  thereon." 

69.  Cal.— Iw  re  Guerrero,  69  Cal.  88, 
10  Pac.  261.    Conn.— Kilbourn  v.  State, 

Conn.  560.  Del. — State  v.  Lynn  3 
Penue.  316,  51  Atl.  878.  Me.— State  v. 
Craig,   80   Me.   85,   13  Atl.   129;   State 
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the  judge's  fee  Is  contingent  upon  the  result  of  the  trial/*  or  that  the 
fine  in  case  of  conviction  goes  to  the  salary  fund  out  of  which  the  judge 
receives  his  compensation/^  But  where  the  action  directly  involves  the 
imposition  of  a  tax  upon  the  judge's  property  he  is  disqualified,  al- 
though his  interest  arises  from  the  fact  of  his  being  a  resident  and  tax- 
payer of  a  county  or  municipality.'^^ 

Hence,  a  judge  who  is  a  taxpayer  of  a  city  is  disqualified  to  act  in 
a  suit  to  determine  the  legality  of  a  city  ordinance  authorizing  the  is- 
suance of  bonds,'^  and  a  judge  who  owns  property  in  a  municipality  is 
disqualified  to  hear  and  determine  an  action  to  dissolve  such  municipal 
corporation  and  to  enjoin  its  officers  from  collecting  taxes  from  the 
property  owners.''*  But  a  judge  as  resident  of  a  municipality  is  not 
disqualified  to  hear  an  application  for  the  annexation  of  territory  to 
such  municipality.''^ 

As  Stockholder  of  Corporation.  —  A  judge  holding  shares  of  a  private 
corporation  ordinarily  is  disqualified  to  try  a  case  involving  property 
rights  of  such  corporation,"  even  though  it  is  not  a  party  to  the  ac- 


V.  Intoxicating  Liquors,  54  Me.  564. 
Mass. — Com.  v.  Fletcher,  157  Mass.  14, 
31  N.  E.  687;  Hanscomb  v.  Eussell,  11 
Gray  373;  Com.  v.  Emery,  11  Gush. 
406;  Com.  v.  Worcester,  3  Pick.  462. 
Ohio. — Thomas  J).  Mt.  Vernon,  9  Ohio 
290.  Vt.— Colgate  «.  Hill,  20  Vt.  56; 
State  v:  Batchelder,  6  Vt.  479. 

[a]  A  judge  "is  competent  to  sit 
in  a  lictuor  case,  whether  the  city, 
county  or  state  is  interested  in  the 
penalty  and  costs,  though  he  be  a  resi- 
dent and  taxpayer  in  such  city.  The 
costs  are  a  part  of  the  penalty  or  pun- 
ishment." State  V.  Severance  (Me.), 
4  Atl.  560. 

70.  Com.  V.  Keenan,  97  Mass.  589. 
[a]     "The  fees  which  the  law  gives 

fbr  the  performance  of  official  duties 
in  relation  to  civil  or  criminal  pro- 
ceedings, do  not  constitute  an  interest 
in  the  proceedings.  They  are  to  be  re- 
garded simply  as  an  equivalent  for  the 
service  performed.  A  magistrate  is 
not  disqualified  to  render  a  judicial  de- 
cision because  he  may  thereby  make 
further  official  action  necessary  for 
which  he  will  receive  the  appropriate 
compensation  in  fees."  Com.  v.  Keen- 
an, 97  Mass.  589. 

71.  In  re  Guerrero,  69  Cal.  88,  10 
Pac.  261;  Bennett  v.  State,  4  Tex.  App. 
72. 

72.  Austin  v.  Nalle,  85  Tex.  520,  22 
S.  "W.  668;  Wetzel  v.  State,  5  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  17,  23  S.  W.  825.  But  see  contra, 
Wade  V.  Travis,  72  Fed.  985,  reversed 
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on   other  points  in  174  TJ.   S.   49'9,   19 
Sup.   Ct.  715,  43  L.  ed.   1060. 

[a]  VPhere  "suit  is  instituted  to  re- 
strain the  collection  of  a  tax  fixed  and 
ascertained  and  resting  upon  the  tax- 
able property  of  a  county  or  municipal 
corporation,  then  the  judge  who  owns 
taxable  property  in  the  county  or  cor- 
poration would  be  disqualified  as  hav- 
ing a  direct  interest  in  the  result  of 
the  litigation  before  him."  State  «. 
Call,  41  Fla.  442,  26  So.  1014,  79  Am. 
St.  Kep.  189. 

73.  Holland  v.  Cranfeill  (Tex.),  167 
S.  W.  308;  Nalle  v.  City  of  Austin  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  21  S.  W.  375. 

[a]  In  Wade  v.  Travis,  72  Fed.  985 
(reversed  on  other  grounds  in  174  TJ.  S. 
499,  19  Sup.  Ct.  715,  43  L.  ed.  1060), 
which  was  such  a  case  the  court  says: 
"Authorities  examined  by  the  court 
leave  the  question  in  some  doubt  and 
for  the  purpose  of  having  it  definitely 
determined  by  an  appellate  tribunal  we 
have  concluded  to  hold  that  disqualifi- 
cation on  the  part  of  the  district  judge 
does  not  exist." 

74.  State  c.  Cisco  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
33  S.  W.  244;  Wetzel  v.  State,  5  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  17,  23  §,  W.  825. 

75.  Foreman  v.  Marianna,  43  Ark. 
324;  Oak  Clift  v.  State,  97  Tex.  391,  79 
S.  W.  1068. 

76.  Cal.— Adams  i;.  Minor,  121  Cal.  372, 
53  Pac.  815.  Fla.— State  v.  Young,  31 
Fla.  594,  12  So.  673,  34  Am.  St.  Rep. 
41,  19  L.  E.  A.  636.     Ga.— Johnson  v. 
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tionJ^  But  where  the  financial  condition  of  the  corporation  of  which 
the  judge  is  a  stockholder  could  not  be  substantially  affected  by  the 
disposition  of  the  cause,  he  is  not  disqualified^^  A  judge  who  is  the 
holder  of  a  benefit  certificate  in  a  mutual  insurance  company  is  dis- 
qualified to  try  an  action  brought  upon  another  benefit  certificate 
against  the  same  company.'^  But  a  judge  is  not  disqualified  to  try  a 
case  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  he  is  a  stockholder  in  a  corporation  to 
which  one  of  the  parties  is  indebted,*"  or  that  he  formerly  had  been 
connected  with  a  corporation,  the  property  of  which  is  involved  in  the 
action.*^ 


Marietta,  etc.  E.  E.,  70  6a.  712.  IMich. 
Kittridge  v.  Kinne,  80  Mieh.  200,  44 
N.  W.  1051.  Mo. — Bowman's  Case,  67 
Mo.  146.  Nev.— State  v.  Mack,  26  Nev. 
430,  69  Pac.  862.  N.  Y. — In  re  Dodge 
&  Stevenson  Mfg.  Co.,  77  N.  Y.  101; 
In  re  Reddish,  49  Hun  612,  2  N.  T. 
Supp.  259.  OMo. — Gregory  v.  Cleve- 
land, C.  &  C.  E.  Co.,  4  Ohio  St.  675. 
Tex.— Williams  v.  City  Nat.  Bank  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  27  S.  "W.  147.  Vt.— Sears- 
burgh  Turnpike  Co.  v.  Cutler,  6  Vt. 
315. 

[a]  He  is  disciualified  to  act  upon  a 
claim  of  such  corporation  against  an 
estate.  State  v.  Mack,  26  Kev.  430,  69 
Pac.  862. 

[b]  Dedication. — Every  stockholder 
of  a  corporation  "has  a  present  Jfeeun- 
iary  interest  in  property  of  the  cor- 
poration that  is  dedicated  to  public 
use.  When  the  legal  effect  of  a 
dedication  by  a  corporation  is  litigated, 
any  person  who  was  a  stockholder 
when  the  dedication  was  made  is  dis- 
qualified to  determine  judicially  the 
legal  effect  of  the  dedication."  State 
ex  rel.  Adams  v.  Call,  59  Fla.  610,  51 
So.  537. 

[c]  He  is  not  competent  to  issue  a 
writ  of  attachment  in  an  action  in 
which  the  bank  of  which  he  is  director 
and  stockholder  is  interested.  "The 
solvency  of  the  securities  and  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  bond  had  to  be  passed 
upon  by  him.  .  .  .  This  was  illegal." 
King  V.  Thompson,  59  Ga.   380. 

[d]  But  the  fact  that  his  name  ap- 
pears on  the  articles  of  Incorporation 
as  a  subscriber  is  immaterial  where  in 
fact  he  did  not  take  the  stock.  Andes 
V.  Ely,  158  U.  S.  312,  15  Sup.  Ct.  954, 
39  L.  ed.  996. 

77.  Adams  V.  Minor,  121  Cal.  372, 
53  Pac.  ,  815,  involving  validity  of 
bonds  some  of  which  were  held  by  bank 
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of   which   judge    was    a    stockholder, 
though  such  bank  was  not  &  party. 

78.  Hyde  Park  Lumber  Co.  v.  Shep- 
ardson,  72  Vt.  188,  47  Atl.  826. 

[a]  A  judge  is  not  disqualified  from 
issuing  a  citation  on  a  petition  for  the 
appointment  as  guardian  of  a  corpora- 
tion of  which  he  is  a  stockholder.  Mat- 
ter of  Estate  of  Leonard,  95  Mich.  295, 
54  N.  W.  1082. 

79.  It  is  "quite  evident  that  the 
Woodmen  of  the  World  is  a  mutual  in- 
surance company,  that  its  assets  are 
the  property  of  the  holders  of  benefit 
certificates  issued  by  the  order,  and 
any  judgment,  which  requires  the  order 
to  pay  a  sum,  or  releases  the  order 
from  payment,  must  affect  the  assets 
of  the  order,  and  consequently  directly 
affects  each  benefit  certificate  in  the 
hands  of  the  owner."  Sovereign  Camp 
V.  Bi.:„   (Tex.),  120  S.  W.  539. 

[a]  A  judge  who  is  the  holder  of  a 
policy  of  a  mutual  life  insurance  com- 
pany, by  which  the  company  agreed  to 
pay  to  his  widow  a  certain  sum  as  well 
as  to  pay  to  him  at  the  end  of  twenty 
years,  if  living,  the  share  of  the  ac- 
cumulated profits  of  the  company  ap- 
portionable  to  the  policy,  has  such  an 
interest  in  the  result  of  a  suit  on  a 
policy  issued  by  the  company  as  to 
disqualify  him  from  trying  it.  New 
York  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sides,  46  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  246,  101  S.  W.  1163. 

80.  Webb  v.  Town  of  Eutaw,  9  Ala. 
App.  474,  63  So.  687.  Compare  Ander- 
son V.  Com.  (Ky.),  117  S.  W.  364, 
holding  the  judge  disqualified  for  bias, 
because  he  was  a  stockholder  in  a 
corporation  which  was  a  large  creditor 
of  the  bank  which  the  defendant  was 
charged  with  having  wrecked.  As  to 
bias,  see  infra,  IX,  B,  7. 

81.  Cal.— Scadden  F.  G.  Min.  Co.  v. 
Scadden,   121    Cal.   33,    53    Pac.    440. 

Vol.  XVI 


658 


JUDICIAL  OFFICERS 


As  Member  of  Bar  Association.  —  A  judge  as  member  of  a  bar  asso- 
ciation has  no  such  interest  in  a  proceeding  instituted  by  such  associa- 
tion against  an  attorney  for  the  purpose  of  disbarment  as  will  dis- 
qualify him,*^  although  the  dues  paid  by  the  judge  may  have  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  payment  of  costs  in  such  a  proceeding.*' 

4.  Relationship.  —  a.  To  Party.  —  The  relationships  of  a  judge 
within  the  degrees  specified  in  the  statute  to  one  of  the  parties  renders 
him  disqualified  to  try  a  cause,**  and  whenever  the.  statute  defines  the 
disqualifying  degrees  of  relationship,  it  impliedly  excludes  more  dis- 
tant degrees  from  operating  as  ground  of ,  disqualification.*^ 

In  a  number  of  jurisdictions  the  word  "party"  is  held  to  embrace 
every  person  who,  though  not  a  party  of  record,  is  directly  affected  by 
the  outcome  of  the  action  and  a  relationship  of  the  judge  to  such  per- 
son disqualifies  him  to  act  in  the  cause.**    Pursuant  to  such  construc- 


Ga. — Johnson  ■».  Marietta  &  N.  G.  E.  E., 
70  Ga.  712.  N.  Y,— Palmer  v.  Law- 
rence, 5  N.  T.  389. 

[a]  A  judge,  who  formerly  owned 
stock  of  a  corporation  and  was  an  offi- 
cer thereof  is  not  disqualified  to  try 
a  case  in  which  such  gorporation  is  in- 
terested, although  he  may  be  held  liable 
for  ultra  vires  acts  of  the  corporation; 
"it  will  be  time  enough  for  the  judge 
to  hold  himself  disqualified  when  a  suit 
is  brought  against  him  to  recover  a 
personal  judgment."  Nicholson  v. 
Showalter,  83  Tex.  99,  18  S.  W.  326. 

82.  Ala. — Ex  parte  State  Bar  Assn., 
S2  Ala.  113,  8  So.  768,  12  L.  E.  A. 
134.  Mass. — ^Bar  Association  v.  Casey, 
211  Mass.  187,  97  N.  B.  751.  Mo. 
In  re  Marshall,  178  Mo.  16,  160  S.  W. 
531;  Bowman's   Case,  67  Mo.  146. 

83.  Ex  parte  State  Bar  Assn.,  92 
Ala.  113,  8  So.  768,  12  L.  E.  A.  134. 

84.  Ala.— State  v.  Pitts,  139  Ala. 
152,  36  So.  20;  Hooks  v.  Barnett's 
Exr.,  38  Ala.  607.  Ark.— Kelly  v. 
Neely,  12  Ark.  657,  56  Am.  Dec.  288. 
Cal. — Eobinson  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co., 
105  Cal.  526,  38  Pac.  94,  28  L.  E.  A. 
773;  Howell  v.  Budd,  91  Cal.  342,  27 
Pac.  747;  People  v.  Be  La  Guerra,  24 
Cal.  73.  Conn.— Nettleton  v.  Nettle- 
ton,  17  Conn.  542;  Church  v.  Norwich, 
Kirby  140.  Del.' — ^Bayard  v.  McLane, 
3  Harr.  13Sf.  Fla.— State  v.  Wall,  41 
ria.  463,  28  So.  1020,  79  Am.  St.  Eep. 
195,  49  L.  E.  A.  548.  Ga.— Bivins  v. 
Eichland  Bank,  109  Ga.  342,  34  8.  E. 
602;  Short  v.  Mathis,  101  Ga.  287,  28 
S.  E.  918;  Olliff  v.  State,  1  Ga.  App. 
553.  Haw.— Smith  v.  Lindsay,  20 
Hawaii  262.  la. — Chase  v.  Weston,  75 
Iowa  159,  39  N.  W.   246.     La,— State 
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V.  Poster,  112  La.  533,  36  So.  554; 
State  V.  Judge,  41  La.  Ann.  319,  6  So. 
22.  Mass. — Taylor  v.  Worcester,  105 
Mass.  225.  Mich. — Davis  Colliery  Co. 
V.  Charlevoix  Sugar  Co.,  155  Mich.  228, 
118  N.  W.  929;  Horton  v.  Howard,  79 
Mich.  642,  44  N.  W.  1112,  19  Am. 
St,  Eep.  198.  Miss.— Dodd  v.  Kelly, 
107  Miss.  471,  65  So.  561.  N.  H.— San- 
born V.  Fellows,  22  N.  H.  473.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Connor,  142  N.  T.  130,  36  N. 
E.  807.  S.  C.—Ex  parte  Kreps,  61  S.  C'. 
29,  39  S.  E.  181.  Tex.— Schultze  v.  Mc- 
Leary,  73  Tex.  92,  11  S.  W.  924;  Gains 
«.  Barr,  60  Tex.  676;  Seabrook  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W. 
247.  Vt.— Davidson  v.  Whitehill,  87  Vt. 
499,  89  Atl.  1081. 

In  probate  proceedings,  see  infra,  JX, 
B,  6,  b. 

85.  See  Stearnes  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Curll 
Co.,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  265. 

[a]  Near  Relative. — A  statute  pro- 
viding for  disqualification  of  a  judge 
whenever  any  near  relative  of  the  judge 
is  interested  in  the  case  "certainly 
was  not  intended  to  embrace  any  rel- 
ative within  the  degrees  of  affinity. 
It  may  be  fairly  assumed  that  if  it 
were  so  intended  it  would  have  been 
mentioned  in  apt  and  expressive 
words. '^  Stearnes  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Curll  & 
Co.,  4  Pa.   Co.   Ct.   265. 

86.  Ala. — Crook  v.  Newberg,  124 
Ala.  479,  27  So.  432,  82  Am.  St.  Esp. 
190.  Ark.— Johnson  v.  State,  87  Ark. 
45,  112  S.  W.  143,  18  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
619.  Cal.— Howell  v.  Budd,  91  Cal.  342, 
27  Pac.  747.  Ga.— Eoberts  v.  Eoberts, 
115  Ga.  259,  41,  S.  E.  616,  90  Am.  St. 
Eep.  108.  Ind. — Smith  v.  Amiss,  30  Ind. 
App.  530,  66  N,  B,  501,    Mich.— Davis 
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tion  of  the  word  "party,"  a  spouse  whose  rights  are  involved  in  an 
action,^^  a  party  interested  as  heir  in  an  estate,*®  the  beneficiary  of  a 


Colliery  Co.  v.  Charlevoix  Sugar  Co., 
155  Mich.  228,  118  N.  W.  929.  Minn. 
Bryant  v.  Livermore,  20  Minn.  313. 
Miss.— Dodd  V.  Kelly,  107  Miss.  471,  65 
So.  561.  Mont. — 'State  ex  rel.  Carroll 
V.  District  Court,  50  Mont.  506,  148 
Pae.  312.  N.  H. — Moses  v.  Julian,  45 
N.  H.  52,  84  Am.  Dec.  114.  Okla. 
Hengst  V.  Burnett,  40  Okla.  42,  135 
Pac.  1062.  Tex. — Sehultze  v.  McLeary, 
73  Tex.  92,  11  S.  W.  924;  Jordon  v. 
Moore,  65  Tex.  363;  Gulf  K.  Co.  v. 
Loon-ey,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  234,  95  S.  "W. 
691. 

[a]  "Every  litigant  is  entitled  to 
nothing  less  than  the  cold  neutrality 
of  an  impartial  judge,  who  must  pos- 
sess the  disinterestedness  of  a  total 
stranger  to  the  interests  of  the  parties 
involved  in  the  litigation,  whether  that 
interest  is  revealed  by  an  inspection 
of  the  record  or  developed  by  evi- 
dence aliunde  the  record.  The  real 
parties  in  interest  furnish  the  reason 
for  the  judge  to  recuse  himself  when 
it  becomes  known  that  they  are  related 
to  the  judge,  although  they  may  not 
be  parties  eo  nomine."  Yazoo  &  M. 
V.  B.  Co.  V.  Kirk,  102  Miss.  41,  58 
So.  710,  834,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  968,  42 
L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)  1172. 

[b]  "A  narrtw  or  contracted  con- 
struction of  the  term  'party,'  which 
confines  it  to  the  very  persons  named 
on  the  docket  as  such,  and  excludes 
such  as  stand  precisely  in  the  same 
relation,  would  often  defeat  the  end 
had  in  view,  of  having  justice  impar- 
tially administered  free  from  the  bias 
and  influence  produced  by  the  interest 
held  in  the  cause  by  the  judge  or  his 
relations."  Hodde  v.  Susan,  58  Tex. 
389. 

[c]  "The  party  in  interest,  though 
not  a  party  to  the  record  is  even  more 
surely  within  the  meaning  of  the  law 
than  the  party  to  the  record  who  is 
without  interest."  White  v.  McClan- 
ahan,  133  La.  396,  63  So.  61,  47  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  448. 

[d]  All  persons  for  whose  immedi- 
ate benefit  the  action  is  prosecuted  or 
defended,  are  "parties."  Bank  of 
Lansingburgh  v.  McKie,  7  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  360.  To  the  same  effect.  Foot 
V.  Morgan,  1  Hill  (N.  Y.)  654. 


[e]  But  the  relationship  of  the  judge 
to  a  garnishee  is  no  ground  for  dis- 
qualification, as  a  garnishee  is  not '  in 
any  sense  a  party  to  the  action;  "he 
is  not  concluded  by  the  judgment  in 
respect  to  any  issue  he  may  properly 
raise,  nor  could  such  judgment  so 
bind  him  if  it  professed  to  do  so,  nor 
would  he  be  a  proper  party  to  an  ap- 
peal from  such  judgment."  Patterson 
V.  Seeton,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App.  430,  47 
S.  W.  732. 

[f]  And  a  relationship  of  the  judge 
by  affinity  (1)  to  the  son  of  the  plain- 
tiff constitutes  no  ground  for  disquali- 
fication, the  plaintiff's  son  not  being 
a  party  in  interest.  Lucas  v.  Lucas,  20 
Hawaii  434.  (2)'  But  where  a  judge  is 
related  by  affi,nity  within  the  pro- 
hibited degree  to  the  wife  of  a  per- 
son who  is  sought  to  be  made  a  party 
to  the  action,  he  is  disqualified  to  try 
the  cause.  Seabrook  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W. 
247. 

87.     Sehultze  «.  McLeary,  73  Tex.  92, 

11  S.  W.  924;  Jordon  v.  Moore,  65  Tex. 
368. 

[a]  Where  the  wife  of  a  judge  is 
a  shareholder  of  the  corporation  plain- 
tiff, "it  would  seem  to  be  an  anomaly 
for  her  husband  to  sit  as  judge  in  a 
case  where  she  was  so  directly  inter- 
ested."   First   Nat.   Bank  ,u.   McGuire, 

12  S.  D.  226,  80  N.   W.   1074,   76  Am. 
St.  Eep.  598,  47  L.  E.  A.  413. 

[b]  And  where  an  action  is  brought 
by  the  husband  for  damages  which,  if 
recovered,  would  constitute  community 
property  of  husband  and  wife,  the  lat- 
ter though  not  mentioned  in  the  plead- 
ings is  a  party  to  the  suit  within  the 
purview  of  the  statute  defining  dis- 
qualification of  a  judge  by  reason  of 
relationship  to  one  of  the  parties.  Gulf, 
C.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Looney,  42  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  234,  95  S.  W.  691. 

[c]  Wife  a  Creditor. — Where  the 
wife  of  the  chancellor  was  a  creditor 
of  a  bank  which  made  an  assignment 
for  'the  benefit  of  its  creditors,^  the 
chancellor  is  disqualified  to  appoint  a 
receiver  of  the  bank.  Dodd  v.  Kelly, 
107  Miss.  471,  65  So.  561. 

SB.    Gains  V.  Barr,  60  Tex.  676. 
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life  insurance  policy*^  sureties  on  a  bond,^"  a  guardian,*^  a  purchaser 
at  a  guardian's  sale,®^  have  been  held  to  be  parties  within  the  con- 
templation of  a  statute  providing  for  a  judge 's  disqualification  by  rea- 
son of  relationship  to  one  of  the  parties  to  the  action.  In  other  juris- 
dictions, however,  the  term  "party"  as  used  in  the  statute  is  held  to  be 
confined  to  the  parties  of  record.®* 


89.  State  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  ».  Wal- 
ton, 142  Ga.  765,  83  S.  E.  656. 

90.  Crook  V.  Newberg,  124  Ala.  479, 
27  So.  432,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  190;  Hodde 
V.  Susan,  58  Tex.  389. 

91.  State  ex  rel.  Carroll  v.  District 
Court,  50  Mont.  506,  148  Pac.  312. 

[a]  A  guardian  is  a  party  to  a  pro- 
ceeding for  an  order  to  purchase  prop- 
erty for  the  ward,  and  a  judge  who 
is  a  brother-in-law  of  such  guardian  is 
disqualified  to  sit  in  the  proceeding. , 
Hengst  V.  Burnett,  40  Okla.  42,  135  Pac. 
1062. 

[b]  But  a  guardian  ad  litem  (1)  of 
an  infant  defendant  is  not  a  party 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and 
a  relationship  of  the  judge  to  such 
guardian  is  no  ground  for  disqualifica- 
tion. Bryant  v.  Livermore,  20  Minn. 
313.  (2)'  "Whatever  may  be  said  of 
the  ethics  of  a  judicial  of&cer  's  appoint- 
ment of  a  near  kinsman  to  a  position 
within  the  gift  of  such  officer,  we  do 
not  think  that  this  appointment  by  the 
surrogate  of  his  brother  as  special 
guardian  of  an  infant  litigant,  in  his 
court,  comes  within  any  of  the  statu- 
tory prohibitions,  .  .  .  The  guardian 
being  only  an  officer  of  the  court  and 
not  a  party  in  the  statutory  sense  of 
that  term,  .  .  .  the  surrogate  had 
jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  the 
case."  Matter  of  Van  Wagonen,  69 
Huh  365,  23  N.  Y.  Supp.  636. 

92.  Jirou  V.  Jirou  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
136  S.  W.  493,  to  confirmation  proceed- 
ings. 

93.  Conn. — Casmento  v.  Barlow  Bros. 
Co.,  83  Conn.  180,  76  Atl.  361;  Clyma 
r.  Kennedy,  64  Conn.  310,  29  Atl.  539, 
42  Am.  St.  Rep.  194.  Fla. — Williams 
v.  Eobles,  22  Fla.  95.  N.  Y.— Matter 
of  Dodge  &  Stevenson  Mfg.  Co.,  77 
N.  T.  1,01,  33  Am.  Rep.  579.  Vt. 
Searsburgh  Tpk.  Co.  v.  Cutler,  6  Vt. 
315. 

[a]  The  word  "parties"  cannot  be 
construed,  "to  mean  'or  other  persons 
in  interest.'  The  legislature  have  not 
deemed  it   expedient   to    go    to    that 
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length:  nor  do  we  so  deem  it.  It 
would  be  impossible  to  foresee  what 
remote  and  contingent  interests  might 
be  involved  in  the  progress  of  a  suit, 
and  to  make  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  to  depend  upon  a  disclosure  of 
such  an  interest,  would  lead  to  the 
discussion  of  matters  foreign  to  the 
issue,  and  would  often  interrupt  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice."  Searsburgh 
Tpk.  Co.  V.  Cutler,  6  Vt.  315. 

[b]  "Interest  on  the  part  of  the  > 
judge  disqualifies  him  from  sitting  but 
interest  on  the  part  of  a  relative  of  the 
judge  does  not.  The  statute  very 
clearly  expresses  that  such  relative 
must  be  one  of  the  parties  to  the 
cause,  to' render  the  judg^  incompetent. 

.  .  .  It  would  be  almost  impossible 
to  carry  on  the  administration  of  jus- 
tice under  any  different  rule.  The 
judge  may  be  presumed  to  know  ■vjrheth- 
er  he  is  himself  interested  in  a  cause 
brought  before  him,  and  he  can  ascer- 
tain from  the  papers,  who  are  the 
parties  to  it,  and  presumably  may  know 
whether  any  of  them  are  related  to 
him  by  blood  or  marriage  .  .  .;  but 
how  can  he  possibly  know  what  per- 
sons, not  named,  may  be  interested  in 
the  subject,  or  whether  any  such  per- 
sons are  related  to  him?"  Matter  of 
Dodge  &  Stevenson  Mfg.  Co.,  77  N.  Y. 
101,  33  Am.  Rep.  579. 

[c]  In  Texas  (1)  the  rule  is  some- 
what uncertain.  In  Winston  v.  Master- 
ton,  87  Tex.  200,  27  S.  W.  768,  the 
court  uses  language  apparently  confin- 
ing the  term  parties  to  parties  of  rec- 
ord only.  But  Duncan  v.  Herder,  57 
Tex.  Civ.-  App.  542,  122  S.  W.  904, 
refuses  to  follow  the  case  on  this  point 
on  the  ground  that  it  is  contrary  to 
the  previous  decisions  of  the  supreme 
court  and  that  the  court  could  not 
have  intended  to  overrule  -itself.  See 
Schultze  v.  McLeary,  73  Tex.  92,  11 
S.  W.  924;  Hodde  v.  Susan,  58  Tex. 
389,  392.  (2)  A  relationship  of  the 
judge  to  an  inchoate  party  who  may  be 
affected  by  the  judgment  is  not  within 
the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  law.    Inter- 
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It  is  not  material  whether  the  party  is  suing  or  is  being  sued  as  in- 
dividual or  in  his  representative  capacity."*  But  the  relationship  of  a 
judge  to  a  merely  nominal  party  does  not  disqualify  him.''  "Where 
the  judge  is  related  to  the  person  upon  whom  the  crime  is  charged  to 
have  been  committed  by  the  defendant,  he  is  disqualified,®®  though 
there  are  eases  to  the  contrary,  on  the  ground  that  such  person  is  not 
a  party  to  the  action."'  The  judge's  relationship  to  the  prosecuting 
attorney  does  not  disqualify  him.°* 

b.  To  Stockholder.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  the  relationship  of  a 
judge  to  a  stockholder  of  a  corporation,  which  is  a  party  to  the  action, 
does  not  disqualify  him,®"  though  in  others  a  contrary  rule  prevails.^ 


national  &  G.  N.  By.  Co.  v.  Anderson 
Co.    (Tex.   Civ.   App.),  174   S.  W.   305. 

94.  Smith  v.  Lindsay,  20  Hawaii 
262;  State  V.  Foster,  112  La.  533,  36 
So.  554. 

[a]  Where  a  relative  of  the  judge 
is  a  party  to  the  action  as  administra- 
tor of  an  estate,  the  judge  is  dis- 
qualified. The  administrator  "was  a 
litigant  in  the  full  sense  of  the  term. 
That  he  acted  in  a  fiduciary  capacity 
made  him  no  less  a  party  to  the  case. 
.  .  .  The  administrator  was  certain- 
ly interested  in  the  size  and  value  of 
the  estate  which  he  was  to  administer. 
He  had  the  right  to  hold  and  admin- 
ister all  property  subject  to  admin, 
istration,  and  the  pecuniary  value  of 
the  right,  the  compensation  which  he 
would  be  entitled  to  receive,  depended 
upon  the  amount  of  the  property." 
Dennard  v.  Jordan,  14  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
398,  37  S.  W.  876. 

95.  Fowler  v.  Byers,  16    Ark.    196, 

96.  Gill  V.  State,  61  Ala.  169. 

fa]  "It  is  manifest  that  the  pres- 
ent case  does  not  fall  within  the  let- 
ter of  the  statute.  But,  if  we  con- 
fine the  rule  to  the  strict  letter  .  .  ., 
we  thereby  declare  a  judge  may  sit  in 
judgment  on  a  criminal,  who  took  the 
life  of  his  nearest  relative.  Nay,  more; 
for  offenses  less  than  homicide,  we  de- 
clare that  a  judge  may  try  an  offender 
for  a  public  offense  against  his  own 
person  or  property."  Gill  v.  State,  61 
Ala.  169. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  providing  for 
disqualification  of  a  judge  where  the 
accused  or  the  party  "injured"  may 
be  related  to  him  within  the  prohibited 
degree,  a  judge  is  disqualified  from 
trying  a  case  of  malicious  mischief 
consisting  in  wilfully  killing  a  hog 
owned   by   a    brother    of    the    judge. 


January  v.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  488,  38 
S.   W.   179. 

[c]  A  judge  is  not  discLualified  to 
try.  a  criminal  case  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  his  relative  has  been  jointly 
indicted  with  the  defendant,  where 
such  relative  has  not  been  arrested  or 
formally  charged.  Eeed  v.  State,  11 
Tex.  App.  587. 

97.  Newman  v.  State,  49  Ala.  9; 
Ingraham  v.  State,  82  Neb.  553,  118  N. 
W.  320. 

98.  People  v.  Patrick,  183  N.  Y.  52, 
75  N.  E.  963,  nor  does  it  make  it  im- 
proper for  him  to  sit. 

99.  Cal. — Eobinson  v.  Southern  Pac. 
Co.,  105  Cal.  526,  38  Pac.  94,  28  L.  E. 
A.  773.  N.  Y.— Matter  of  Dodge  & 
Stevenson  Mfg.  Co.,  77  N.  Y.  101,  33 
Am.  Eep.  579;  Bank  of  Lansingburgh 
V.  McKie,  7  How.  Pr.  360.  Tex.— Win- 
ston V.  Masterson,  87  Tex.  200,  27  S. 
W.  768;  King&an,  etc.  Co.  v.  Herring 
Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  153  S.  W. 
394;  Houston  Ceinetery  Co.  v.  Drew,  13 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  536,  36  S.  W.  802;  Lewis . 
V.  Hillsboro  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  23 
S.  W.  338. 

[a]  Though  a  stockholder  neces. 
sarily  is  affected  by  the  result  of  a 
suit  by  or  against  the  corporation,  the 
judge's  relationship  to  such  stockhold- 
er affords  no  ground  of  disqualifica- 
tion. "The  corporation  in  its  cor- 
porate capacity  is  plaintiff,  and  not 
the  individual  stockholders  in  their  in- 
dividual capacity.  A  stockholder,  as 
such,  can  neither  control  nor  discharge 
the  suit,  nor  indeed  exercise  any  power 
over  it  more  than  a  stranger."  Sears- 
burgh  Tpk.  Co.  V.  Cutler,  6  Vt.  315. 

1.  Ga. — State  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Walton,  142  Ga.  765,  83  S.  E.  656,  re- 
lationship to  beneficiary  of  mutual  life 
insurance  policy.  Ind. — Smith  v.  Amiss, 
30  Ind.  App.  530,  66  N.  E.  501.     S.  D. 
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c.  To  Attorney:  —  In  some  jurisdietions  relationship  of  a  judge  to 
one  of  the  attorneys  in  the  cause  disqualifies  himf  but  elsewhere  it  is 
not  a  ground  of  disqualification,  unless  the  attorney  has  a  property 
interest  in  the  cause.'  The  general  rule  seems  to  be  that  whenever  an 
attorney,  who  is  related  to  the  judge  within  the  prohibited  degree,  is 
retained  under  a  contract  for  a  contingent  fee,  the  judge  is  disquali- 
fied to  hear  the  cause,*  though  it  has  been  held  to  the  contrary.^ 

5.  Former  Counsel.  —  In  the  absence  of  an  express  statutory  pro- 
vision a  judge  is  not  disqualified  by  reason  of  having  been  counsel  in  a 
cause,^  though  there  are  cases  holding  that  such  fact  constitutes  a 


First  Nat.  Bank  v.  McCarthy,  13  S.  D. 
356,  83  N.  W.  423;  Same  v.  McGuire, 
12  S.  D.  226,  80  N.  W.  1074,  76  Am. 
St.  Eep.  598,  47  L.  E.  A.  413. 

2.  People  V.  Ebey,  6  Cal.  App.  769, 
93  Pac.  379. 

[a]  It  is  immaterial  -whether  or  not 
such  attorney  appeared  of  record  in 
the  case  or  was  to  receive  compensa- 
tion for  his  services.  Johnston  v. 
Brown,  115  Cal.  694,  47  Pac.  686. 

3.  Patton  V.  Collier,  90  Tex.  115,  37 
8.  W.  413;  "Winston  v.  Masterson,  87 
Tex.  200,  27  S.  W.   768. 

[a]  XTnder  a  statute  prohibiting  a 
judge  from  sitting  in  any  cause  in 
which  he  would  be  excluded  from  sit- 
ting as  a  juror  a  judge  is  not  dis- 
qualified by  reason  of  relationship  to 
one  of  the  attorneys  in  the  case.  State 
V.  Ledbeter,  111  Minn.  110,  126  N.  W. 
477.  See  also  Sjoberg  v.  Nordin,  26 
Minn.  501,  5  N.  W.  677. 

[b]  In  an  application,  for  alimony 
and  counsel  fees,  the  attorney  for  ap- 
plicant is  pecuniarily  interested  in  the 
result  of  the  suit  and  a  judge  who  is 
related  within  the  prohibited  degree  to 
such  attorney  is  disqualified  to  hear 
the  application.  Roberts  v.  Roberts, 
115  Ga.  259,  41  S.  E.  616,  90  Am.  St. 
Rep.  108. 

4.  Ark.— Johnson  v.  State,  87  Ark. 
45,  112  8.  W.  143,  18  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
619.  Ga.— Shuford  v.  Shuford,  141  Ga. 
407,  81  S.  E.  115.  la.— Cavanagh  v. 
District  Court,  163  Iowa  76,  144  N.  W. 
25.  La. — White  v.  McClanahan,  133  La. 
396,  63  So.  61,  47  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
448.  Miss.— Yazoo  &  M.  V.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kirk,  102  Miss.  41,  58  So.  710,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914C,  968,  42  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1J72.  Okla.^State  ex  rel.  Mayo  v. 
Pitehford,  43  Okla.  105,  141  Pac.  433. 
S.  D.— Vine  v.  Jones,  13  S.  D.  54,  82 
N.  W.  82. 
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[a]  Order  for  Attorney's  Pees. — A 
judge  whose  son  is  one  of  the  attor- 
neys for  foreign  heirs  and  has  an  in- 
terest in  the  matter  by  reason  of  a 
contingent  fee  is  disqualified  to  make 
an  order  for  the  payment  of  fees  to 
the  attorneys  of  the  foreign  heirs. 
Cavanagh  v.  District  Court,  163  Iowa 
76,  144  N.  W.  25. 

[b]  But  where  the  agreement  for  a 
contingent  fee  was  abrogated  prior  to 
the  trial,  a  judge  who  was  a  brother- 
in-law  of  plaintiff's  counsel,  is  not  dis- 
qualified to  preside  at  the  trial  of  the 
cause.  Knickerbocker  v.  Worthing,  138 
Mich.  224,  101  N.  W.  540. 

5.  Fla.— Hundley  v.  State,  47  Ela. 
172,  36  So.  362.  N.  C— Allison  v. 
Southern  Ry.  Co.,  129  N.  C.  336,  40  S. 
E.  91.  Tex. — Knapp  &  Co.  v.  Camp- 
bell, 14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  199,  36  S.  W. 
765. 

[a]  An  attorney,  whose  fee  is  con- 
tingent is  not  a  party  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  and  a  judge  is  not 
disqualified  because  his  son-in-law  is  of 
counsel  for  one  of  the  parties  under 
a  contract  for  a  contingent  fee.  Mis- 
souri, K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Mitcham,  57 
Tex.   Civ.  App.   134,   121   S.  W.   871. 

6.  TJ.  S.— Duncan  v.  Atlantic  C.  L. 
R.  Co.,  223  Fed.  446.  Cal.— Barnhart 
V.  Fulkerth,  59  Gal.  130.  Haw. — ^Love 
V.  Love,  17  Hawaii  194.  Ky. — Owings 
V.  Gibson,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  515.  Miss. 
Thomas  v.  State,  5  How.  20.  Mo. — State 
ex  rel.  Gallivan  v.  Bradley,  194  Mo.  166, 
92  S.  W.  464.  N.  J.— Denu  v.  Tatem,  1 
N.  J.  L.  164.  N.  Y. — Davis  v.  Seaward, 
85  Misc.  210,  146  N.  Y.  Supp.  981.  Ohio. 
State  V.  Winget,  37  Ohio  St.  153.  Pa. 
Bank  of  North  America  v.  Fitzsimons, 
2  Binn.  454.  Tex. — Chambers  v.  Hodges, 
23  Tex.  104.  W.  Va.— Cheuvront  v. 
Horner,  62  W.  Va.  476,  89  S.  E.  964. 
Wis. — Sehaeffner's  Appeal,  41  Wis.  260; 
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ground  of  disqualification  even  in  the  absence  of  statute.' 

In  some  states  statutes  have  been  enacted  which  provide  that  a  judge 
who  had  been  counsel  in  the  case  is  disqualified  to  act  therein.^  Such 
statutes  must  be  strictly  construed  and  no  ground  of  disqualification 
exists  thereunder  unless  the  judge  had  been  counsel  in  the  pending 
action  or  proceeding,"  although  it  is  held  in  some  cases  that  a  judge 
^ho  has  been  counsel  in  another  suit  between  the  same  parties  based 
on  the  same  cause  of  action  is  disqualified  to  act.^°    But  a  judge  is  not 


Morgan  «.  Hammett,  23  Wis.  30.    Wyo. 
Boss  V.  State,  8  Wyo.  351,  57  Pac.  924. 

7.  Pla.— State  v.  Hocker,  34  Fla.  25, 
15  So.  581,  25  L.  B.  A.  114;  Tampa 
St.  Ey.  &  P.  Co.  V.  Tampa  Sub.  E.  E. 
Co.,  30  Ha.  595,  11  So.  562,  17  L.  E. 
A.  681.  N.  Y. — Ten  Eick  v.  Simpson, 
11  Paige  177.  W.  Va.— State  v.  Cot- 
trell,  45  W.  Va.  837,  32  S.  E.  162. 

See  also  infra,  IX,  B,  6,  e. 

8.  U.  S. — Epstein  v.  United  States, 
196  Fed.  354,  116  C.  0.  A.  174.  Cal. 
People  «.  Ah  Lee  Boon,  97  Cal.  171,  31 
Pac.  933.  Colo. — People  v.  District  Ct., 
26  Colo.  226,  56  Pac.  1115;  Sterling  No. 
2  Ditch  Co.  V.  lUff  &  Platte  Yal.  Ditch 
Co.,  24  Colo.  491,  52  Pac.  669.  Ga. 
East  Eome  Town  Co.  v.  Cothran,  81 
Ga.  359,  8  8.  E.  737.  Ind.— Pechheimer 
V.  Washington,  77  Ind.  366;  Joyce  v. 
Whitney,  57  Ind.  550;  Witter  «.  Taylor, 
7  Ind.  110.  Kan.— Tootle  v.  Berkley, 
60  Kan.  446,  56  Pae.  755.  La.— State- 
v.  Judge,  27  La.  Ann.  225;  Amacker 
V.  Vamado,  19  La.  Ann.  381.  Mich. 
Curtis  V.  Wilcox,  74  Mich.  69,  41  N.  W. 
863;  Fraser  «.  Lapeer  Circ.  Judge,  48 
Mich.  176,  12  N.  W.  40;  People  «. 
Judge,  26  Mich.  342.  Mo.— Stat-e  v. 
Gray,  100  Mo.  App.  98,  72  S.  W.  1081. 
N.  H.— Moses  v.  Julian,  45  N.  H.  52, 
84  Am.  Dec.  114.  N.  Y.— Wigand  v. 
Dejonge,  8  Abb.  N.  C.  260;  Van  Eens- 
selaer  v.  Douglas,  2  Wend.  290.  Pa. 
Voris  V.  Smith,  13  Serg.  &  E.  334. 
Tex. — State  v.  Burks,  82  Tex.  584,  18 
S.  W.  662;  Taylor  v.  Williams,  26  Tex. 
583;  Kalklosh  v.  Bunting,  40  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  233,  88  S.  W.  389;  Gaines  v. 
Hindman  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  74  S.  W. 
588. 

[a]  Judge  on  Appeal. — .Under  a  stat- 
ute prohibiting  judges  to  sit  or  par- 
ticipate in  the  decision  of  a  cause  in 
which  they  have  been  attorney  or  coun- 
sel, a  determination  of  an  appeal  par- 
ticipated in  by  a  justice  who  had  been 
attorney  with  regard  to  matters  in- 
volved  in   the    action    is    void    even 


though  the  majority  of  the  court  ren- 
dered a  judgment  contrary  to  the  opin- 
ion of  the  disqualified  judge.  Seaward 
V.  Tasker,  143  N.  T.  Supp.  257. 

[b]  Incompetent  To  Settle  Bill  of 
Exceptions. — State  ex  rel.  Gallivan  v. 
Bradley,  194  Mo.  166,  92  S.  W.  464. 
To  the  same  effect.  Waterman  v.  Mor- 
gan,  114  Ind.  237,  16  N.  E.  590. 

9,  U,  S. — Duncan  v.  Atlantic  C.  L. 
E.  Co.,  223  Fed.  446.  Ky.— Owings  v. 
Gibson,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  515.  N.  Y. 
Davis  V.  Seaward,  146  N.  Y.  Supp.  981; 
Seaward  v.  Tasker,  143  N.  Y.  Supp. 
257.  Pa. — Keller  v.  Eiverton  Water 
Co.,  34  Pa.  Super.  301.  Tex.— Glass- 
cock V.  Hughes,  55  Tex.  461;  Frinkle 
V.  State,  59,  Tex.  Crim.  257,  127  S.  W. 
1060.  Wash.— Portson  Shingle  Co.  v. 
Skagland,  77  Wash.  8,  137  Pac.  304. 

[a]  Where  the  judge's  name  was 
inadvertently  used  as  counsel  and  he 
was  not  in  fact  an  attorney  in  the 
ease,  he  Is  not  disqualified).  Fort 
Worth  &  D.  C.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Mackney, 
83  Tex.  410,  18  S.  W.  949. 

[b]  Negotiations  not  resulting  in 
his  employment  do  not  disqualify  him. 
Baines  v.  State,  43  Tex.  Crim.  490,  66 
S.  W.  847.  ^ 

10.  Kahanek  v.  Galveston,  etc.  Ey. 
Co.,  72  Tex.  476,  10  S.  W.  570;  New- 
come  V.  Light,  58  Tex.  141,  44  Am. 
Eep.  604;  Barnes  v.  State,  47  Tex. 
Crim.  461,  83  S.  W.  1124;  Woody  v. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.),  69  S.  W.  155;  State 
V.  Dick,  125  Wis.  51,  103  N.  W.  229. 
But  see  Taylor  v.  Williams,  26  Tex. 
583. 

[a]  Where  defendant  had  been  for- 
merly convicted  of  a  simple  assault 
arising  out  of  the  same  transaction 
and  based  upon  the  same  state  of  facts 
and  the  trial  judge  in  that  case  acted 
as  private  prosecuting  attorney  and 
thereafter  the  grand  jury  indicted  de- 
fendant upon  the  same  facts  for  the 
offense  of  aggravated  assault,  the  judge 
is   disqualified  to  try  the  case.     John- 
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disqualified  as  having  been  of  counsel  in  a  cause  where  the  parties  in 
the  pending  suit  are  different,^^  or  the  issues  are  separate  and  dis- 
tinet.^^  Nor  is  it  material  that  some  of  the  issues  of  the  case  at  bar 
were  involved  in  the  action  in  which  the  trial  judge  acted  as  attorney 
for  one  of  the  parties,^^  or  that  the  same  or  similar  questions  were  in- 
volved,^* or  that  the  judge  prior  to  his  election  had  been  attorney  for 
one  of  the  parties  in  matters  not  connected  with  the  pending  cause/* 


son  V.  State,  29  Tex.  App.  526,  16  S. 
W.  418. 

11.  Lassen  Irr.  Co.  v.  Superior  Court, 
151  Cal.  357,  90  Pac.  709;  City  of 
Austin  V.  CahiU,  99  Tex.  172,  88  S.  W. 
542,  89  S.  W.  552. 

[a]  Prejudice  Against  Party. — The 
fact  that  the  judge  theretofore  had 
been  of  counsel  in  other  cases  against 
the  defendant  by  reason  whereof  de- 
fendant believes  that  the  judge  is  so 
prejudiced  against  him  as  to  deny  him 
a  fair  trial,  does  not  present  a  ground 
for  disqualification.  Trinkle  v.  State, 
59  Tex.  Crim.  257,  127  S.  W.  1060. 

12.  The  Eichmond,  9  Fed.  863;  Butts 
V.  Davis  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  149  S.  W. 
741. 

[a]  Where  the  questions  in  the  two 
cases  are  quite  different,  though  in  some 
measure  growing  out  of  the  same 
transactions,  the  material  issue  in  one 
case  being  whether  a  certain  trust  deed 
had  been  made  and  in  the  other 
whether  the  trusts  under  such  deed 
were  fulfilled,  the  fact  that  the  judge 
was  of  counsel  in  one  case  does  not 
disqualify  him  from  trying  the  other. 
Hungerford  v.  Gushing,  2  "Wis.  397. 

[b]  A  judge  who  was  attorney  for 
an  administrator  (1)  appointed  on  his 
petition,  is  not  disqualified  from  hear- 
ing a  petition  of  the  administrator  to 
s«ll  land  of  the  estate,  filed  many 
years  afterwards.  Eyan  v.  Geigel,  25 
Colo.  App.  122,  136  Pac.  804.  (2)  Nor 
is  such  former  connection  as  counsel 
for  the  administrator  a  ground  of  the 
judge's  disqualification  in  a  proceeding 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  brought  ,against 
the  estate.  Morrissey  v.  Gray,  160  Cal. 
390,  117  Pac.  438. 

[c]  Action  by  Receiver  for  Whom 
He  Secured  Appointment. — A  judge  is 
not  disqualified  to  hear  and  determine 
a  case,  brought  by  a  receiver  against 
a  third  party,  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  he  as  attorney  at  law  had  been 
employed  to  file  the  petition  for  the 
appointment    of    the    receiver,    where 
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after  such  appointment  he  had  retired 
from  the  ease  and  had  no  further  con- 
nection therewith  and  was  not  inter- 
ested in  any  way  in>  the  litigation. 
Conyers  v.  Ford,  111  Ga.  754,  36  S.  E. 
947. 

13.  Cal.— Cleghorn  v.  Cleghorn,  66 
Cal.  309,  5  Pac.  516.  Md.— Blackburn 
V.  Craufurd,  22  Md.  447.  Tex. — Glass- 
cock V.  Hughes,  55  Tex.  461. 

[a]  Criminal  Case. — A  county  judge 
is  not  disqualified  to  act  in  a  case 
wherein  defendant  is  charged  with  a 
criminal  offense,  although  he  appears 
as  attorney  for  plaintiff  in  a  civil  ac- 
tion to  which  the  accused  is  defendant. 
Mclndoo  V.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim.  307, 
147  S.  W.  235. 

14.  U.  S.— 2w  re  Nevitt,  117  Fed. 
448,  54  C.  C.  A.  622.  N.  Y.— Keefe  v. 
Third  Nat.  Bank,  177  N.  Y.  305,  69 
N.  E.  593.  Tex. — King  v.  Sapp,  66 
Tex.  519,  2  S.  W.  573;  Taylor  v.  Wil- 
liams, 26  Tex.  583. 

15.  TJ.  S.— Carr  v.  Fife,  156  U.  S. 
494,  15  Sup.  Ct.  427,  39  L.  ed.  508. 
Colo. — Eyan  v.  Geigel,  25  Colo.  App. 
122,  136  Pac.  804.  Ga.— Woolfolk  ii. 
State,  85  Ga.  69,  11  S.  E.  814.  Haw. 
Territory  v.  Kapiolani,  20  Hawaii  548. 
Ky. — Owings  v.  Gibson,  2  A.  K.  Marsh. 
515.  Mo. — Fields  v.  Bollinger,  234  Mo. 
190,  136  S.  W.  293.  Mont.— State  ex 
rel.  McCornlick  v.  Wpody,  14  Mont.  455, 
36  Pac.  1043.  N.  Y.— Davis  v.  Seaward, 
85  Misc.  210,  146  N.  Y.  Supp.  981. 
Tex.^McIndoo  v.  State,  66  Tex.  Crim. 
307,  147  S.  W.  235;  Trinkle  v.  State,  59 
Tex.  Crim.  257,  127  S.  W.  1060.  Wash. 
Fortson  Shingle  Co.  v.  Skagland,  77 
Wash.  8,  137  Pac.  304. 

[a]  "The  mere  fact  that  an  attor- 
ney, in  his  professional  capacity,  for- 
merly prosecuted  an  individual  in  a 
civil  or  criminal  action,  creates  no  pre- 
sumption that  such  attorney  is  preju- 
diced against  such  individual  in  any. 
other  matter. ' '  Karcher  v. .  Pearce,  14 
Colo.  557,  24  Pac.  568. 

[b]  The  mere  fact  that  the  judge 
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unless  he  had  received  a  general  retainer  from  such  party.^*  But  Adhere 
the  right  to  recovery  in  one  action  is  dependent  upon  the  result  of  an- 
other, a  judge  who  was  the  attorney  of  one  of  the  parties  in  one  action 
is  disqualified  from  presiding  at  the  trial  of  the  other  action." 

It  has  been  held  in  some  cases  that  a  judge  is  disqualified  not  only 
in  the  identical  c,  se  in  which  he  has  been  the  attorney  but  also  in  any 
supplemental  or  other  proceedings  closely  connected  therewith  as  for 
the  enforcement  of  the  judgment  obtained.*^  On  the  other  hand  it  has 
been  held  that  a  judge  who  had  been  counsel  in  a  case  in  which  a  judg- 
ment was  obtained  by  him  is  not  disqualified  to  hear  and  determine  a> 
proceeding  for  the  revival  of  such  judgment." 

It  is  immaterial  so  far  as  the  judge's  disqualification  is  concerned, 
whether  compensation  was  charged  or  not  by  the  judge  for  his  services 
as  counsel  of  one  of  the  parties,'"*  and  the  disqualification  upon  the 


has  once  been  attorney  for  a  party 
does  not  disqualify  him  under  such  a, 
statute  unless  he  was  counsel  in  the 
pending  case.  State  v.  Woody,  14 
Mont.  455,  36  Pae.  1043. 

[e]  A  probate  Judge  is  not  disquali- 
fied to  hear  a  proceeding  for  the  pro- 
bate of  a  will  on  the  ground  that  he 
was  an  attorney  for  the  testator  in  cer- 
tain actions  which  the  deceased  had 
pending  before  and  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  People  ex  rel.  Kirk  v.  Weiant, 
30  Hun  (N.  T.)  475.  See  also  SehaefE- 
ner's  Appeal,  41  Wis.  260. 

[d]  "If  either  the  cause  or  con- 
troversy is  not  Identical  the  disquali- 
fication does  not  exist.  .  .  .  the  con- 
troversy in  which  the  judge  was  of 
counsel  was  as  to  the  liability  for  a  col- 
lision. The  controversy  now  pending 
and  being  litigated  is  with  reference 
to  the  liability  of  sureties  under  a 
mandate  remitted  from  the  supreme 
court.  It  could  not  be  error  for  the 
judge  to  sit  in  this  matter,  nor  would 
the  statute  exempt  him."  The  Eich- 
mond,  9  Fed.  863. 

16.  Kern  Valley  Water  Co.  v.  Me- 
Cord,  70  Gal.  646,  11  Pac.  798. 

17.  Seaward  v.  Tasker,  143  N.  Y. 
Supp.  257. 

[a]  Civil  and  Criminal  Action  on 
Same  Transaction. — Where  a  judge  is 
employed  by  a  wife  as  attorney  to 
bring  suit  for  divorce  against  her  hus- 
band on  the  ground  of  cruelty,  he  is 
disqualified  to  preside  at  the  husband's 
trial  for  assault  on  his  wife,  as  this 
offense  constituted  the  gravamen  of 
the  action  for  divorce.  Barnes  v.  State, 
47  Tex.  Crim,  461,  83  S.  W.  1124. 


[b]  Issues    Substantially    Identical 

Where  the  judge  prior  to  his  election 
was  attorney  for  the  comptroller  of 
the  state  in  a  proceeding  to  determine 
the  amount  of  taxes  due  upon  the  es- 
tate and  it  was  claimed  that  consid- 
erable property  was  concealed  by  the 
executor,  the  judge  is  disqualified  to 
hear  a  petition  for  the  removal  of  the 
executor,  as  "the  two  proceedings 
may  reasonably  be  regarded  as  one." 
People  ex  rel.  Kennedy  v.  Gill,  147  App, 
Div.  924,  131  N.  T.  Supp.  902. 

[c]  Successive  Actions  for  Divorce. 
Where  the  first  action  was  by  the  wiife, 
in  which  the  judge  was  defendant's 
attorney,  and  the  second  was  by  the 
husband,  the  judge  is  disqualified  to 
sit  in  the  second.  Newcome  v.  Light, 
58  Tex.  141,  44  Am.  Eep.  604. 

18.  State  V.  Hocker,  34  Fla.  25,  15 
So.  581,  25  L.  E.  A.  114,  a  claim  ease. 

[a]  A  probate  judge  is  disqualified 
to  hear  a  petition  for  the  sale  of  land 
to  satisfy  a  judgment  recovered  in  an 
action  in  which  the  judge  acted  as 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff.  Darling  v. 
Pierce,  15  Hun  (N.  T.)  542. 

19.  Stevens  v.  Hall,  8  Idaho  549,  69 
Pae.  282. 

[a]  But  where  the  judge  was  not 
only  of  counsel  in  obtaining  the  judg- 
ment revived  but  has  a  direct  and 
pecuniary  interest  in  the  judgment,  the 
attorney's  fee  not  having  been  paid, 
he  is  disqualified  to  hear  the  cause. 
Tootle  «.  Berkley,  60  Kan.  446,  56  Pae. 
755. 

20.  Ga. — East  Eome  Town  Co.  v. 
Cothran,  81  Ga.  359,  8  S.  B.  737.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Haas,  105  App.  Div.  119,  93 
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ground  of  having  been  counsel,  extends  to  all  eases  handled  by  a  law 
firm  of  which  the  judge  was  formerly  a  partner,  although  he  did  not 
personally  participate  therein.^^ 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  formal  relation  of  attorney  and  client 
should  have  existed  between  the  judge  and  a  party  to  the  cause,  but 
any  service  rendered  In  that  cause  by  the  judge  in  a  professional  capa- 
city as  a  lawyer,  disqualifies  him.^-  Where  the  judge  as  counsel  had 
given  advice  as  to  the  matter  in  dispute,  he  is  disqualified  to  sit  in 
the  case.^^  But  the  fact  that  he  had,  prior  to  his  election,  given  advice 
in  a  matter  connected  with  the  pending  suit  does  not  necessarily  dis- 
qualify him.2*  The  fact  that  he  tried  to  persuade  the  parties  to  com- 
promise  the  litigation  does  not  disqualify  him.^^ 

Criminal  Cases.  —  The  rules  pertaining  to  disqualification  of  judges 
upon  the  ground  of  having  been  counsel  in  the  ease  are  applicable  to 
criminal  cases.^*    A  judge  who  as  prosecuting  attorney  participated  In 


N.  T.  Supp.  790.  Tex. — Woody  v. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.),  69  S.  W.  155. 

[a]  If  a  judge  as  an  attorney 
should  advise  as  to  a  matter  in  dis- 
pute, the  judge  would  thereafter  be  dis- 
qualified from  sitting  in  the  case,  when 
it  had  ripened  into  a  suit,  even  though 
he  had  charged  no  fee  for  his  advice, 
provided  he  was  consulted  profession- 
ally.   Slaven  v.  Wheeler,  58  Tex.  23. 

21.  East  Eome  Town  Co.  ■».  Coth- 
ran,  81  Ga.  359,  8  S.  E.  737. 

[a]  Member  of  Law  Finn. — ^It  is 
contended  that  as  the  judge  was  "ab- 
sent when  the  business  was  transacted 
by  his  copartner  in  ■  he  firm  name, 
and  knew  nothing  of  it,  and  never  re- 
ceived any  compensation  for  the  serv- 
ices which  his  copartner  in  the  name 
of  the  firm  rendered,  and  did  not  be- 
come judge  till  long  afterwards,  he 
was  free  from  disqualification;  but  we 
think  otherwise.  What  his  partner  did 
in  the  firm  name  was  done  by  the  firm 
and  upon  the  firm  responsibility,  and 
this  was  so  whether  compensation  was 
charged  or  not."  East  Eome  Town  Co. 
V.  Cothran,  81  Ga.  359,  8  S.  B.  737. 

22.  People  v.  Haas,  105  App.  Div. 
119,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  790. 

23.  Slaven  v.  Wheeler,  58  Tex.  23. 
[a]    Where  a  judge  advised  a  party 

as  to  the  legal  eifect  of  a  document 
he  is  disqualified  to  determine  an  ac- 
tion in  which  the,  controversy  turns 
U'pon  a  right  under  such  document. 
Tampa  St.  Ey.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Tampa  Sub- 
urban E.  Co.,  30  Pla.  595,  11  So.  562, 
17  L.  E.  A.  681;  Slaven  v.  Wheeler,  58 
Tex.  23. 

Vol.  XVI 


24.  Mo. — ^Fields  ».  Bollinger,  234  Mo. 
190,  136  S.  W.  293.  Pa.— Bank  of 
North  America  v.  Fitzsimons,  2  Binn. 
454.  Tex. — CuUen  v.  Drane,  82  Tex. 
484,  18  S.  W.  590. 

[a]  Action  Against  Tenant  Under 
Lease  Drawn  by  Judge. — ^A  judge  is 
not  disqualified  to  preside  at  the  trial 
of  an  action  for  ejectment  brought 
against  the  tenant  under  a  lease  which 
was  drawn  by  the  judge.  Cook  v. 
Berth,  102  Mass.  372. 

[b]  Counsel  in  the  Case. — ^Where 
the  statute  expressly  provides  that  a 
judge  is  disqualified  only  where  the 
judge  had  been  of  counsel  "in  the 
ease,"  the  fact  that  the  judge  as 
counsel  gave  an  opinion  in  regard  to 
the  validity  of  the  title  to  the  land 
in  controversy  does  not  disqualify  him 
from  trying  a  case  for  the  recovery  of 
such  land,  as  the  opinion  may  have 
been  given  in  some  other  case  in  re- 
gard to  the  title.  Houston  &  T.  G. 
By.  Co.  V.  Eyan,  44  Tex.  426. 

25.  In  re  Nevitt,  117  Fed.  448,  S4 
0.  C.  A.  622. 

[a]  But  wliere  the  whole  case  vraa 
laid  before  him  before  his  election,  on 
a  proposition  of  compromise,  and  the 
judge  give  his  advice  in  regard  to  the 
compromise,  he  is  disqualified  to  sit 
on  the  trial  of  the  cause.  Curtis  V. 
Wilcox,  74  Mich.  69,  41  N.  W.  863. 

26.  State  v.  Woods,  124  La.  738,  50 
So.  671. 

[a]  "We  are  unable  to  discover  any 
reason  for  prohibiting  a  judge  from 
presiding  in  a  civil  cause  in  which  he 
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the  preliminary  proceedings  is  disqualified  to  sit  at  the  trial  of  a  crim- 
inal case,^^-  though  it  has  been  held,  in  a  state  where  the  statute  did 
not  expressly  cover  this  case,  that  merely  drawing  the  statutory  in- 
dictment without  participation  in  presenting  the  case  to  the  grand 
jury,  does  not  disqualify  a  former  prosecuting  attorney  to  try  the 
case.^* 

6.  In  Probate  Proceedings.  —  a.  Interest  in  the  Estate.  —  The 
general  rules  governing  disqualification  of  judges  are  applicable  to 
probate  proceedings,^^  and  the  interest  in  an  estate  must  be  direct'" 


may  have  been  of  counsel,  whicli  does 
not  apply  on  the  trial  of  a  criminal 
cause.  The  constitution  makes  no  dis- 
tinction, and  we  are  not  authorized  to 
make  any."  Mathis  v.  State,  3  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  127. 

[b]  A  judge  who  has  given  advice 
to  defendant's  alleged  accomplice  can- 
not preside  on  the  trial  of  a  criminal 
case.  People  v.  Haas,  105  App.  Div. 
119,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  790. 

[c]  Pronouncing  Sentence. — Where 
the  judge  previously  and  while  engaged 
in  the  practice  of  the  law  had  been 
consulted  and  retained  as  counsel  for 
the  state  by  the  prosecutor  and  the 
trial  and  conviction  were  had  before 
the  judge  came  upon  the  bench,  it  is 
not  reversible  error  for  such  judge  to 
pronounce  sentence.  Thomas  v.  State, 
5   How.    (Miss.)    20. 

27.  Tenn. — Mathis  v.  State,  3  Heisk. 
127.  Tex. — Johnson  v.  State,  29  Tex. 
App.  526,  16  S.  W.  418.  W.  Va.— State 
V.  Cottrell,  45  W.  Va.  837,  32  S.  E. 
162. 

[a]  The  Texas  statute  erpressly  dis- 
qualiiSes  one  who  has  acted  in  the  same 
case  as  counsel  for  the  state.  This  in- 
cludes receiving  the  complaint,  reduc- 
ing it  to  writing,  having  it  signed  and 
sworn  to  and  attesting  it.  Terry  v. 
State   (Tex.  Crim.),  24  S.  W.  510. 

[b]  But  a  judge  who  assisted  the 
district  attorney  in  presenting  to  the 
grand  jury  the  case  against  defend- 
ant's accomplice  is  not  disqualified  to 
preside  at  the  trial,  where  the  parti- 
cipation of  the  defendant  in  the  crime 
was  not  known  or  referred  to  at  that 
time.  Loeklin  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
75  S.  W.  305. 

28.  Kirby  v.  State,  78  Miss.  175,  28 
So.  846,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  622. 

[a]  "If  it  had  been  shown  that 
the  judge,  as  district  attorney,  had 
heard  the  facts  and  advised  and  drawn 


the  bill,  a  very  different  ease  would 
be  before  us."  Kirby  v.  State,  78 
Miss.  175,  38  So.  846,  84  Am.  St.  Eep. 
622. 

[b]  But  in  State  v.  Cottrell,  45  W. 
Va.  837,  32  S.  E.  162,  where  the  court 
holding  that  a  judge,  who  as  prose- 
cuting attorney  drew  the  indictment, 
is  disqualified  it  is  said:  "No  prose- 
cutor likes  to  quash  his  own  papers,  and 
his  knowledge  of  the  facts  obtained 
while  prosecutor  may  tend  to  preju- 
dice the  prisoner's  right  to  a  fair  and 
impartial  trial.  Evil  appearances 
should  be  avoided." 

29.  Cal.— Estate  of  White,  37  Cal. 
190.  Mo.— State  v.  Gray,  100  Mo.  App. 
98,  72  S.  W.  1081.  Nev.— State  v. 
Mack,  26  Nev.  430,  69  Pac.  862. 

[a]  Although  "probate  proceedings 
are  special  and  statutory  in  their  char- 
acter, they  must  be  classed  among  pro- 
ceedings of  a  civil  nature  .  .  .  Be- 
sides, the  act,  itself,  in  terms,  applies 
to  all  proceedings  of  a  civil  nature,  as 
well  as  to  actions  in  the  stricter  sense." 
State  ex  rel.  Nissler  v.  Donlan,  32  Mont. 
256,  80  Pac.  244. 

30.  Glavecke  v.  Tijirina,  24  Tex. 
663.     See  supra,  IX,  B,  3,  a. 

[a]  That  the  surrogate  in  his  otR- 
clal  capacity  has  funds  in  his  possession 
belonging  to  the  estate  and  for  which 
he  must  account,  does  not  disqualify 
him.  Matter  of  Hancock,  91  N.  Y. 
284. 

[b]  Where  the  judge  is  one  of  the 
vestrymen  of  a  church,  who  by  the 
terms  of  the  incorporating  act  are  in- 
vested with  all  its  property,  he  is  dis- 
qualified to  act  in  the  probate  of  a 
will  in  which  the  church  is  named  as 
the  beneficiary.  State  v.  Yoiing,  31 
Ela.  594,  12  So.  673,  34  Am.  St.  Rep. 
41,   19  L.  B.  A.   636. 

[c]  The  judge's  joint  interest  with 
tbe  estate  in  a  tract  of  land  does  not 
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and  subsisting'^  before  it  will  disqualify  a  probate  judge.  A  judge  who 
holds  a  claim  against  an  estate  is  disqualified  to  act  therein.^^  So  too, 
an  indebtedness  of  the  probate  judge  to  an  estate  creates  a  disqualify- 
ing interest.'^  The  fact  that  the  judge  is  also  the  representative  of  an 
estate  disqualifies  him  as  to  that  estate,'*  as  does  the  fact  that  he  was 
formerly  its  representative  and  has  never  made  a  final  settlement,'^ 
or  is  the  representative  of  a  deceased  heir  or  beneficiary  of  the  estate.'* 


disqualify  Mm  to  appoint  an  adminis- 
trator of  the  estate.  "When  it  shall 
become  necessary  to  make  an  order 
relating  to  the  land  in  whieh  he  has 
an  interest,  then  if  he  still  have  an 
interest  in  it,  his  competency  may  be 
called  in  question.  Before  such  order 
may  be  necessary,  he  may  not  be  in 
office  .  .  .,  or  he  may  have  trans- 
ferred his  interest  in  such  a  way,  that 
he  will  not  then  be  disqualified  from 
acting.  It  is  unnecessary  to  anticipate 
the  contingencies  which  might  or  might 
not  disqualify  him  from  acting." 
Glavecke  v.  Tijirina,  24  Tex.  663. 

[d]  But  a  probate  judge  holding  a 
power  of  attorney  from  persons  claim- 
ing to  be  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  de- 
ceased by  viitue  of  which  he  is  to  re- 
ceive for  them  all  the  money  and  prop- 
erty which  they  might  be  entitled  to 
from  the  estate  of  the  deceased  is  ab- 
solutely disqualified  to  act  in  the  mat- 
ters of  the  estate  except  to  arrange 
the  calendar  or  to  change  the  venue. 
Estate  of  White,  37  Cal.  190. 

[e]  A  probate  judge  who  is  one  of 
the  sureties  on  the  administrator's 
bond,  is  disqualified  to  act  in  the  set- 
tlement of  the  administration.  Wil- 
son V.  Wilson,  36  Ala.  655.  Compare 
Halbert  v.  Martin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  30 
S.  W.  388,  holding  that  a  judge  who 
was  surety  on  the  bond  of  a  temporary 
administrator  is  not  disqualified. 

31.  City  of  El  Paso  v.  Ft.  Dearborn 
Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  71  S.  W. 
799;  Eiehter  v.  Estate  of  Leiby,  107 
Wis.  404,  83  N.  W.  694. 

32.  Ala. — Thornton  v.  Moore,  61  Ala. 
347.  La. — Succession  of  Payne,  32  La. 
Ann.  355.  Mass. — Cofftn  v.  Cottle,  9 
Pick.  287;  In  re  Cottle,  5  Pick.  483. 

[a]  "The  creditor,  ...  is  pecun- 
iarily interested  in  every  proceeding  in 
the  administration,  from  the  appoint- 
ment of  an  administrator  until  his 
claim  is  paid.  This  is  such  a  direct 
pecuniary  interest  as  would  incapaci- 
tate a  judge  who  is  a  creditor  of  the 
estate  from  making  any  orders  what- 
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ever  in  the  administration  thereof." 
Burks  V.  Bennett,  62  Tex.  277. 

[b]  Notwithstanding  His  Intention 
Not  To  Enforce  the  Claim, — Sigourney 
V.  Sibley,  21  Pick.  (Mass.)  101,_32  Am. 
Dee.  248,  discussing  effect  of  release 
and  waiver  of  disqualifying  interest,  i 

j;e]  Even  Though  His  Claim  Is  In- 
ventoried as  Paid. — Succession  of  Ehea, 
31  La.  Ann.  323.  But  compare  City  of 
El  Paso  V,  Ft.  Dearborn  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  71  S.  W.  799,  hold- 
ing that  if  the  claim  of  the  judge  is 
paid  or  otherwise  discharged  or  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations  it  does 
not  operate  to  create  the  judge's  dis- 
qualification. 

[d]  Where  a  judge  before  his  elec- 
tion was  a  member  of  a  law  firm  to 
which  decedent  was  indebted  for  legal 
services  rendered;,  the  judg^  is  £s- 
qualified  to  pass  upon  a  contested  ac- 
count in  the  matter  of  the  estate,  al- 
though prior  to  his  election  he  trans- 
ferred all  his  interest  in  the  fees  of 
the  firm  to  his  former  law  partner. 
Succession  of  Jan,  48  La.  Ann.  924,  10 
So.  6.      -  ~ 

[e]  But  where  a  judge  certifies  In 
substance  that  he  is  not  a  creditor  of 
the  estate  and  claims  no  interest  there- 
in he  is  not  disqualified  by  reason  of 
the  fact  that  his  name  was  put  on  the 
list  of  creditors  of  the  estate.  Perk- 
ins V.  Shadbolt,  44  Wis.  574. 

[f]  Where  the  statute  specifically 
provides  how  a  judge's  claim  against 
the  estate  shall  be  disposed  of,  he  is 
disqualified  to  act  only  in  those  mat- 
ters which  directly  affect  his  claim. 
Regents  of  Univ.  of  California  v.  Tur- 
ner, 159  Cal.  541,  114  Pac.  842,  Ann. 
Cas.  1912C,  1162. 

33.  Gay  v.  Minot,  3  Cush.  (Mass.) 
352;  Matter  of  Hancock,  27  Hun  (N. 
Y.)    78. 

34.  Bedell  v.  Bailey,  58  N.  H.  62. 

35.  Burks  v,.  Bennett,  55  Tex.  237, 
temporary  administrator. 

36.  In  re  Bacon,  7  Gray  (Mass.), 
391. 
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A  judge  who  was  a  witness  to  a  will  is  not  thereby  disqualified  to 
pass  upon  its  probate,^'  but  a  judge  is  not  qualified  to  sit  on  the  pro- 
bate of  a  will  which  had  been  drawn  by  him.'* 

b.  Belationship  to  Party  in  Interest.  —  The  relationship  of  a  pro- 
bate judge  within  the  prohibited  degree  to  a  party  interested  in  an  es- 
tate ordinarily  disqualifies  him,^^  but  in  some  jurisdictions  a  judge  is 
not  disqualified  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  his  wife  is  an  heir  or  legatee 
of  the  decedent.*" 

c.  Former  Counsel.*'^  —  A  judge  who  has  been  counsel  for  the  heirs 
of  the  decedent,*^  or  for  the  executor  of  the  estate,*'  is  disqualified  to 
act  in  matters  of  the  estate. 

Belationship  to  Personal  Representative.  —  A  judge  who  is  related  to 
the  personal  representative  is  disqualified  to  act  in  the  estate,  and**  it 
is  therefore  improper  for  him  to  appoint  a  relative  as  administrator.*^ 

7  Bias.  —  a.  Generally.  —  In  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions 
prejudice  not  based  on  property  interest  is  no  ground*^  of  disqualifica- 


37.  Patten  v.  Tallman,  27  Me.  IT. 

38.  Moses  v.  Julian,  45  N.  H.  52,  84 
Am.  Dec.  114. 

39.  Ala. — Oook  v.  Newberg,  124 
Ala.  479,  27  So.  432,  82  Am.  St.  Eep. 
190.  Cal.— HoweU  v.  Budd,  91  Gal. 
342,  27  Pac.  747.  La.— Lacroix 's  Suc- 
cession, 30  La.  Ann,  924. 

See  supra,  IX,  B,  4. 

[a]  Where  a  legacy  to  the  judge's 
■wife  falls  because  she  is  a  witness  to 
the  will,  he  is  not  disqualified.  In  re 
Hopkins'  Will,  3  N.  T.  Supp.  661,  6 
Dem.  Sur.  12,  19  N.  Y.  St.  528. 

40.  Perkins  v.  George,  45  N.  H.  453. 

41.  Disqualification  To  Probate  Will 
Drawn  by  Him. — See  supra  IX,  B,  4,  a. 

42.  Graham  v.  People,  111  HI.  253; 
In  re  Cottle,  5  Pick.  (Mass.)  483. 

[a]  A  probate  judge  holding  a 
power  of  attorney  from  certain  per- 
sons claiming  to  be  the  heirs  at  law 
of  the  deceased  is  disqualified,  as  a 
party  interested  in  the  proceeding,  to 
act  in  any  matter  pertaining  to  such 
estate.     Estate  of  White,  37  Cal.  190. 

[b]  Interest  in  Single  Question. 
Where  a  judge  as  attorney  for  heirs 
of  an  intestate  is  interested  only  in  a 
single  question  connected  with  the  set- 
tlement of  an  estate,  he  is  disqualified 
to  act  in  relation  to  that  particular 
question,  but  in  all  other  respects  the 
settlement  of  the  estate  may  proceed 
before  him.  "An  estate  is  not  a  sin- 
gle litigation.    Its  settlement  may  in- 


volve many  distinct  legal  controversies, 
in  some  of  which  one  attorney  may 
be  interested,  and  in  others  diilerent 
attorneys."  Graham  v.  People,  111 
ni.  253. 

43.  Wigand  v.  Dejonge,  8  Abb.  N. 
C.  (N.  T.)  260.  But  see  State  v. 
Woody,  14  Mont.  455,  36  Pac.  1048, 
holding  that  a  judge  who  has  been  the 
attorney  for  an  administratrix  is  not 
disqualified  from  trying  a  proceeding 
instituted  for  her. 

44.  Plowman  v.  Henderson,  59  Ala. 
559;  Hall  v.  Thayer,  105  Mass.  219,  7 
Am.  Eep.  513.    See  supra  IX,  B,  4. 

4.5.  Plowman  v.  Henderson,  59  Ala. 
559  (appointment  improper  but  not 
void);  Hail  v.  Thayer,  105  Mass.  219, 
7  Am.  Eep.  513. 

46.  Ark. — Jones  v.  State,  61  Ark.  88, 
32  S.  W.  81.  Cal.— Bulwer  Consolidated 
Min.  Co.  «.  Standard  Con.  Min.  Co.,  83 
Cal.  613,  23  Pac.  1109;  People  v.  Shu- 
ler,  28  Cal.  490;  People  v.  Williams, 
24  Cal.  31.  Fla.— Bryan  v.  State,  41 
Fla.  643,  26  So.  1022.  Ga.— Elliott  v. 
Hipp,  134  Ga.  844,  68  S.  E.  736,  137 
Am.  St.  Eep.  272.  Havr. — 'Ex  parte 
Higashi,  17  Hawaii  428.  Kan. — See 
In  re  Peyton,  12  Kan.  398.  Minn. 
Cooper  V.  Brewster,  1  Minn.  94.  Miss. 
Evans  v.  State,  92  Miss.  34,  45  So.  706. 
Mo.— Scott  V.  Taylor,  231  Mo.  654,  132 
S.  W.  1149.  Mont.— State  v.  Donlan, 
32  Mont.  250,  80  Pac.  244;  In  re  Wes- 
ton, 28  Mont.  207,  72  Pac.  512;  In  re 
Davis'  Estate,  11  Mont.  1,  27  Pac.  342. 
Wev.'^'Allen    v.    Beilly,    15    Nev.    452. 
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tion,  though  it  has  been  held  to  the  contrary.*'  In  many  jurisdic- 
tions it  is  provided  by  statute  that  bias  or  prejudice  on  the  part  of  the 
judge  disqualifies  him  to  try  a  cause,*^  and  such  general  expressions  as 
"otherwise  unable"  or  "otherwise  disqualified"  or  "other  disability" 
following  an  enumeration  of  particular  disqualifications,  have  been 
held  to  include  bias  and  prejudice.** 

In  order  to  constitute  a  ground  of  disqualification  the  alleged  preju- 
dice must  be  directed  against  the  person  of  a  litigant  and  not  merely 
against  the  cause,^"  and  must  be  of  such  character  as  may  prevent  a 


Tex. — Johnson  v.  State,  31  Tex.  Grim. 
456,  20  S.  W.  985. 

[a]  "Our  statute  enumerates  the 
grounds  for  a  change  of  venue,  and  the 
prejudice  of  the  judge  trying  the  cause 
is  not  one  of  ttie  enumerated  grounds. 
.  .  .  However  improper  and  indeli- 
cate such  expressions  as  are  here  at- 
tributed to  the  judge  may  be,  they  do 
not  of  themselves  afford  a  ground  for 
a  reversal  of  the  cause.  .  .  .  The 
most  that  can  be  said  ...  is  that 
such  conduct  will  cause  a  closer  and 
more  rigid  scrutiny  of  the  errors  com- 
plained of."  Gaines  v.  State,  38  Tex. 
Orim.  202,  42.  S.  W.  385. 

47.  Day  v.  Day,  12  Idaho  556,  86 
Pac.  531,  where  it  is  said:  "Regard- 
less of  the  statutory  provision,  where 
...  a  change  of  place  of  trial  is  de- 
manded because  of  the  prejudice  of  a 
judge,  a  change  of  venue,  or  at  least  a 
change  of  judges,  should  be  granted 
to  preserve  from  discredit  the  judiciary 
of  the  state.  No  technical  refinement 
of  argument  can  convince  the  people 
that  a  prejudiced  judge  can  fairly  try 
a  case  between  his  friend  and  his  foe. 
Such  a  thing  might  occur,  but  the  gen- 
eral public  would  not  look  upon  such 
a  trial  as  an  administration  of  justice 
without  prejudice." 

48.  Cal. — People  v.  Compton,  '  123 
Gal.  403,  56  Pac.  44,  under  statute  of 
1897.  111.— McGoon  v.  Little,  7  111.  42. 
Ind. — ^Bernhamer  v.  State,  123  Ind.  577, 
24  N.  E.  509.  la. — Berner  v.  Frazier, 
8  Iowa  77.  Kan. — In  re  Peyton,  12 
Kan.  398.  Ky. — Powers  v.  Eeynolds, 
89  Ky.  259,  12  S.  W.  298.  Minn.— Ea; 
parte  Curtis,  3  Minn.  274.  Mo. — Scott 
V.  Taylor,  231  Mo.  654,  132  S.  W.  1149. 
N.  D.— Stockwell  V.  Crawford,  21  N. 
D.  261,  130  N.  W.  225.  Okla.— Lewis 
v.  Kussell,  4  Okla.  Grim.  129,  111  Pac. 
818.  S.  D. — State  v.  Chapman,  1  S.  D. 
414,  47  N.  W.  411,  10  L.  E.  A.  432. 
Wis. — Haley  v.  Jump  Eiver  Lumb.  Co., 
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81  Wis.  412,  51  N.  W.  321.  Wyo. 
Dolan  V.  Church,  1  Wyo.  187. 

[a]  Statute  Strictly  Construed.— 
"The  disqualification  of  imputed  bias 
and  prejudice  ...  is  purely  statutory. 
It  does  not  rest  upon  the  ascertain- 
ment of  any  fact,  but  only  upon  an 
imputation.  Such  being  the  case,  and 
the  statute  being  open  to  so  much 
abuse,  we  are  inclined  to  construe  it 
strictly  according  to  its  express  terms, 
and  not  broaden  it  by  implication  to 
include  conditions  not  clearly  within 
them."  State  ex  rel.  Nissler  v.  Don- 
Ian,  32  Mont.  256,  80  Pac.  244. 

49.    In  re  Peyton,  12  Kan.  398. 

[a]  "The  words  'otherwise  unable' 
and  'other  disability'  when  applied  to 
the  subject-matter  of  the  statutes,  are 
broad  enough  to  include  the  case  of  a 
justice  who,  for  any  reason,  does  not 
stand  indifferent  in  the  cause.  Con- 
scious bias  or  prejudice  in  favor  of  one 
of  the  parties,  or  against  the  other, 
caused  by  hearing  an  ex  parte  state- 
ment of  the  facts  of  the  case,  is  an  in- 
ability or  disability  to  try  the  case,i 
within  the  just  meaning  of  the  stat- 
utes." Williams  v.  Eobinson,  6  Gush. 
(Mass.)    333. 

50.'  Cal. — McCauley  v.  Weller,  12 
Cal.  500.  Fla. — Purvis  v.  Frink,  55  Pla. 
715,  46  So.  171;  Conn  v.  Chadwick  & 
Co.,  17  Fla.  428.  Ky.— -Powers  v.  Com., 
114  Ky.  237,  70  S.  W.  644;  Smith  v. 
Com.,  108  Ky.  53,  55  S.'  W.  718.  Mo. 
Charlotte  v.  Chouteau,  33  Mo.  194; 
Bent  V.  Lewis,  15  Mo.  App.  40.  Tex. 
Johnson  v.  State,  31  Tex.  Grim.  456, 
20  S.  W.  985. 

[a]  .  Prejudice  Against  Damage 
Suits. — ^In  McDonald's  Admr.  v.  Wall- 
send  Go.,  135  Ky.  624,  117  S.  W.  349 
it  was  held  that  a  judge  who  formerly 
was  an  officer  in  a  coal  mining  com- 
pany and  was  commonly  known  to  be 
hostile  to  damage  suits  was  not  by  lea- 
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party  from  obtaining  a  fair  and  impartial  trial  of  the  cause.®^  There 
must  be  actual  prejudice  on  the  part  of  the  judge  and  a  mere  fear  of 
a  party  that  such  prejudice  exists  does  not  constitute  a  ground  of  dis- 
qualification.^2  Mere  political  antagonism  does  not  constitute  a  groimd 
of  disqualification,^^  unless  it  amounts  to  a  personal  hostility^*  toward 


son  theieof  disqualified  to  preside  at 
the  trial  of  an  action  for  personal  in- 
juries against  a  coal  mining  company. 
The  court  said  there:  "The  judge  is 
not  charged  .  .  .  with  being  person- 
ally hostile  to  the  litigant,  nor  as  en- 
tertaining .  .  .  antipathy  toward  the 
plaintiff  or  his  suit.  It  is  said  he  does 
not  look  with  favor  upon  litigation 
growing  out  of  personal  injuries.  It  is 
likely  some  judges  have  just  the  op- 
posite feeling  concerning  such  suits. 
But  we  do  not  see  that  that  fact  neces- 
sarily disqualifies  the  judge  from  pre- 
siding at  the  trial  of  such  cases  in  his 
court.  Judges,  like  other  men,  have 
their  notions  of  right  and  wrong,  which 
may  not  agree  with  the  law  of  the  mat- 
ter.' Their  alleged  bias  may,  so  far  as 
they  are  concerned,  be  a  matter  of 
conscience.  Unless  it  causes  them  to 
act  corruptly  or  with  such  oppression 
as  to  be  equivalent  to  corruption,  we 
do  not  see  how  it  can  legally  disqualify 
the  judge  as  an  o£S.cial." 

[b]  Prejudice  Against  Crime. — ^^(1) 
"There  is  a  great  and  manifest  differ- 
ence between  prejudice  against  a  crime 
and  being  prejudiced  against  a  person 
who  may  be  charged  with  the  commis- 
sion of  such  crime.  Every  good  citizen 
is  prejudiced  against  the  commission 
of  such  crime  ...  If  being  prejudiced 
against  the  commission  of  crime  is  a 
disqualification,  then  the  members  of 
this  court  are  disqualified  to  decide  any 
case  pending  before  'them,"  Craw- 
ford V.  Ferguson,  5  Olka.  Crim.  377, 
115  Pac.  278.  See  also  Hargis  v.  Com., 
135  Ky.  578,  123  S.  W.  239.  (2)  Par- 
ticipation in  a  meeting  of  judges  called 
for  the  purpose  of  devising  ways  and 
means  for  suppressing  gaming  and  dis- 
orderly houses  does  not  disqualify  a 
judge  to  preside  at  the  trial  of  a  per- 
son indicted  for  keeping  a  disorderly 
house.  Dailey  i>..  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
55  8.  W.  821. 

[e]  The  federal  statute  contains  the 
word  "personal,"  which  must  appear 
in  an  affidavit.  Henry  v.  Speer,  201 
Fed.  869,  120  C.  C.  A.  207. 

51,    Cal.— People  v.  Pindley,  132  Cal, 


301,  64  Pae.  472;  Higgins  v.  San  Diego, 
126  Cal.  303,  58  PaC  700,  59  Pac.  209. 
Kan. — State  v.  Morrison,  67  Kan.  144, 
72  Pac.  554;  State  v.  Bohan,  19  Kan. 
28.  Ky.— Vance  v.  Field,  89  Ky.  178, 
12  S.  W.  190.  Mo.— Scott  «.  Taylor, 
231  Mo.  654,  132  S.  W.  1149. 

[a]  The  fact  that  a  judge  feels  or 
expresses  himself  as  prejudiced  against 
the  personality  of  a  litigant  does  not 
absolutely  disqualify  a  judge.  Scott  v. 
Taylor,  231  Mo.  654,  132  S.  W.  1149. 

52.  Hungerford  v.  Cushing,  2  Wis. 
397. 

53.  Ala. — Fulton  v.  Longshore,  156 
Ala.  611,  46  So.  989,  19  L.  K.  A.  (N. 
S.)  602.  Ga.— Elliott  v.  Hipp,  134  Ga. 
844,  68  S.  E.  736,  137  Am.  St.  Eep.  272. 
Ky.— Powers  v.  Com.,  114  Ky.  237,  70 
S.  W.  644. 

[a]  A  judge  who  was  a  candidate 
for  re-electiou  is  not  disqualified  to 
hear  a  proceeding  involving  the  valid- 
ity of  a  ticket  upon  which  he  had  de- 
clined to  run.  O'Connor  i}.  Smithers, 
45  Colo.  23,  99  Pac.  46. 

54.  Givens  v.  Crawshaw,  21  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1618,,  55  S.  W.  905. 

[a]  Political  Bias. — "We  do  not 
mean  to  be  understood  as  saying  that 
a  judge  of  one  politcal  faith  may  not 
properly  try  the  case  of  a  litigant  of 
a  different  political  faith,  though  the 
question  involved  was  one  purely  po- 
litical. Nor  is  the  mere  fact  of  a  differ- 
ence in  political  belief  or  afSJiation  a 
legal  ground  for  objecting  to  a  trial 
judge.  We  do  not  believe  .  .  .  that 
the  judges'  political  views  control 
their  decisions  upon  matters  of  law  be- 
fore them  for  adjudication.  It  will 
be  a  most  calamitous  day  for  the  Com- 
monwealth when  such  comes  to  be  the 
case.  But  cases  may  arise  .  .  .  where 
a  judge  may  become  disqualified  in 
fact  and  in  law,  by  an  undue  bias, 
from  properly  presiding  in  a  case  that 
has  grown  out  of  a  political  contro- 
versy, as  well  as  any  other  controversy. 
.  .  .  If  the  fact  be  that  the  judge  is 
biased  or  prejudiced  against  a  litigant 
because  of  politics,  it  woula  seem  to 
disqualify  him  as   certainly  and  com- 
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a  party,  or  is  coupled  with  a  personal  interest  of  the  judge  in  the  pro- 
ceeding.^^ 

The  fact  that  a  judge  is  opposed  to  the  sale  of  liquor  in  any  form  is 
not  of  itself  sufficient  reason  why  he  should  not  preside  in  the  trial  of 
eases  involving  infractions  of  the  liquor  laws  of  the  state."'  Nor  will 
the  signing  of  a  petition  for  a  local  option  election  disqualify  a  judge 
from  passing  upon  a  suit  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  such 
election.^' 

Neither  intimate  terms  of  friendship  of  the  judge  with  one  of  the 
parties,"^  nor  intimacy  of  the  judge  with  counsel,"*  or  ill-feeling  toward 


pletely  as  if  he  were  prejudiced  M 
biased  against  him.  for  any  other  rea- 
son." PoWers  V.  Com.,  114  Ky.  237, 
70  S.  W.  644,  1050,  71  S.  W.  494, 

55.  Cowie  v.  Means,  39  Colo.  1,  88 
Pae.  485;  MacMillan  v.  Spencer,  28 
Colo.  80,  62  Pac.  849;  Phillips  v.  Gur- 
ley,  28  Colo.  34,  62  Pae.  837, 

[a]  Personal  Interest  in  Election 
Contest. — Where  a  contest  was  insti- 
tutfed  of  the  election  of  a  tax  collector 
of  the  county,  while  in  another  court 
a  contest  <of  the  judge's  election  based 
upon  the  same  grounds  was  pending, 
the  judge  properly  declined  to  hear  the 
contest,  as  the  judge  had  "in  the  na- 
ture of  things,  such  a  bias  in  favor  of 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  case,  as  dis- 
qualified him  to  hear  and  determine 
the  same."  Medlin  v.  Taylor,  101  Ala, 
239,  13  So.  310. 

56.  Ensh  v.  Denhardt,  138  Ky.  238, 
127  S.  W.  785,  Ann.  Cas.  1912A,  1199; 
Erwin  v.  Benton,  120  Ky.  536,  87  S, 
W.  291;  Benson  v.  State,  39  Tex.  Crim. 
56,  44'  S.  W.  167.  But  compare  Wathen, 
Mueller  &  Co.  v.  Com.,  133  Ky.  94,  116 
S,  W.  336. 

[a]  Public  Advocacy  of  Local  Op- 
tion.— The  fact  that  a  judge  "while  a 
candidate  for  the  position  he  held, 
was  in  favor  of  local  option,  and  ad- 
vocated it  before  the  people,  and 
stated  to  the  people  that  he  would  see 
that  the  law  was  enforced,  or  that  he 
advised  with  the  friends  of  local  op- 
tion how  to  enforce  the  law,  does  not 
disqualify  him  from  trying"  a  case  of 
violation  of  the  local  option  law.  Bate- 
man  V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  44  S.  W. 
290. 

67.  Galey  v.  Board  of  Comrs.,  174 
Ind.  181,  91  N.  E.  593,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C, 
1090;  Lemon  v.  Peyton,  64  Miss.  161, 
8  So.  235. 

[a]    Party  to  Contest  of  Validity  of 
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Law. — ^In  Burrel  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
65  S.  W.  914,  it  is  said:  "In  Trues- 
dell  V.  State  (Tex.  Or.  App.),  61  S.  W. 
935,  we  held  the  mere  fact  that  the 
judge  who  presided  at  defendant's 
trial  for  violating  local  option  law  was 
a  formal  party  to  an  application  to 
contest  the  validity  of  the  election  on 
the  question  of  local  option,  under 
which  the  prosecution  was  maintained, 
did  not  disqualify  the  judge  from  sit- 
ting in  the  case.  Nor  do  we  think  the 
fact  that  he  was  a  formal  party,  and, 
as  a  codefendant  to  the  contest,  made 
an  argument  on  the  validity  of  the 
law,  would  render  him  disqualified  from 
sitting  in  the  trial  of  this  ease.  The 
mere  fact  of  an  argument  would  not 
add  anything  to  his  disqualification 
other  than  already  existed  by  being  a 
formal  party  and  having  signed  a  for- 
mal answer  to  the  contest.  We  hold 
that  the  county  judge  who  tried  this 
case  was  not  disqualified." 

58.  Sparks  v.  Colson,  109  Ky.  711, 
60  S.  W.  540. 

59.  Boreing  v.  Wilson,  128  Ky.  570, 
108  S.  W.  914. 

[a]  "A  judge  of  a  court  is  human, 
and  like  every  other  man,  must  have 
his  likes  and  dislikes,  must  find  in 
the  members  of  the  bar  characteristics 
and  qualities  which  he  likes  or  dis- 
likes. ...  In  so  far  as  he  is  not 
swayed  by  these,  natural  emotions  to 
do  any  man  an  injustice,  the  fact  that 
he  has  them  in  common  with  his 
brother  man  does  not  disqualify  him  , 
from  trying  a  case."  May  v.  May,  150 
Ky.  522,  150  8.  W.  685. 

[bl  Must  Amount  to  Judicial  Fav- 
oritlsm. — The  fact  that  a  judge  has 
shown  favoritism,  both  personally  and 
socially,  towards  one  of  the  parties 
and  his  attorney  is  no  ground  for  dis- 
qualification, but   only  judicial  favor- 
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him^"  are,  of  themselves,  grounds  of  disqualification.  The  mere  ruling 
of  a  judge  upon  a  legal  question  against  a  party  is  not  sufficient  to 
charge  him  with  bias  or  prejudice.^* 

b.  Personal  Knowledge  or  Opinion.  —  That  the  judge  personally 
knows  the  facts  which  may  be  under  inquiry  in  the  case  does  not  dis- 
qualify him;^^  nor  does  the  fact  that  he  has  formed  an  opinion  either 
upon  the  legal  questions  involved,®^  or  upon  the  facts,  if  the  case  is  one 
for  the  jury."* 

c.  Expression  of  Opinion.  —  The  expression  of  an  opinion  upon 
matters  involved  in  the  cause  ordinarily  does  not  disqualify,""  but 


itism  constitutes  such  ground.  Bore- 
ing  V.  Wilson,  128  Ky.  570,  108  S.  W. 
914. 

60.  May  v.  May,  150  Ky.  522,  150 
S.  W.  685. 

[a]  "If  we  must,  presume  bias  and 
prejudice  toward  the  client  because 
of  ill  feeling  toward  the  attorney,  it 
would  establish  a  dangerous  rule  by 
which  the  attorney  through  his  own 
fault,  could  have  his  case  transferred 
to  another  judge  by  quarreling  with 
the  court.  We  prefer  to  believe  that 
a  judge  may,  with  or  without  cause, 
cordially  dislike  and  even  distrust  an 
attorney,  and  yet  be  capable  of  doing 
exact  justice  toward  his  client."  Hig- 
gins  V.  City  of  San  Diego,  126  Cal.  303, 
58  Pae.  700,  59  Pac.  209. 

61.  IT.  S. — Ex  parte  American  Steel 
Co.,  230  U.  S.  35,  33  Sup.  Ct.  1007,  57 
L.  ed.  1379.  Ariz. — State  ex  rel.  Young 
V.  Superior  Court,  14  Ariz.  126,  125 
Pac.  707.  Ind. — Hays  v.  Morgan,  87 
Ind.  231.  Wash. — State  ex  rel.  Lefebvre 
V.  Clifford,  65  Wash.  313,  118  Pac.  40. 

62.  Atlantic  &  B.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Mayor 
of  Cordele,  128  Ga.  293,  57  S.  E.  493; 
Heflin  v.  State,  88  Ga.  151,  14  S.  B. 
112,  30  Am.  St.  Eep.  147. 

63.  Western  Bank  v.  Tallman,  15 
Wis.  92. 

64.  Jones  v.  State,  61  Ark.  88,  32  S. 
W.  81.  See  Heflin  v.  State,  88  Ga. 
151,  14  S.  E.  112,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  147; 
and  infra,  IX,  B,  7,  c;  IX,  B,  11. 

[a]  The  "belief  or  disbelief  of  a 
trial  judge  in  the  guilt  of  a  defendant 
put  upon  trial  before  him  ^is  not  a  test 
of  his  qualification  to  preside  at  such 
trial.  A  trial  judge  may  be  convinced 
from  his  personal  knowledge  of  the 
case,  or  what  he  has  heard  from  others, 
of  the  guilt  of  one  put  upon  trial  be- 


fore him,  and  yet  with  the  utmost  fair- 
ness and  impartiality  conduct  the  trial 
and  give  the  defendant  a  fair  and  im- 
partial hearing.  It  is  the  existence 
of  prejudice  or  bias  in  the  mind  of  the 
trial  court  against  defendant  which 
must  be  clearly  shown  in  support  of  an 
application  for  a  change  of  venue  from 
the  court  presided  over  by  such  judge, 
not  the  belief  of  the  judge  in  the  guilt 
of  defendant."  State  v.  Morrison,  67 
Kan.  144,   72  Pac.  554. 

[b]  The  constitutional  provision 
which  guarantees  to  every  person 
charged  with  crime  a  trial  without 
prejudice,  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to 
the  judge  who  presides  at  the  trial, 
does  not  include  the  opinion  of  the 
judge  as  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of 
the  defendant,  but  in  order  to  dis- 
qualify a  judge  it  must  be  shown  that 
he  bears  ill-will  toward  the  defendant 
of  such  a  character  as  might  prevent 
him  from  giving  the  defendant  a  fair 
trial.  Cochran  v.  State,  113  Ga.  736, 
39  S.  E.  337;  Heflin  v.  State,  88  Ga.  151, 
14  S.  E.  112,  30  Am.  St.  Eep.  147; 
State  ex  rel.  Nowakowski  v.  Lockridge, 
6  Okla.  Crim.  216,  118  Pac.  152,  Ann. 
Cas.  19130,  251,  45  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
525;  Ingles  v.  McMillan,  5  Okla.  Crims 
130,  113  Pae.  998,  45  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
511. 

65.  May  v.  May,  150  Ky.  522,  150 
S.  W.  685;  Inhab.  of  Eeadington  v. 
Dilley,  24  N.  J.  L.  209.  See  Jones  v. 
State,  61  Ark.  88,  32  S.  W.  81. 

[a]  Previous  Approval  of  Legisla- 
tive Act  in  Question. — A  judge  is  not 
disqualified  from  hearing  a  case  in 
which  the  construction  of  a  legislative 
act  is  involved,  "because  he  expressed 
to  a  member  of  the  judiciary  commit- 
tee of  the  legislature  his  approval  of 
the  bill."  Ex  parte  Higashi,  17  Hawaii 
428. 
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where  a  judge  announces  his  decision  of  the  ease  in  advance  he  ob- 
viously is  disqualified  to  hear  the  cause."* 

8.  In  Contempt  Proceedings.  —  A  judge  is  not  disqualified  from 
hearing  proceedings  in  contempt  although  the  contempt  itself  consists 
in  imputation  upon  the  judge's  motives."^ 

9.  Judge  a  Witness  in  the  Case.  —  In  the  absence  of  a  statute  au- 
thorizing a  trial  judge  to  testify  in  a  case  tried  before  him  a  judge  who 
is  a  material  witness  in  the  cause  is  disqualified  to  preside  as  trial 
judge  therein.''  It  must,  however,  clearly  appear  that  the  judge  is  a 
necessary  witness,  otherwise  no  ground  of  disqualification  exists.®® 

10.  Physical  Disability.  —  A  judge  may  be  disqualified  also  by  rea- 
son of  physical  disability.'" 

11.  Participation  in  Previous  Proceedings.  —  The  fact  that  a  judge 
had  previously  tried  the  cause,'^  or  the  issues  involved  therein,'^  con- 


66.  Maggie  v.  Com.,  93  Ky.  588,  20 
S.  W.  704;  In  re  Cameron,  126  Tenn. 
614,  151  S.  W.  64. 

[a]  "To  compel  a  litigant  to  sub" 
mit  to  a  judge  who  has  already  con- 
fessedly prejudged  him,  and  who  is 
candid  enough  to  announce  his  decis- 
ion in  advance,  and  insist  that  he  will 
adhere  to  it,  no  matter  what  the  evi- 
dence may  be,  would  be  so  farcical 
and  manifestly  wrong  that  it  seems  to 
us  that  the  idea  must  necessarily  be 
excluded  by  the  very  expression  'ad- 
ministration of  justice.'  "  State  ea 
rel.  Barnard  ■».  Board  of  Education,  19 
Wash.  8,  52  Pac.  317,  67  Am.  St.  Eep. 
706,  40  L.  K.  A.  317. 

[b]  On  a  prosecution  for  contempt 
the  judge  is  disqualified  if  he  has 
previously  announced  his  intention  to 
imprison  the  defendant.  State  ex  rel. 
Eussell  c.  Superior  Court,  77  Wash. 
631,  138  Pae.  291. 

67.  Myers  v.  State,  46  Ohio  St.  473, 
22  N.  E.  43,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  638.  See 
also  In  re  TJlmer,  208  Fed.  461;  Lam- 
berson  v.  Superior  Court,  151  Cal.  458, 
91  Pac.  100,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  619; 
and  5  Standard  Pboc.  372. 

68.  Kan. — Gray  v.  Crockett,  35  Kan. 
66,  10  Pac.  452.  La. — Eoss  v.  Buhler, 
2  Mart.  (N.  S.)  312.  Ohio.— McMillen 
V.  Andrews,  10  Ohio  St.  112.  Wash. 
Maitland  v.  Zanga,  14  Wash.  92,  44 
Pac.  117. 

[a]  It  is  proper  "to  remove  trial 
judges  from  all  temptation,  and  relieve 
them  from  all  suspicion  or  criticism,  by 
adopting  and  enforcing  an  unyielding 
rule  in  the  state,  that  he  who  has  been, 
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or  is  to  be,  a  material  witness  in  a 
cause,  cannot  preside  at  the  trial 
thereof.  The  refusal  of  the  court  to 
change  the  place  of  trial  for  the  rea- 
son shown  on  the  application,  is  one 
of  that  class  of  errors  for  which  the 
case  must  be  reversed."  Burlington 
Ins.  Co.  V.  MeLeod,  40  Kan.  54,  19 
Pac.  354. 

[b]  It  is  error  for  a  judge  to  re- 
fuse to  disqualify  himself  at  the  re- 
quest of  a  party  and  give  material 
testimony  in  the  case  over  the  objec- 
tion of  such  party.  Powers  v.  Cook 
(Okla.),  149  Pac.  1121.  But  see  State 
ex  rel.  Nowakowski  v.  Lookridge,  6 
Okla.  Cr.  216,  118  Pae.  152,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913C,  251,  45  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  525. 

[c]  A  judge  "may  be  called  as  a 
witness  and  is  not  from  that  fact  alone 
disqualified  from  sitting  in  judgment 
on  a  case."  Hopkins  v.  Scott,  38  Neb. 
661,  57  N".  W.  391. 

69.  Marry  v.  James,  2  Daly  (N.  T.) 
437;  Johnson  v.  Wells,  5  Okla.  Crim. 
599,  115  Pac.  375. 

70.  State  v.  Blair,  53  Vt.  24. 

71.  May  «.  May,  150  Ky.  522,  150 
S.   W.   685. 

[a]  "Even  a  justice  of  the  peace 
may  _  try  an  action  between  the  same 
parties,  involving  a  cause  of  action 
which  was  the  subject  of  a  former  ac- 
tion between  them,  where  the  judg- 
ment rendered  by  the  justice,  in  such 
former  action  has  been  reversed."  Fry 
V.  Bennett,  28  N.  Y.  324. 

72.  Heflin  v.  State,  88  Ga.  151,  14 
S.  E.  112,  30  Am.  St.  Eep.  147;  Mar- 
tyn  p.  Curtis,  68  Vt.  397,  3g  Att.  333. 
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stitutes  no  ground  of  disqualification  unless  the  statute  expressly  pro- 
hibits a  judge  from,  trying  a  case  under  such  circumstances."  In  some 
jurisdictions  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  an  appellate  judge  shall  not 
participate  in  the  decision  of  a  cause  which  was  determined  by  him 
below,'*  but  in  the  absence  of  such  statute  he  is  not  disqu^ifiedJ" 


[a]  Conducting  Preliminary  Exam- 
ination.— There  is  no  merit  in.  a  "  con- 
tention that  conducting  the  prelimin- 
ary committal  trial  disqualifies,  or 
ought  to  disqualify,  the  judge  from  pre- 
siding at  the  regular  trial  of  the  ac- 
cused." Cochran  v.  State,  113  Ga.  736, 
39  S.  E.  337. 

73.  State  v.  Hartley,  75  Conn.  104, 
52  Atl.  615. 

[a]  Upon  reversal  of  a  judgment 
either  party  is  entitled  to  a  change 
of  judges  by  filing  an  af&davit  of  preju- 
dice. Woodsman  v.  State,  181  Ind. 
613,  105   N.   E.   155. 

[b]  A  new  trial  means  that  the  case 
shall  have  had  a  previous  trial  on  an 
issue  of  fact  and  not  merely  a  deter- 
mination on  demurrer.  "The  statute 
must  be  taken  to  refer  to  the  new 
trial  known  to  the  common  law."  Mat- 
sumura  v.  County,  19  Hawaii  197. 

74.  Van  Arsdale  v.  King,  152  N.  T. 
69,  46  N.  E.  179;  Duryea  v.  Traphagen, 
84  N.  Y.  652;  Case  v.  HofCman,  100  Wis. 
314,   74   N.   W.   220. 

[a]  "The  enactment  (of  Congress), 
alike  by  its  language  and  by  its  pur- 
pose, is  not  restricted  to  the  case  of  a 
judge's  sitting  on  a  direct  appeal  from 
his  own  decree  upon  a  whole  cause,  or 
upon  a  single  question.  A  judge  who 
has  sat  at  the  hearing  below  of  a 
whole  cause  at  any  stage  thereof  is 
undoubtedly  disqualified  to  sit  in  the 
Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  at  the  hear- 
ing of  the  whole  cause  at  the  same  or 
at  any  later  stage.  And  as  'a  cause' 
in  its  usual  and  natural  meaning,  in- 
cludes all  questions  that  have  arisen 
or  may  arise  in  it,  there  is  strong  rea- 
son for  holding  that  a  judge  who  has 
onee  heard  the  cause,  either  upon  the 
law  or  upon  the  facts,  in  the  court  of 
first  instance,  is  thenceforth  disquali- 
fied to  take  part  in  the  Circuit  Court 
of  Appeals,  at  the  hearing  and  decision 
of  the  cause  or  of  any  question  arising 
therein."  Moran  v.  Dillingham,  174 
V.  S.  153,  19  Sup.  Ct.  620,  43  L.  ed. 
930.  To  the  same  effect  Rexford  v. 
Brunswick-Balke-Collender   Co.,   228   IT. 


S.  339,  33  Sup.  Ct.  515,  57  L.  ed.  864. 

[b]  Motion  To  Dismiss  Appeal. 
Under  a  statute  prohibiting  a  judge 
to  sit  in  review  of  his  own  decision  a 
,judge  who  tried  a  ease  is  disqualified 
to  participate  in  the  determination  of 
a  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal.  Pistor 
V.  Hatfield,  46  N.  Y.  249. 

[c]  Where  the  case  was  tried  by  a 
referee  who  did  not  report  the  form 
of  the  judgment  but  the  same  was  set- 
tled by  the  judge,  the  latter  is  dis- 
qualified to  take  any  part  in  the  ap- 
peal from  such  judgment.  Murdock  v. 
International,  etc.  Co.,  14  M-isc.  225, 
35  N.  Y.  Supp.   668. 

[d]  But  where  a  judge  granted  an 
ex  parte  order  which  thereafter  was  set 
aside  by  an  order  of  another  judge,  the 
judge  who  granted  the  first  order  is 
not  disqualified  from  participating  in 
the  determination  of  an  appeal  brought 
from  the  last  order.  Philips  v.  Ger- 
mania  Bank,  107  N.  Y.  630,  13  N.  B. 
623. 

[e]  Merely    Pormal     Participation, 

Where  the  order  appealed  from  was 
made  by  another  judge  and  the  judge 
sitting  on  the  appeal  merely  signed 
the  order  as  a  matter  of  form,  the 
statute  does  not  apply  and  the  judge 
has  the  right  to  participate  in  the  de- 
termination of  the  appeal.  Mori  v. 
Pearsall,  14  Misc.  251,  35  N.  Y.  Supp. 
829. 

[f]  Statute  Applicable  Only  to  Ap- 
peal From  Final  Determination. — Smith 
V.  Wingard,  3  Wash.  Ter.  260,  14  Pac. 
596. 

[g]  Statute  Held  Unconstitutional. 
Powers  V.  Seaton,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Re- 
print) 365. 

75.  La. — Edwards  v.  His  Wife,  9  La. 
Ann.  321.  S.  D. — Graham  v.  Selbie,  8 
S.  D.  604,  67  N.  W.  831.  Tex.— Beck- 
ham V.  Rice,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  281,  21 
8.  W.  389. 

fa]  "It  has  been  the  imiform  prac- 
tice in  this  court  for  a  judge  who  tried 
the  case  in  the  court  below  and  subse- 
quently became  a  member  of  this  court 
to  decline  to  sit  in  the  case  upon  ap- 
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C.  Removal  op  Disqitaliptoation.  —  The  disqualification  of  a  judge 
by  reason  of  his  pecuniary  interest  is  removed  by  the  loss  of  such  in- 
terest,'" or  by  relinquishing  the  demand,"  but  the  judge's  mere  in- 
tention not  to  enforce  a  claim  does  not  remove  his  disqualification  on 
the  ground  of  interest/*  The  disqualification  by  reason  of  relation- 
ship is  likewise  removed  by  the  loss  of  interest  of  such  relative  in  the 
cauhe,'®  or  by  the  termination  of  the  relationship  by  death  of  the  rela- 
tive.*" But  the  fact  that  a  defendant  to  whom  the  judge  is  related 
within  the  prohibited  degree,  fails  to  appear  in  the  action  does  not 
remove  the  disqualification."^ 


peal.  This  has,  however,  proceeded 
fiom  motives  of  delicacy  and  not  be- 
cause it  has  ever  been  thought  that 
the  judge  is  disqualified  to  sit.  The 
grounds  of  disqualification  of  the 
judges  of  the  courts  in  this  state  are 
specified  in  the  constitution  and  they 
are  exclusive  of  all  others;  and  the 
fact  that  a  judge  may  have  tried  the 
case  in  a '  lower  court  or  participated 
in  ths  decision  in  such  court  is  not 
made  one  of  them."  Galveston  &  H. 
I.  Co.  V.  Grymes,  94  Tex.  609,  63  S.  "W. 
860,  64  S.  W.  778. 

[b]  Not  a  Disqualifying  Interest. 
Trial  of  the  case  below  does  not  make 
him  "interested"  and  thereby  dis- 
qualified from  sitting  on  the  appeal, 
under  a  statute  disqualifying  a  judge 
from  acting  as  such  in  any  ease  wherein 
he  is  "interested."  Chicago,  B.  &  Q. 
E.  Co.  V.  Kellogg,  54  Neb.  138,  74  N. 
W.  403. 

[c]  As  to  preliminary  motions  he 
is  not  disqualified,  but  he  cannot  sit  on 
the  hearing  of  cause  for  reversal  or 
afiirmance.  Engle  v.  Cromlin,  21  N.  J. 
L.  561;  Smith  v.  Wingard,  3  Wash. 
Ter.  260,  14  Pac.  596. 

76.  Cal.— Scadden  Plat  Gold  Min. 
Co.  V.  Scadden,  121  Cal.  33,  53  Pac. 
440;  Gregg  v.  Pemberton,  53  Cal.  251. 
Ga. — Johnson  v.  Marietta,  etc.  E.  E., 
70  Ga.  712.  Mich. — Knickerbocker  v. 
Worthing,  138  Mich.  224,  101  N.  W. 
540.  N,  y. — ^Palmer  v.  Lawrence,  5  N. 
y.   389. 

[a]  Bemoval  of  Interest  After  Sub- 
mission.— ^But  the  judge's  disqualifica- 
tion remains  where  the  cause  of  such 
disqualification  is  removed  onl.y  after 
submission  of  the  case,  for  the  rules 
of  a  judge's  disqualification  are  not  in- 
tended to  "mean  that  he  may  hear  the 
evidence  in  a  case  in  which  he  is 
interested  and  may  decide  it,  after  sit- 
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ting  and  acting  in  it,  provided  he  re- 
move the  cause  of  disqualification  be- 
fore he  enters  judgment.  As  we  all 
know,  the  decision  of  questions  aris- 
ing during  the  course  of  the  trial  often 
determines  the  final  judgment  itself." 
Adams  v.  Minor,  121  Cal.  372,  53  Pac. 
815. 

[b]  A  transfer  of  the  judge's  claim 
without  recourse  removes  his  disability 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
transfer  was  made  for  that  purpose. 
Nicholson  v.  Showalter,  83  Tex.  99, 
18  S.  W.  326. 

77.  Gregg  v.  Pemberton,  53  Cal.  251; 
In  re  Cottle,  5  Pick.   (Mass.)   483. 

78.  See  supra,  IX,  B,  3,  a. 

[a]  A  determination  of  the  judge 
not  to  prosecute  a  claim  is  "in  its  own 
nature  revocable.  Even  had  he  ex- 
pressed such  determination,  it  would 
make  no  difference,  because  a  parol 
release,  without  payment  or  satisfac- 
tion, is  no  extinguishment  of  a  debt." 
Sigouruey  v.  Sibley,  21  Pick.  (Mass.) 
101,  32  Am.  Dec.  248. 

79.  Knickerbocker  v.  Worthing,  138 
Mich.  224,  101  N.  W.  540. 

[a]  Dissolution  of  Contract  Cteat- 
ing  Interest. — Where  the  judge  is  re- 
lated to  one  of  the  attorneys  hold- 
ing a  contract  for  a  contingent  fee, 
the  disqualification  is  removed  by  the 
cancelation  of  such  contract.  Knicker- 
bocker V.  Worthing,  138  Mich.  224,  101 
N.  W.  540. 

80.  Yerby  v.  Martin  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  38  S.  W.  541,  death  of  relative 
without  issue. 

[a]  In  case  of  relationship  by  mar- 
riage the  dissolution  of  the  marriage 
by  death  removes  the  disqualification 
even  though  children  of  such  marriage 
remain  surviving.  Winchester  v.  Hins- 
dale, 12  Conn.  88. 

81.  Bivins    v.    Bichland   Bank,    109 
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A  judge  has  no  power  to  remove  his  own  disqualification  by  an  order 
of  discontinuance  as  to  the  party  whose  interest  creates  the  disquali- 
fication,*^ 

D.  Waiver  of  Disqualification.  —  In  the  absence  of  an  express 
statute  disqualifying  a  judge  of  the  case,  the  common  law  disqualifica- 
tion may  be  waived  by  the  parties  to  the  action.*^  But  where  a  judge 
is  prohibited  by  statute  from  sitting  in  a  cause,  the  consent  of  the 
parties  cannot  affect  his  disqualification,  as  the  statute  is  not  designed 
merely  for  the  protection  of  the  parties  to  a  suit  but  for  the  general 
interests  of  justice,**    In  some  jurisdictions,  however,  the  statute  ex- 


Ga.  342,  34  S.  B.  602;  Matthews  v. 
Noble,  25  Misc.  674,  55  N.  Y.  Supp. 
190. 

82.  Gains  v.  Barr,  60  Tex.  676. 

83.  U.  S.— Utiz  V.  Regulator  Co.,  213 
Ted.  315,  130  C.  C.  A.  17;  Coltrane  v. 
Templeton,  106  Fed.  370,  45  C.  C.  A. 
328.  Ala. — Hall  v.  Heirs  of  Wilson,  14 
Ala.  295.  Ga. — Berry  v.  State,  117  Ga. 
15,  43  S.  E.  438.  Ind.— Carr  v.  Duhme, 
167  Ind.  76,  78  N.  E.  322,  10  Ann.  Cas. 
967.  la. — Stone  v.  Marion,  78  Iowa  14, 
42  N.  "W.  570.  Ky.— Pace  v.  Eeed,  138 
Ky.  605,  128  S.  W.  891.  La.— Kicks  v. 
Gantt,  35  La.  Ann.  920.  Mass. — Crosby 
V.  Blanehard,  7  Allen  385.  Mont. 
Washoe  C.  Co.  v.  Hiekey,  46  Mont.  363, 
128  Pac.  584.  N.  H. — Hutchinson  v. 
Manchester  St.  By.,  73  N.  H.  271,  60 
Atl.  1011;  Stearns  v.  Wright,  51  N. 
H.  600;  Warren  v.  Glynn,  37  N.  H.  340. 
S.  C— Jeffers  v.  Jeffers,  89  S.  C.  244, 
71  S.  E.  810;  Mx  parte  Hilton,  64  S.  0. 
201,  41  S.  B.  978,  92  Am.  St.  Kep.  800. 
S.  D.— State  *.  Ham,  24  S.  D.  639,  124 
N.  W.  955.  Term. — Posey  v.  Eaton,  9 
Lea  500. 

[a]  Except  in  cases  where  the 
statute  expressly  forbids  it  "the  part- 
ies, by  a  joint  application  to  the  judge, 
suggesting  the  ground  of  recusation, 
expressly  waiving  all  objection  on  that 
account,  and  requesting  him  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  trial  or  hearing,  signed 
by  them,  or  their  attorneys,  may  give 
full  power  to  the  judge  to  proceed,  aa 
if  no  objection  existed."  Moses  v. 
Julian,  45  N".  H.  52,  84  Am.  Dec.  114. 

84.  XT.  S. — ^McClaughry  v.  Deming, 
186  V.  S.  49,  22  Sup.  Ct.  786,  46  L.  ed. 
1049;  In  re  Eritonton  Elec.  Co.,  120 
Fed.  1010.  Conn.— State  v.  Hartley,  75 
Conn.  104,  52  Atl.  615.  Mass.— Rich- 
ardson V.  Welcome,  6  Cush.  331;  Si- 
gourney  v.  Sibley,  21  Pick.  101,  32  Am. 
Dec.  248.     N.  H.— Stearns  v.  Wright, 


51  N.  H.  600.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Con- 
nor, 142  N.  Y.  130,  36  N.  E.  807;  Mat- 
ter of  Bingham,  127  N.  Y.  296,  27  N.  E. 
1055;  Murdock  v.  International  Tile 
Co.,  14  Misc.  225,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  668. 
S.  D.— State  v.  Ham,  24  S.  D.  639,  124 
N.  W.  955.  Tex. — Dallas  v.  Peacock,  89 
Tex.  58,  33  S.  W.  220;  Gains  v.  Barr, 
60  Tex.  676;  Newcome  v.  Light,  58 
Tex.  141,  44  Am.  Rep.  604;  Chambers 
V.  Hodges,  28  Tex.  104;  Gresham  v. 
State,  43  Tex.  Crim.  466,  66  S.  W.  845; 
Gulf  R.  Co.  V.  Looney,  42  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  234,  95  S.  W.  691.  Wis.— Case  v. 
Hoffman,  100  Wis.  314,  72  N.  W.  390. 

[a]  It  "has  always  been  held  that, 
where  a  judge  is  disqualified,  he  can- 
not be  permitted  to  sit  in  the  case, 
even  with  the  consent  of  the  parties; 
that  such  consent  could  not  remove 
the  disqualification  or  incapacity  and 
authorize  the  judge  to  sit  against  the 
prohibitions  of  the  law.  These  provis- 
ions of  the  law  are  designed,  not  mere- 
ly for  the  protection  of  the  parties 
.  .  .,  but  for  the  general  interest  of 
society."  Summerlin  v.  State,  69  Tex. 
Crim.  "275,  153  S.  W.  890. 

[b]  "It  is  the  design  of  ths  law  to 
maintain  the  purity  and  impartiality 
of  the  courts,  and  to  ensure  for  their 
decisions  the  respect  and  confidence  of 
the  community.  Their  judgments  be- 
come precedents  which  control  the  de- 
termination of  subsequent  cases;  and 
it  is  important,  in  that  respect  that 
their  decisions  should  be  free  from  all 
bias.  .  .  .  The  party  may  be  inter- 
ested only  that  his  particular  suit 
should  be  justly  determined;  but  the 
state,  the  community  is  concerned  not 
only  for  that,  but  that  the  judiciary 
shall  enjoy  an  elevated  rank  in  the  es- 
timation of  mankind.  The  party  who 
desired  it  might  be  permitted  to  take 
the  hazard  of  a  biased  decision,  if  he 
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pressly  authorizes  the  parties  to  waive  all  objections  to  the  disquali- 
fication of  the  judge."^  Such  a  statute  has  no  application  to  eases  in 
which  minors  are  parties,**"  nor,  it  has  been  held  to  a  case  where  the 
judge  is  a  party;*'  and  in  any  ease  its.  requirements  must  be  strictly 
observed;  and  where  it  provides  that  the  waiver  of  disqualification  must 
be  in  writing  and  entered  of  record,  a  waiver  in  any  other  form  is  not 
sufScient  to  aft'ect  the  judge's  competency  to  act.*'  But  in  the  absence 
of  statutory  provision  to  the  contrary  the  waiver  may  be  express  or 
implied,*^  as  by  proceeding  in  the  cause  notwithstanding  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  facts  which  disqualify  the  judge,""  or  by  failure  to  make 


alone  were  to  suffer  for  his  folly,  but 
the  state  can  not  endure  the  scandal 
and  reproach  which  would  be  visited 
upon  its  judiciary  in  consequence.  Al- 
though the  party  consent,  he  will  in- 
variably murmur  if  he  do  not  gain  his 
cause,  and  the  very  man  who  induced 
the  judge  to  act,  when  he  should  have 
forborne,  will  be  the  first  to  arraign 
his  decision  as  biased  and  unjust." 
Oakley  v.  Aspinwall,  3  N.  T.  547. 

[c]  The  disciualification  affects  the 
jurisdiction  and  power  of  the  court  to 
act  aiid  cannot  be  waived.  Chambers 
V.  Hodges,  23  Tex.  104;  Lee  v.  British- 
American  Mtg.  Co.,  51  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  272,  115  S.  W.  320.  To  the  same 
effect.  People  v.  Whitridge,  144  App. 
Div.  493,  129  N.  Y.   Supp.  300. 

[d]  Merely  imputed  bias  may  be 
waived,  though  actual  disqualification 
can  be  questioned  at  any  time.  State 
ex  rel.  Jacobs  v.  District  Court,  48 
Mont.  410,  138  Pac.  1091. 

S5.  Ala. — Hine  v.  Hussey,  45  Ala, 
496.  Ga.— Shope  v.  State,  106  Ga.  226, 
32  S.  E.  140;  Sogers  v.  Felker,  77  Ga. 
46.  la. — ^Dows  v.  De  Long,  149  Iowa 
.251,  128  N.  W.  341;  Stone  v.  Marion 
County,  78  Iowa  14,  42  N.  W.  570. 
Mo. — Priddy  v.  Mackenzie,  205  Mo.  181, 
103  S.  W.  968;  State  ex  rel.  Gallivau  v. 
Bradley,  194  Mo.  166,  92  S.  W.  464. 
Neb. — Ingraham  v.  State,  82  Neb.  553, 
118  N.  W.  320.  Tenn. — Holmes  v.  Eas6n, 
8  Lea  754. 

[a]  Knowledge  of  Facts.— Where  at 
the  time  of  the  giving  of  the  consent 
to  the  hearing  a  party  knew  that  the 
judge  was  related  to  one  of  the  parties 
to  the  action,  he  is  estopped  to  raise 
the  question  of  disqualification,  al- 
though he  did  not  know  at  that  time 
the  precise  degree  of  relationship. 
Buena  Vista  L.  &  S.  Bank  v.  Grier, 
114  Ga.  398i  40  8.  B.  284. , 
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86.  Mcintosh  v.  Bowers,  143  Wis. 
74,  126  N.  W.  548. 

87.  City  of  Kansas  v.  Knotts,  78  Mo. 
356. 

88.  State  v.  Hartley,  75  Conn.  104, 
52  Atl.  615;  Holmes  v.  Eason,  8  Lea 
(Tenn.)   754. 

[a]  "Jurisdiction  in  the  case  is 
made  to  depend  upon  the  consent  of  the 
parties  evidenced  by  a  writing  to  that 
effect  filed  in  the  case  and  made  a 
part  of  the  record.  In  no  other  way 
can  jurisdiction  be  acquired."  Wal- 
ters V.  Wiley   (Neb.),  95  N.  W.  486. 

89.  Ind.— Carri;.Duhme,  167  Ind.  76, 
78  N.  E.  322,  10  Ann.  Cas.  967.  la. 
Dows  V.  De  Long,  149  Iowa  251,  128  N. 
W.  341.  See  also  Stone  v.  Marion,  78 
Iowa  14,  42  N.  W.  570.  But  see  Chase  v. 
Weston,  75  Iowa  159,  39  N.  W.  246. 
Miss. — Nimocks  v.  McGehee,  97  Miss. 
321,  52  So.  626.  |  Neb. — Ingraham  v. 
State,  82  Neb.  553,  118  N.  W.  320. 

90.  Ark. — Pettigrew  v.  Washington- 
County,  43  Ark.  33.  Colo. — Eberville 
V.  Leadville  Co.,  28  Colo.  241,  64  Pae. 
200.  Ga.— Berry  v.  State,  117  Ga.  15, 
43  S.  E.  438.  Ind.— Smith  v.  Amiss,. 30 
Ind.  App.  530,  66  N.  E.  501.  La. 
Kicks  V.  Gantt,  35  La.  Ann.  920.  Miss. 
Nimocks  v.  McGehee,  97  Miss.  321,  52 
So.  626.  Neb.— Wustrack  v.  Hall,  95 
Neb.  384,  145  N.  W.  835.  N.  H.— Hutch- 
inson V.  Manchester  St.  Ey.,  73  N.  H. 
271,  60  Atl.  1011;  Moses  v.  Julian,  45 
N.  H.  52,  84  Am.  Dee.  114.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Hopkins '  Will,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  661, 
6  Dem.  Sur.  12,  19  N.  Y.  St.  528. 'S.  0. 
Ex  parte  Hilton,  64  S.  C.  201,  41  S.  E. 
978,  92  Am.  St.  Eep.  800.  Tenn.— Posey 
V.  Eaton,  9  Lea  500.  Wash. — Nance  v. 
Woods,  79  Wash.  188,  140  Pac.  323. 

[a]  "It  is  a  general  rule  .  .  .  that 
where  general  jurisdiction,  or  the 
power  to  act  exists,  and  the  only  ob- 
jection to  its  exercise  is  one  intended 


JVMCiAL  OFFICERS 


679 


otjeetion  -witMn  the  time  prescribed  by  law.^^  Even  under  a  statute 
authorizing  a  waiver,  however,  the  court  may  refuse  to  sit  in  a  ease 
where  he  is  disqualified,  although  the  parties  have  consented  to  his  pre- 
siding.** 

E.  Mode  and  BETEfiifflSfATlON  6f  BfsQtfALipiCAtidN.  —  1.  By 
Judge  of  His  Own  Motion.  —  A  judge  has  the  power  t©  deelare  him- 
self disqualified  to  act  and  on  his  own  motion  to  decline  to'  hear  si  cause* 
pending  before  him,^*  even  though,  pursuant  to  statute,  the  parties 
have  consented  that  he  may  sit  in  the  case.**  In  some  jurisdictions  the 
judge  may  exercise  this  right  under  any  circumstances,*^  in  others  he 


for  the  benefit  and  designed  for  the 
protection  of  the  party  complaining, 
such  objection  must  be  taken  at  the 
earliest  practicable  opportunity,  after 
the  party  or  his  counsel  become  aware 
of  the  facts  on  which  its  validity  de- 
pends, or  it  will  be  held  to  have  been 
waived  by  the  omission  or  neglect  to 
urge  it  seasonably.  The  reason  of  the 
rule  would  seem  to  be,  that  it  is  justly 
to  be  regarded  as  the  folly  or  misfor- 
tune of  a  party,  if,  knowing  of  a  valid 
objection  to  a  proceeding,  he  .neglects 
to  avail  himself  of  it,  but  stands  by 
and  participates  therein,  unless  he  in- 
tends, as  is  the  natural  presumption, 
from  his  silence,  to  waive  altogether 
any  objection  on  that  account."  War- 
ren V.  Glynn,  37  N.  H.  340.  See  gen- 
erally the  title  "Waiver." 

[b]  Where  a  party  asks  for  and 
obtains  a  change  of  venue  from  a  judge 
and  thereafter  goes  to  trial  before  the 
same  judge  without  objecting  that  the 
jadge  is  disqualified,  he  waives  the 
point  and  cannot  urge  it  as  a  ground 
of  reversal  on  appeal  or  writ  of  error. 
Du  Quoin  Water-Works  Co.  v.  Parks, 
207  lU.  46,  69  N.  E.  587. 

[c]  A  defendant  in  a  criminal  case, 
who  knowing  of  the  disqualification  of 
the  judge  before  verdict,  makes  no  ob- 
jection to  his  presiding,  will  be  held 
to  have  waived  such  disqualification 
and,  therefore,  cannot  after  conviction 
obtain  a  new  trial  upon  this  ground. 
Berry  v.  State,  117  Ga.  15,  43  S.  E. 
438. 

As  to  eifect  of  lack  of  knowledge  of 
the  disqualifying  facts,  see  infra,  IX, 
E,  2,  c. 

91.  As  to  waiver  lay  failure  to  ob- 
ject within  prescribed  time,  see  infra 
IX,  D. 

92.  In  re  Eatonton  Electric  Co.,  120 
Fed.  1010. 


93.  Oakley  v.  Aspinwall,  3  N.  T. 
547;  Connellee  v.  Blanton  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  163  S.  W.  404. 

[a]  Whenever  "a  judge  of  a  court 
is  notified  in  any  manner  that  a  cause, 
in  which  he  has  been  engaged  as  coun- 
sel for  any  of  the  parties,  is  pending 
before  him,  his  self-respect,  and  hia 
duty  as  a  servitor  in  the  administra- 
tion of  justice,  alike  demand  that  he 
should  promptly  refuse  to  sit  as  a 
judge  in  the  hearing  of  such  cause, 
even  with  the  consent  of  all  the  part- 
ies."    Joyce  V.  Whitney,  57  Ind.  550. 

94.  In  re  Eatonton  Elec.  Co.,  120 
Fed.  1010. 

95.  Ala.— Medlin  v.  Taylor,  101  Ala. 
239,  13  So.  310;  Marston  v.  Carr,  16 
Ala.  325.  Cal. — Lux  v.  Haggin,  72  Cal. 
xxi,  13  Pac.  654;  Kern  Valley  Water 
Co.  V.  McCord,  70  Cal.  646,  11  Pac. 
798.  Fla.— Fairchild  v.  Knight,  18  Fla. 
770.  Ind.— /re  re  Appleman,  94  N.  E. 
566;  Joyce  v.  Whitney,  57  Ind.  550; 
Smith  V.  Amiss,  30  Ind.  App.  530,  66 
N.  E.  501.  La.— Nugent  v.  Stark,  34 
La.  Ann.  628.  Mb. — State  v.  Gilham, 
97  Mo.  App.  296,  70  S.  W.  943.  N.  Y. 
Oakley  v.  Aspinwall,  3  N.  Y.  547.  Tex. 
Connellee  «.  Blanton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
163  fe.  W..404;  Childress  v.  Grim,  57 
Tex.  56. 

[a]  A  judge  may  decline  to  sit  In 
any  case  in  which  he  deems  it  improper 
to  preside  for  reasons  best  known  to 
himself  and  it  must  be  presumed  that 
he  acted  properly  in  the  matter.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.  V.  Shuck,  23  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  25,  62  S.  W.  259. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
a  judge  may  decline  to  act  "when  he 
can  not  properly  preside"  the  judge's 
action  in  that  regard  "must  be  within 
the  exercise  of  a  sound  judicial  dis- 
cretion, as  it  is  left  with  the  judge 
alone  to   determine,  by  reason  of  hia 
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has  the  right  to  decline  to  act  only  where  the  parties  under  the  statute 
have  the  right  to  object  to  his  presiding  at  the  trial  of  the  cause.°^ 
But  where  he  is  disqualified  under  the  statute  it  is  deemed  his  duty  so 
to  decline  to  sit  in  the  case  although  no  objection  to  his  competency  is 
raised  by  the  parties."'  "Where  the  judge  considering  himself  disquali- 
fied to  act  transfers  the  cause  and  the  parties  proceed  to  trial  before 
another  judge  the  objection  to  the  transfer  on  the  ground  that  the 
judge  was  not  disqualified  is  deemed  waived."* 

2.  Upon  Objection  by  Party.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Where  a  judge 
who  is  disqualified  has  not  voluntarily  refused  to  sit  in  the  case,""  his 
disqualification  may  be  taken  advantage  of  only  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  law  for  a  change  of  judges  upon  that  ground.^    Generally 


relation  to  the  parties,  his  interest  in 
the  cause,  his  bias  the  one  way  or  the 
other,  his  ability  to  preside,  so  as  to 
give  the  party  a  fair  and  an  impartial 
hearing.  He  ought  not  and  can  not 
decline  to  preside  merely  for  the  rea- 
son of  a  disinclination  on  his  part  to 
hear  the  case;  but  the  reasons  influ- 
encing his  action  must  be  such  as  to 
cause  him  to  believe  that  he  can  not 
properly  preside."  Byram's  Exrs.  v, 
HoUiday,  84  Ky.  18. 

[e]  A  judge  who  has  voluntarily 
disqualified  himself  cannot  subseoiueut- 
ly  vacate  his  order  granting  a  change 
of  venue,  on  the  ground  .  that  the 
party  had  no  legal  ground  to  disqualify 
him,  as  the  "mere  absence,  .  .  .,  of 
a  right  in  a  defendant  ,.  .  .,  to  ob- 
tain upon  his  own  application,  a 
change  of  venue  from  a  judge,  .  .  .  can 
not  in  any  way  operate  as  a  limita- 
tion upon  the  general  power  and  au- 
thority given  to  the  judge  .  .  .,  to 
disqualify  himself."  State  ex  rel. 
Lentz  V.  Fort,  178  Mo.  518,  77  S.  W. 
741. 

96.  State  ■».  Judge,  41  La.  Ann.  319, 
6  So.  22.    See  infra  IX,  F. 

[a]  "It  is  the  duty  of  a  judge  to 
perform  his  official  functions  regard- 
less of  his  personal  feelings  or  senti- 
ments, and  no  judge  shall  refuse  to  act 
unless  he  is  in  fact  disqualified,"  buti 
where  the  judge  has  declared  himself 
disqualified  it  will  be  assumed  that 
such  was  the  case.  Hill  v.  Nelson  Coal 
Co.,  40  Mont.  1,  104  Pac.  876. 

[bj  The  order  of  a  judge  declaring 
himself  disqualified  to  act,  (1)  is  not 
conclusive  and  a  party  may  apply  for 
a  writ  of  mandate  commanding  the 
judge  to  hear  the  cause.  Medlin  v,  Tay- 
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lor,  101  Ala.  239,  13  So.  310.  (2)  But 
such  order  will  not  be  set  aside  unless 
there  was  a  manifest  abuse  of  judicial 
discretion.  Childress  v.  Grim,  57  Tex. 
56.    See  infra,  IX,  E,  2,  e. 

97.  Cal. — People  v.  De  la  Guerra,  24 
Cal.  73.  La. — Nugent  v.  Stark,  34  La. 
Ann.  628.  N.  T.— Oakley  v.  Aspinwall, 
3  N.  Y.  547. 

Parties  cannot  waive  the  objection 
to  his  qualifications,  see  supra,  IX,  D. 

98.  Marston  v.  Carr,  16  Ala.  325. 

[a]  Where  the  parties  were  dissat- 
isfied with  th?  refusal  of  the  judge  to 
hear  a  case,  they  were  bound  to  pursue 
the  proper  remedy  and  to  object  to  the 
transfer.  "They  should  have  excepted 
to  or  protested  against  it;  and,  if  over- 
ruled, they  should  have  resorted  to  the 
remedy  of  mandamus  in  this  court,  to 
compel  him  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction 
vested  in  him  by  law,  and  to  perform 
the  duties  attached  to  his  "office,  which 
he  was  illegally  refusing  to  exercise 
and  perform.  .  .  .  Had  objection  been 
made,  and  particularly  had'the  judge's 
attention  been  called  to  the  plain, 
textual  provisions  of  the  law  .  .  .,  it 
is  evident  the  recusation  could  not 
have  been  persisted  in.  Having  sub- 
mitted in  silence,  and  without  objec- 
tion, the  judge,  as  well  as  their  adver- 
saries, had  the  right  to  assume  that 
they  acquiesced,  and  to  proceed  with 
the  case  in  regular  course  on  that  pre- 
sumption. Hence  the  case  was  regularly 
re-allotted. ' '  State  ex  rel.  Mexican  Imp. 
Co.  V.  Voorhies,  41  La.  Ann.  567,  6  So. 
826. 

99.  See  supra,  IX,  E,  1. 

1.  Hutchinson  v.  Manchester  St. 
Ey.,  73  N.  H.  271,  60  Atl.  1011. 
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the  objection  may  be  made  by  petition^  or  motion  prior  to  the  trial,'' 
but  cannot  be  raised  by  demurrer,*  or  by  way  of  challenge.^  It  does 
not  afford  a  ground  for  a  continuance,"  and  cannot  be  made  the  basis 
for  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment/  The  application,  as  a  rule,  must 
be  supported  by  an  affidavit.^  It  is  held  that  a  party  cannot  disqualify 
more  than  one  judge  in  the  same  action  by  an  affidavit  of  prejudice,' 
and  it  is  sometimes  so  provided  by  statute,^" 

b.  Who  May  Object.  —  The  objection  to  a  judge  on  the  ground  of 
his  disqualification  may  be  made  bj''  either  party, ^^  and  only  by  them.^^ 
Where  the  statute  requires  the  affidavit  to  be  made  by  a  party  it  can- 


2.  Kelly  v.  Hocket,  10  Ind.  299; 
Moses  V.  Julian,  45  N.  H.  52,  84  Am. 
Dec.  114. 

3.  Richardson  v.  Welcome,  6  Cush. 
(Mass.)    331. 

[a]  Where  a  motion  assigns  no  legal 
ground  for  disqualification  it  may  prop- 
erly be  treated  as  frivolous  and  be 
overruled  without  reference  to  another 
judge.  State  v.  Blount,  124  La.  202,  50 
So.  12. 

4.  Frevert  v.  Swift,  19  Nev.  400,  13 
Pac.  6. 

5.  Lyon  v.  State  Bank,  1  Stew. 
(Ala.)  442;  Wright  v.  State,  3  Ala. 
App.  24,  58  So.  68. 

6.  Hutchinson  v.  Manchester  St.  Ey., 
73  N.  H.  271,  60  Atl.  1011. 

7.  Miller  v.  Wild  Cat  G.  Road  Co., 
52  Ind.  51. 

8.  See  the  statutes,  and  Moore  v. 
Superior  Court,  22  Cal.  App.  156,  133 
Pae.  990;  Curry  v.  MeCafEery,  47  Mont. 
191,  131  Pae.  673. 

As  to  requisites  of  affidavit,  see  in- 
fra, IX,  E,  2,  d. 

9.  State  V.  Gardiner,  88  Minn.  130, 
92  N.  W.  529. 

[a]  In  "analogy  to  a  change  of 
venue  in  a  criminal  case,  the  defend- 
ant's right  to  have  his  case  transferred 
to  another  judge  for  trial  is  limited  to 
one  transfer.  Any  other  conclusion 
would,  .  .  .,  lead  to  gross  abuses  and 
a  miscarriage  of  justice;  for,  if  it  be 
once  conceded  that  the  party  has  the 
right  to  disqualify  more  than  one 
judge,  there  is  no  Hmit  to  the  right." 
State  V.  Gardner,  88  Minn.  130,  92  N. 
W.  529. 

10.  Buchanan  v.  State,  2  Okla.  Grim. 
.126,  101  Pae.  295. 


11.  Stevens  v.  Burr,  61  Ind.  464; 
Kelly  V.  Hocket,  10  Ind.  299. 

[a]  By  Favored  Party. — The  party 
with  whom  a  judge  "is  connected  has 
as  much  to  apprehend  as  the  other;  for 
such  is  the  nature  of  man,  that  fre- 
quently to  avoid  one  imputation,  he 
will  go  as  far  to  the  other  side  as  it 
was  feared  he  would  on  the  side  of  his 
relation.  The  dread  of  censure  is  as 
much  to  be  deprecated  on  the  one  side 
as  a  leaning  towards  his  relation  is  on 
the  other.  Therefore,  the  Constitution 
has  used  the  word  'parties'  in  the 
plural  number."  Waterhouse  v.  Mar- 
tin, Peck  (Tenn.)  374.  But  see  Bon- 
nefoy  v.  Landry,  4  Rob.  (La.)  23,  hold- 
ing that  the  party  who  might  be  fav- 
ored cannot  object. 

[b]  While  a  party  in  default  has 
no  standing  in  court  except  to  move 
for  relief  from  the  default  or  to  take 
an  appeal,  he  is  still  a  "party"  within 
thfl  meaning  of  the  statute  permitting 
the  filing  of  an  affidavit  of  prejudice, 
upon  presenting  a  motion  to  vacate  the 
default.  State  ex  rel.  Working  v.  Dis- 
trict Court,  50  Mont.  435,  147  Pae. 
614. 

12.  Stevens  v.  Burr,  61  Ind.  464. 
[a]    Under  a  statute  providing  for  a 

change  of  judge  on  the  ground  of  bias, 
prejudice  or  interest  of  the  judge  on 
application  of  "either  party"  the 
"affidavit  must  be  both  made  and 
filed  by  the  party.  The  language  of 
the  statute  is  explicit,  and  admits  of 
no  other  construction.  The  right  to  a 
change  depends  upon  the  statute,  and 
the  party  asking  it  must  take  it  on 
the  terms  prescribed  by  the  statute,  or 
not  at  all."  Stevens  v.  Burr,  61  Ind. 
464.  To  the  same  effect,  Heshion  v. 
Pressley,  80   Ind.  490. 
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not  be  made  by  his  attomey,^^  though  a  corporation  may  act  through 
those  of  its  officers  or  agents  who  are  authorized  to  verify  its  plead- 
ings or  statements."  The  application,  of  course,  may  be  made  and  the 
affidavit  filed  by  a  party  through  his  attorney. ^^  One  of  several  plain- 
tiffs or  defendants  may  raise  the  objection  alone  without  joining  the 
others." 

c.  Time  of  Ohjeetion.  —  The  time  for  questioning  the  qualifications 
of  the  judge,  may ,  be  regulated  by  statute.^'  It  is  variously  provided 
or  held  that  objection  must  be  made  at  the  first  appearance  in  the 
cause, ^'^  or  at  the  earliest  practicable  opportunity  after  the  party  be- 
comes aware  of  the  facts^^  on  which  the  validity  of  the  objection  de- 


ls. Western  Bank  v.  Tallman,  15 
Wis.  92. 

14.  Western  Bank  v.  Tallman,  13 
Wis.  92,  not  by  attorney  of  foreign 
corporation. 

[a]  An  affidavit  made  hy  an  agent 
of  a  corporation  is  sufficient,  it  being 
the  object  "of  the  statute  that  the 
affidavit  should  be  made  by  an  ofScer 
or  agent  sufficiently  acquainted  with 
the  facts  to  make  it  conscientiously. 
In  this  case  the  affidavit  shows  that 
the  agent  making  it  was  the  only  per- 
son, officer  or  agent,  conversant  with 
the  facts;  that  it  was  his  business  to 
attend  to  and  investigate  all  claims 
made  against  the  company  in  this  state, 
look  up  evidence  on  the  trial,  etc.  He 
then,  of  all  others,  was  most  compe- 
tent to  make  the  affidavit,  since  he 
alone  was  sufficiently  well  acquainted 
with  the  facts  to  do  it."  Jones  v.  Chi- 
cago &  N.  W.  K.  E.  Co.,  36  Iowa  68. 

15.  Firestone  v.  Hershberger,  121 
Ind.  201,  22  N.  E.  985. 

16.  State  V.  Dick,  125  Wis.  51,  103 
N.  W.  229;  Wolcott  v.  Wolcott,  32  Wis. 
63. 

17.  See  the  statutes. 

18.  Tolliver  v.  Com.,  165  Ky.  312, 
176  S.  W.  1190;  White  v.  Jouett,  147 
Ky.  197,  144  S.  W.  55;  Massie  c.  Com., 
93  Ky.  588,  20  S.  W.  704;  German  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Landram,  88  Ky.  433,  11  S.  W. 
367;  French  v.  Com.,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
98,  97  8.  W.  427. 

[a]  A  party  who  permits  the  court 
to  pass  upou  a  demurrer  and  motion 
to  strike  out  certain  parts  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  thereafter  files  an  answer, 
waives  his  right  to  object  to  the  judge 
for  bias.  Pace  v.  Eeed,  138  Ky.  605, 
128   S.  W.  891. 

[b]  After  the  judge  has  made  sev- 
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eral  orders  in  the  case  it  is  too  late  to 
file  an  affidavit  of  prejudice.  Dupoyster 
V.  Ft.  Jefferson  Imp.  Co.,  121  Ky.  518, 
89  S.  W.  509. 

[c]  VThere  a  judge  has  appointed  a 
receiver  upon  motion  of  a  party,  and 
after  certain  motions  of  an  adminis- 
trative nature  have  been  submitted  for 
his  decision,  the  objection  comes  too 
late.  Coltrane  v.  Templeton,  106  Fed. 
370,  45  C.  C.  A.  328. 

19.  Eberville  v.  Leadville  Co.,  28 
Colo.  241,  64  Pac.  200;  Yazoo  &  M.  V. 
E.  Go.  V.  Kirk,  102  Miss.  41,  58  So. 
710,  Ann.  Cas.  1914C,  968,  42  L.  E.  A 
(N.  S.)  1172.  See  State  ex  rel.  Han- 
nebohl  v.  Superior  Court,  85  Wash.  663, 
149  Pac.  16;  Bedolfe  V.  Bedolfe,  71 
Wash.  60,  127  Pac.  594;  State  ex  rel. 
Lefebvre  v.  Clifford,  65  Wash.  313,  118 
Pac.   40. 

Ja]  The  reason  for  this  rule  is  that 
"it  is  justly  to  be  regarded  as  the 
folly  or  misfortune  of  a  party,  if, 
knowing  of  a  valid  objection  to  a  pro- 
ceeding, he  neglects  to  avail  himself 
of  it,  but  stands  by  and  participates 
therein,  unless  he  intends,  as  is  the 
natural  presumption,  from  his  silence, 
to  waive  altogether  any  objection  on 
that  account."  Warren  v.  Glynn,  37 
N.  H.  340. 

[b]  An  application  for  a  change  of 
judges  is  timely  when  made  after  the 
interposition  of  a  motion  to  make  the 
complaint  more  definite  and  certain  and 
prior  to  the  determination  thereof. 
State  ex  rel.  Deavers  v.  French,  78 
Wash.   260,  138  Pac.   869. 

[e]  Where  at  the  time  of  the  arraign- 
ment and  plea  the  defendant  had  not 
been  represented  by  counsel  and  the 
attorney  filed  the  application  for  a 
change  of  judge  upon  first  appearance 
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pends,  or  before  the  cause  is  set  for  trial,^"  or  prior  to  the  beginning 
of  the  term  at  which  the  cause  is  to  be  tried,^*  or  within  a  certain  num- 
ber of  days  before  the  trial,^^  or  at  any  time  before  the  commencement 
of  the  trial,^^  or,  in  some  jurisdictions,  on  the  trial  of  the  cause.^* 
An  objection  to  a  judge  on  the  ground  of  his  disqualification,  as  a 
rule,  is  not  available  after  judgment,^^  though  in  some  jurisdictions 
such  objection  may  be  raised  for  the  first  time  on  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,^"  or  to  modify  the  judgment.^^  Where  th^  court  consists  of  sev- 
eral judges,  objection  is  obviously  in  time  if  made  as  soon  as  the  cause 


in  the  case,  such  application  is  timely. 
State  ex  rel.  Jones  v.  Gay,  65  Wash. 
629,  118  Pac.  830. 

[d]  Wliere  a  i>arty  is  charged  with 
a  civil  contempt  for  refusing  to  com- 
ply with  a  judgment,  it  is  too  late  to 
apply  for  a  change  of  judges  on  the 
ground  of  prejudice  as  the  contempt 
proceeding  is  merely  ancillary  to  the 
original  action  in  which  the  party  had 
appeared.  State  ex  rel.  Gourley  v. 
Smith,  78  Wash.  292,  139  Pac.  60. 

20.  Seherer  v.  Ingerman,  110  Ind. 
428,  11  N.  E.  8,  12  N.  E.  304  (under 
rule  of  court);  Ex  parte  Hilton,  64  S. 
C.  201,  41  S.  E.  978,  92  Am.  St.  Rep. 
800. 

[a]  "Unless  tlie  party  so  applying 
has  just  learned  that  facts  exist  from 
which  he  believes  that  a  judge  may  be 
prejudiced  against  him,  which  facts 
should  be  alleged  in  the  af&davit. " 
Dolan  V.  Church,  1  Wyo.  187. 

21.  Ex  parte  Fairbank  Co.,  194  Fed. 
978;  Stockwell  v.  Crawford,  21  N.  D. 
261,  130  N.  W.  225. 

22.  V.  S. — Ex  parte  Glasgow,  195 
Fed.  780.  Minn.— State  v.  Hoist,  111 
Minn.  325,  .126  N".  W.  1090.  Ohio. 
Leiblang  v.  State,  21  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N. 
S.)   539. 

23.  N.  Y.—In  re  Hopkins'  Will,  3 
N.  Y.  Supp.  661,  6  Dem.  Sur.  12,  19  N. 
T.  St.  528;  Lampier's  Case,  5  City 
Hall  Rec.  179.  Okla. — White  v.  State, 
150  Pac.  716;  Eea  v.  State,  3  '  Okla. 
Crim.  276,  105  Pac.  384,  139  Am.  St. 
Rep.  954.  Wis. — Swineford  v.  Pomeroy, 
16  Wis.  553. 

[a]  The  calling  of  the  case  for  trial 
and  the  drawing  of  a  juror  is  the  be- 
ginning of  the  trial  and  the  right  to 
file  an  affi,davit  of  prejudice  against 
the  '  trial  judge  cannot  be  exercised 
thereafter.  State  v.  Johnson,  24  S.  D. 
590,  124  N.  W.  847. 

[b]  Before  or  After  Reference. 
(1)   A  motion  to  change  the  place  of 


trial  on  account  of  the  prejudice  of  the 
judge  made  after  the  cause  had  been 
referred  and  the  referee  had  made  his 
report  comes  too  late.  Duffy  v.  Hickey, 
68  Wis.  380,  32  N.  W.  54.  See  also  Bell 
V.  Vernooy,  18  Hun  (N.  Y.)  125.  (2) 
But  an  application  made  prior  to  such 
reference  although  the  cause  was  upon 
the  calendar  for  trial  is  seasonably 
made.  Eldred  v.  Becker,  60  Wis.  48, 
18  N.  W.  720. 

24.  Crosby  •».  Blanehard,  7  Allen 
(Mass.)   385. 

25.  Ark. — ^Pettigrew  v.  Washington 
County,  43  Ark.  33.  Ga. — Berry  v. 
State,  117  Ga.  15,  43  S.  E.  438.  Idaho. 
Stevens  v.  Hall,  8  Idaho  549,  69  Pac. 
282. 

[a]  On  Motion  To  Quash  Execution. 
An  objection  to  the  judge  on  account 
of  his  interest  cannot  be  raised  for 
the  first  time  on  a  motion  to  quash  an 
execution  issued  in  the  cause.  Collins 
V.  Hammock,  59  Ala.  448. 

[b]  Not  on  Motion  for  New  Trial. 
Wustrack  v.  Hall,  95  Neb.  384,  145  N. 
W.  835. 

26.  Keating  v.  Keating,  169  Cal. 
754,  147  Pac.  974;  Seabrook  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  171  S.  W. 
247;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  P.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Looney, 
42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  234,  95  S.  W.  691. 

[a]  "While  the  disqualification  of 
imputed  bias  and  prejudice  may  not 
be  invoked  during  a  hearing,  .  .  ., 
yet  the  disqualification  may  be  worked, 

.  .,  at  any  time  before  the  day  of 
hearing  upon  any  of  the  separate  steps 
to  be  taken  in  the  progress  of  the  ease. 
This  would  include,  of  course,  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial."  State  ex  rel.  Carle- 
fon  V.  District  Court,  33  Mont.  138,  82 
Pac.  789. 

27.  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  83  Wash.  85, 
145  Pac.  66,  an  application  to  modify 
the  judgment  is  a  "proceeding"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
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is  assigned  to  a  particular  judge,^®  and  it  has  been  held  that  party 
cannot  be  deprived  of  his  right  to  raise  the  objection  by  the  expiration 
of  the  statutory  period  therefor,  where  the  grounds  of  disqualification 
were  not  previously  diseovered,^^  though  other  authorities  are  to  the 
contrary.^"  So,  also,  a  distinction  has  been  drawn  between  merely  "im- 
puted bias"  and  other  grounds  of  disqualification,  to  the  effect  that  the 
former  cannot  be  urged  after  the  time  prescribed  in  the  statute  while 
the  latter  is  available  whenever  it  appears.^^ 

Where  Disqualification  Cannot  Be  Waived. —  But  in  those  states  where 
the  disability  cannot  be  waived,  being  regarded,  on  grounds  of  public 
policy,  as  a  jurisdictional  matter,^^  it  would  seem  that  objection  might 
be  made  whenever  the  disqualification  appears,  in  accordance  with  the 
general  rules  regulating  jurisdictional  objections.^^ 

d.  Essentials  of  Application  or  Affidavit.  —  The  application  for  a 
change  of  judge  on  the  ground  of  disqualification,  as  a  rule,  must  show 
facts  which  under  the  statute  constitute  one  of  the  grounds  of  disquali- 
fication.^*   It  is  not  enough  to  merely  "suggest"  the  existence  of  a  dis- 


28.  Cooper  v.  Cooper,  83  Wash.  85, 
145  Pac.  66,  as  soon  as  cause  is  as- 
signed for  trial  in  a  particular  depart- 
ment. 

[a]  A  rule  of  court  requiring  all 
applications  for  a  change  of  judges  to 
be  made  prior  to  the  setting  of  the 
cause  fcr  trial  is  unreasonable  and  in 
contravention  of  the  statute,  where  it 
appears  from  the  record  that  the  case 
was  assigned  to  a  certain  judge  and  set 
for  trial  at  the  same  time,  for  a  party 
is  not  required  to  file  an  affidavit  of 
prejudice  until  he  knows  to  whom  a 
case  has  been  assigned.  State  ex  rel. 
Beeler  v.  Smith,  76  Wash.  460,  136  Pac. 
678. 

29.  Bernhamer  v.  State,  123  Ind. 
577,  24  N.  E.  509;  Shoemaker  v.  Smith, 
74  Ind.  71;  Sandusky  Grain  Co.  v.  Sani- 
lac Circuit  Judge,  184  Mich.  126,  150 
N.  W.  329;  Bliss  v.  Caille  Bros.  Co., 
149  Mich.  601,  113  N.  W.  317. 

[a]  "The  law  does  not  require  im- 
possibilities, and  as  the  appellant  had 
no  knowledge  of  the  bias  and  preju- 
dice on  account  of  which  he  sought  a 
change  of  judge  in  time  to  make  his 
application  within  the  time  prescribed 
by  the  rule  of  court,  it  must  be  held 
that  the  want  of  such  knowledge  was 
sulficient  cause  for  not  making  it 
sooner."  Bernhamer  v.  State,  123  Ind. 
577,  24  N.  E.  509. 

[b]  Discovery  of  Prejudice  After 
Trial. — A  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  an 
independent    proceeding   and    there    is 
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no  reason  why  a  litgant,  who  after 
trial  and  before  the  hearing  of  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  discovers  that  the 
judge  who  had  tried  the  cause  is  pre- 
judiced against  him,  should  not  be 
entitled  to  a  change  of  judges  on  the 
ground  of  bias.  Keating  v.  Keating, 
169  Cal.  754,  147  Pac.  974. 

[c]  Knowledge  of  counsel  is  the 
knowledge  of  the  client.  Crosby  v. 
Blanchard,  7  AUen  (Mass.)  385. 

30.  Nimocks  v.  McGehee,  97  Miss. 
321,  52  So.  626,  a  party,  at  his  peril, 
is  bound  to  exercise  the  necessary  dili- 
gence to   discover  the  facts.  v 

31.  State  ex  rel.  Jacobs  v.  District 
Court,  48  Mont.  410,  138  Pac.  1091. 

32.  See  supra,  IX,  D. 

33.  Mo.— City  of  Kansas  v.  Knotts, 
78  Mo.  356,  where  judge  is  a  party. 
Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Jacobs  v.  District 
Court,  48  Mont.  410,  138  Pac.  1091. 
N.  Y. — People  v.  Whitridge,  144  App. 
Div.  493,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  300.  Tex. 
City  of  Dallas  v.  Peacock,  89  Tex.  58, 
33  S.  W.  220;  Chambers  v.  Hodges,  23 
Tex.  104;  Lee  v.  British- Am.  Mtg. 
Co.,  51  Tex.  Civ.  App.  272,  115  S.  W. 
320. 

See  also  supra,  IX,  D;  and  generally 
the  title  "Jurisdiction." 

34.  XT.  S.— McGuire  v.  Blount,  199 
V.  S.  142,  26  Sup.  Ct.  1,  50  L.  ed.  125. 
Ark. — Jones  v.  State,  61  Ark.  88,  32 
S.  W.  81.  Cal. — Dakan  v.  Superior 
Court,  2  Cal.  App.  52,  82  Pac.  112?. 
Colo.— 7ji  re  Smith,  54   Colo.   486,  131 
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qualifying  fact,  but  it  must  be  positively  alleged.'^  It  is  not  sufficient 
to  state  that  the  judge  is  personally  interested  in  the  case  without  stat- 
ing the  character  of  the  alleged  interest.'" 

An  affidavit  merely  stating  affiant's  belief  that  he  cannot  have  a  fair 
trial  before  the  judge  without  expressly  naming  any  of  the  grounds 
enumerated  in  the  statute  will  be  disregarded,^'  and  where  the  ground 
urged  in  support  of  a  motion  for  a  change  of  judge  is  not  sustained  by 
facts  alleged  in  the  affidavit,  the  latter  is  insuiflcient  to  support  the 
motion.^^  Although  it  is  not  necessary  to  strictly  pursue  the  language 
of  the  statute,^^  it  is  sufficient  in  some  jurisdictions,  to  do  so  with  re- 
spect to  bias;*"  though  in  other  jurisdictions  it  is  not  sufficient  to  as- 


Pac.  277.  Ha. — Conn  v.  Chadwick  & 
J  Co.,  17  Fla.  428.  Ind.— Palmer  v.  Poor, 
121  Ind.  135,  22  N.  E.  984,  6  L.  R.  A. 
469;  Millison  v.  Holmes,  1  Ind.  45. 
Kan. — Emporia  v.  Volmer,  12  Kan.  622. 
La. — State  v.  Chantlain,  42  La.  Ann. 
718,  7  So.  669.  Minn.— Burke  v.  May- 
all,  10  Minn.  287.  Mo. — State  v.  Mont- 
gomery, 160  Mo.  App.  724,  142  S.  W. 
474.  Ohio. — Wolfe  v.  Marmet,  72  Ohio 
St.  578,  74  N.  E.  1076.  Okla.— White 
V.  State,  150  Pac.  716.  Tex. — Houston 
&  T.  C.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Eyan,  44  Tex. 
426. 

[a]  There  being  no  presumption  that 
a  judge  Is  disqualified,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  party  claiming  disqualification 
to  show  affirmatively  the  facts  upon 
which  the  claim  is  based.  Gasson  v. 
Atkins,  59  Misc.  145,  112  N.  T.  Supp. 
224. 

35.  Dunbar  v.  Wallace,  84  Ark.  231, 
105  S.  W.  257. 

36.  Schwing  v.  Dunlap,  130  La.  498, 
58  So.  162. 

[a]  "The  averment  that  the  chan- 
cellor was  disqualified  because  'a  party 
to  said  suit  and  interested  therein,'  is 
insufficient,  because  it  is  not  explained 
how  he  was  a  party  or  how  inter- 
ested." Metcalfe  v.  Merchants  &  P. 
Bank,  89  Miss.  649,  41  So.  377. 

37.  Palmer  v.  Poor,  121  Ind.  135,  22 
N.  E.  984,  6  li.  E.  A.  469;  Kentucky 
J.  Pub.  Co.  V.  Gaines,  33  Ky.  L.  Eep, 
402,  110  S.  W.  268.  See  also  State  v. 
Chantlain,  42  La.  Ann.  718,  7  So. 
669. 

38.  Smith  v.  Com.,  108  Ky.  53,  55 
S.  W.  718,  facts  held  insufficient  to 
show  personal  hostility. 

39.  Witter  v.  Taylor,  7  Ind.  110. 

[a]  Counsel  Prior  to  Election. — ^Un- 
der a  statute  providing  that  a  judge 
is  disqualified  £f  he  had  been  engaged 


as  counsel  in  the  ease  prior  to  his 
election,  the  omission  of  the  words 
"prior  to  his  election"  is  not  fatal 
to  the  application,  as  the  main  fact- 
to  be  alleged  is  the  employment  as 
counsel,  and  whether  he  was  so  em- 
ployed before  or  after  his  election  is 
not  material.  Witter  v.  Taylor,  7  Ind. 
110. 

[b]  Personal  Bias. — ^But  where  the 
statute  qualifies  the  bias  or  prejudice 
by  the  word  "personal,"  an  affidavit 
in  which  such  qualifying  term  is  not 
used,  is  insufficient.  Henry  v.  Speer, 
201  Fed.  869,  120  C.  C.  A.  207. 

40.  Ariz. — Stephens  v.  Stephens,  17 
Ariz.  306,  152  Pac.  164.  Mont. — State 
ex  ret.  Grogan  v.  District  Court,  44 
Mont.  72,  119  Pac.  174.  S.  D.— State 
V.  Palmer,  4  S.  D.  543,  57  N.  W.  490. 

[a]  "If  a  judge  were  related  to 
any  of  the  parties,  that  is  a  fact;  or, 
if  he  has  an  interest  in  the  result  of 
the  litigation,  .  .  .  that  is  a  fact. 
.  .  .  But,  whether  a  man  i«  biased  or 
not  is  a  fact  of  itself,  and  you  have 
not  to  state  something  else  to  show 
that  he  has  such  bias.  We  think  the 
facts  required  by  the  statute  do  not 
refer  to  anything  but  relationship  or 
interest  that  the  party  may  have  in 
the  litigation.  It  is  a  sort  of  meta- 
physical question  as  to  whether  he  is 
biased  or  not.  The  judge  says  he  was 
not  and  he  probabI|y  was  not;  but 
does  that  satisfy  the  party,  or  is  that 
what  the  legislature  intended  when  it 
provided  that  a  litigant  should  have 
the  right  to  have  Ha  case  tried  by  a 
judge  whom  he  did  not  think  had  any 
bias  or  prejudice  against  him?  We 
think  that  is  not  an  issuable  fact  to 
be  tried."  State  ex  rel.  Zurhorst  V, 
WV)Ife,  11  Ohio  Cii,  Ct.  591. 
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sert  the  judge's  bias,  but  facts  must  be  alleged  showing  the  state  of 
feeling  complained  of,*^  hence  a  niere  assertion  of  affiant's  belief  in  the 
judge's  prejudice  without  giving  reasons  in  its  support  is  not  sufficient 
to  disqualify  a  judge,*^  and  an  allegation  of  prejudice  on  information 


[b]  A  rule  of  court  reciuiring  a 
statement  of  facts  in  such  instance  is 
to  that  extent  invalid.  Hunt  v.  State, 
27  Ohio  Cir.  Ot.  16. 

41.  TJ.  S.— Pacific  Coal  &  Transp.  Co. 
V.  Pioneer  Min.  Co.,  205  Fed.  577,  123 
C.  C.  A.  593.  Ky.— ToUiver  v.  Com., 
165  Ky.  312,  176  S.  W.  1190;  White  v. 
Jouett,  147  Ky.  197,  144  8.  W.  55; 
Sparks  V.  Colson,  109  Ky.  711,  60  S. 
W.  540;  Hargia  v.  Marcum,  31  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  795,  103  S.  W.  346.  La.— State 
V.  Hayes,  127  La.  762,  53  So.  983.  Okla. 
"White  V.  State,  150  Pac.  716.  Utah. 
State  ex  rel.  Brooks  v.  First  Judicial 
Dist.  Court,  43  Utah  499,  136  Pae. 
785. 

[a]  "The  facts  upon  which  the 
claim  of  prejudice  is  made  must  be 
set  out  in  the  application  so  that  the 
judge  and  the  other  side  may  know 
what  is  claimed  and  upon  what  the 
claim  is  based."  Lewis  v.  Bussell,  4 
Okla.  Crim.  129,  111  Pae.  818. 

[b]  Bias  or  prejudice  as  a  basis  of 
disqualification  may  be  claimed  only 
"in  those  rare  instances  in  which  the 
afS.ant  is  able  to  state  facts  .  .  .  and 
reasons  which  tend  to  show  personal 
bias  or  prejudice."  Ex  parte  American 
Steel  Co.,  230  V.  S.  35,  33  Sup.  Ct. 
1007,  57  L.  ed.  1379. 

[c]  And  the  "afSdavit  should  al- 
lege such  facts,  which,  if  true,  show 
that  the  trial  judge  will  not,  or  may 
not,  afford  the  litigant  a  fair  and  im- 
partial trial  of  his  case."  Kentucky 
Journal  Pub.  Co.  v.  Gaines,  33  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  402,  110  S.  W.  268. 

[d]  An'  a£S.davit  which  shows  tliat 
the  judge  in  open  court  and  in  ad- 
vance of  any  hearing  niade  an  an- 
nouncement of  his  intention  to  impris- 
on the  person  charged  with  contempt 
is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  moving  party 
to  a  change  of  judges  as  a  matter  of 
right.  State  ex  rel.  Eussell  v.  Superior 
Court,  77  Wash.  631,  138  Pac.  291. 

42.  U.  S.— Pacific  Coal  &  T.  Co.  «. 
Pioneer  Min.  Co.,  205  Fed.  577,  123 
C.  C.  A.  593;  Ex  parte  Fairbank  Co., 
194  Fed.  978.  Ark. — Davis  v.  Atkin- 
son, 75  Ark.  300,  87  S.  W.  432.  Cal. 
Hoyt  V.  Zumwalt,  149  Cal.  881,  86  Pac. 
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600.  Colo. — People  v.  District  Court, 
60  Colo.  1,  152  Pae.  149;  In  re  Smith, 
54  Colo.  486,  131  Pac.  277.  Ky.— Sparks 
V.  Colson,  109  Ky.  711,  60  S.  W.  540; 
Vance  ■;;.  Field,  89  Ky.  178,  12  S.  W. 
190;  French  v.  Com.,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
98,  97  8.  W.  427;  Musgrave  v.  Parrish, 
11  Ky.  L.  Eep.  573,  12  S.  W.  709. 
N.  H. — Hutchinson  v.  Manchester  St. 
Ey.,  73  N.  H.  271,  60  Atl.  1011.  N.  D, 
Waterloo  G.  E.  Co.  v.  O'Neill,  19  N.  D. 
784,  124  N.  W.  951.  -  Okla.— Kelly  v. 
Ferguson,  5  Okla.  Crim.  316,  114  Pae. 
631.  But  see  Lincoln  v.  Territory,  8 
Okla.  546,  58  Pac.  730;  Buchanan  v. 
State,  2  Okla.  Crim.  126,  101  Pae.  295. 
S.  D. — State  v.  Chapman,  1  S.  D.  414, 
47  N.  W.  411,  10  L.  E.  A.  432. 

[a]  Prejudice  Against  Liquor  Traf- 
fic.— In  Erwin  v.  Benton,  120  Ky,  536, 
87  S.  W.  291,  it  was  alleged  in  the 
affidavit,  that  the  bias  of  the  judge 
against  the  licensed  traffic  in  spirituous, 
vinous  and  malt  liquiors  is  so  pro- 
nounced that  he  cannot  and  will  not 
afford  afSants  a  fair  and  impartial 
trial.  The  court  says  there:  "The  law 
is  administered  not  by  the  personal 
predilections  of  the  judge,  but  by  the 
application  of  known  and  accepted 
rules  or  principles  to  the  facts  of  the 
controversy.  Very  rarely  it  must  hap- 
pen that  the  judge's  personal  views 
can  properly  enter,  or  do  they  enter, 
into  the  adjudication  of  the  matter 
before  him.  .  .  .  It  is  inconceivable 
that  a  man  qualified  to  act  as  judge 
.  .  .  can  have  formed  no  opinion  re- 
garding many,  if  not  most,  of  the 
moral  and  economic  questions  which 
have  engaged  public  attention  for 
many  years.  It  would  be  an  astound- 
ing proposition  if  it  were  true  that 
judges  with  personal  opinions  on  such 
questions  were  disqualified  to  act  in 
eases  where  the  law  as  written  is  to 
be  applied  where  those  matters  became 

involved There  is  no  .    .    .  case 

.  .  .  that  holds,  nor  has  it  ever  been 
held  under  any  statute,  that  a  mere 
charge  of  bias  .  .  .  against  the  judge 
will  disqualify  him  from  sitting  on  the 
trial  of  a  case.  Facts  which,  if  true, 
would  probably  operate  to  prevent  his 
giving  a  fair  trial,  must  be  alleged. 
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and  belief  is  wholly  insufficient  to  support  a  motion  for  a  change, of 
judge.^^  So  too,  the  affidavit  must  show  that  the  alleged  prejudice  is 
a  prejudice  against  the  party.** 

Proceedings  On  and  Determination  of  Application  or  Objection. 


e. 


The  proceeding  to  disqualify  a  judge  being  statutory,*^  a  defendant 
seeking  to  disqualify  a  trial  judge  upon  any  ground  must  follow  the 
statute.*®  In  some  jurisdictions  upon  the  filing  of  an  affidavit  of  preju- 
dice in  accordance  with  the  statute,  the  judge  has  no  discretion  in  the 
matter  but  must  allow  a  change  of  judge,*'  and  it  is  reversible  error  to 


The  afadavit  in  this  ease  is  wholly 
lacking  in  this  particular."  Erwin  v. 
Benton,  120  Ky.  536,  87  S.  W.  291. 

[b]  "The  affidavit  or  affidavits  must 
not  only  state  facts,  but  the  facts 
stated  must  establish  to  the  satisfaction 
of  a  reasonable  mind  that  the  judge 
has  a  bias  or  prejudice  that  will  in 
all  probability  prevent  him  from  deal- 
ing fairly  with'  the  defendant.  We  are 
unwilling  to  think  that  a  trial  judge 
would  be  prejudiced,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute  cited,  against  one  on 
trial  before  him,  on  account  of  his 
successful  candidacy  for  office  against 
a,  relative  of  such  judge."  People  v. 
Findley,  132  Cal.  301,  64  Pac.  472. 

43.  IT.  S. — Ex  parte  Pairbank  Co., 
194  Fed.  978.  Ala. — Schilcer  v.  Brock, 
124  Ala.  626,  27  So.  473;  Pollard  v. 
Southern  Fertilizer  Co.,  122  Ala.  410, 
25  So.  169.  Ky.— Schmidt  v.  Mitchell, 
101  Ky.  570,  41  S.  W.  929,  72  Am. 
St.  Eep.  427.  S.  D. — Crouch  v.  Dakota 
W.  &  M.  E.  E.  Co.,  18  S.  D.  540,  101 
N.  W.  722. 

[a]  An  affidavit  which  consists  of 
mere  hearsay  as  to  the  facts  stated  is 
not  sufficient  to  justify  a  judge  in  va- 
cating the  bench.  Schmidt  v.  Mitchell, 
101  Ky.  570,  41  S.  W.  929,  72  Am.  St. 
Eep.  427. 

P)]  Belief  Accompanied  hy  Facts. 
But  where  the  allegation  of  prejudice, 
though  based  on  affiant's  belief,  is  ac- 
companied by  a  statement  of  facts  jus- 
tifying such  belief,  the  affidavit  is  suffi- 
cient. Morehouse  v.  Morehouse,  136 
Cal.  332,  68  Pac.  976. 

44.  Purvis  v.  Frink,  55  Fla.  715,  46 
So.  171;  Conn  v.  Chadwiek  &  Co.,  17 
Fla.  428. 

[a]  Personal  Bias. — Henry  v.  Speer, 
201  Fed.  869,  120  C.  C.  A.  207;  Henry 
V.  Harris,  191  Fed.  868. 

45.  Joaquin  v.  Barretto,  23  Phil. 
Isl.  281. 


46.  La.— State  v.  Blount,  124  La. 
202,  50  So.  12.  Mo.— State  I  «.  Moore, 
121  Mo.  514,  26  S.  W.  345,  42  Am. 
St.  Eep.  542.  Okla.— Fox  v.  Ziehme,  30 
Okla.  673, 120  Pac.  285;  Myers  v.  Bailey, 
26  Okla.  133,  109  Pae.  820. 

47.  Xr.  S.— Henry  v.  Speer,  201  Fed. 
869,  120  C.  C.  A.  207;  Cox  V.  United 
States,  100  Fed.  293,  40  C.  G.  A.  380. 
Ariz. — Stephens  v.  Stephens,  17  Ariz. 
306,  152  Pac.  164,  the  truth  of  the  af- 
fidavit is  immaterial.  Colo, — People  v. 
District  Court,  60  Colo.  1,  152  Pae. 
149.  Ind.— Woodsman  v.  State,  181  Ind. 
613,  105  N.  E.  155;  Thorn  v.  Silver, 
174  Ind.  504,  89  N.  E.  943;  Burkett 
V.  Holeman,  104  Ind.  6,  3  N.  E.  406; 
Fisk  V.  Patriot  &  B.  Tpk.  Co.,  54  Ind. 
479.  Kan. — Jones  v.  American  Cent. 
Ins.  Co.,  83  Kan.  44,  109  Pae.  1077. 
Ky.— Vance  v.  Field,  89  Ky.  178,  12 
S.  W.  190;  Powers  v.  Com.,  114  Ky. 
237,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1007,  70  S.  W. 
644;  Givens  V.  Crawshaw,  21  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1618,  55  S.  W.  905.  La.— State  v. 
Banta,  122  La.  235,  47  So.  538;  State 
V.  Judge,  37  La.  Ann.  253.  IMinn. — State 
V.  Hoist,  111  Minn.  325,  126  N.  W. 
1090.  Mo. — State  v.  Montgomery,  160 
Mo.  App.  724,  142  S.  W.  474;  State  v. 
Gray,  100  Mo.  App.  98,  72  S.  W.  1081. 
Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Lehman  v.  District 
Court,  49  Mont.  247,  141  Pae.  659; 
Washoe  C.  Co.  v.  Hickey,  46  Mont.  363, 
128  Pae.  584.  N.  D.— State  v.  Kent,  4 
N.  D.  577,  62  N.  W.  631,  27  L.  B.  A. 
686.  Ohio.— State  v.  Wolfe,  11  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  591,  6  Otio  Cir.  Dec.  118. 
S.  D.— State  v.  Palmer,  4  S.  D.  543, 
57  N.  W.  490,  499.  Wash.— Stat©  ex 
rel.  Eussell  v.  Superior  Court,  77  Wash. 
631,  138  Pae.  291.  Wis.— Bines  v. 
Boyd,  7  Wis.  155.  Wyo. — ^Murdica  v. 
State,  22  Wyo.  196,  137  Pae.  574; 
Huhn  V.  Quinn,  21  Wyo,  51,  128  Pae. 
514. 

[a]    "The  law  does  not  contemplate 

Vol.  XVI 


688 


JUDICIAL  OFFICERS 


refuse  to  do  so.*®  In  other  jurisdictions,  in  case  of  doubt  as  to  the  dis- 
qualiSeation  of  the  judge,  the  matter  is  to  be  referred  for  determina' 
tion  to  the  court,  if  it  consists  of  several  members,*^  or  to  a  judge  ad 
hoc,  but  the  question  cannot  be  decided  by  the  judge  claimed  to  be 
disqualified.^"  But  in  some  states  it  devolves  upon  the  trial  iudge  to 
determine  the  question  of  his  own  incompetency,^^  and  this  determina- 
tion should  be  upon  affidavits  and  not  upon  his  own  knowledge  in  the 
matter.^^ 


an  issue  of  fact  upon  an  application 
for  a  change  of  venue  on  account  of 
the  disqualification  of  the  judge,  to  be 
heard  and  determined  by  the  judge  al- 
leged to  be  disqualified,  .  .  .  When 
the  application  is  properly  made  and 
supported  by  affidavit  as  required  by 
the  statute  the  judge  has  no  discretion; 
he  cannot  sit  in  judgment  upon  the 
question  of  his  own  qualification,  but 
must  grant  the  change  as  applied  for." 
State  V.  Witherspoon,  231  Mo.  706,  133 
S.  W.  328. 

48.  Woodsman  v.  State,  181  Ind. 
613,  105  N.  B.  155;  Stockton  v.  Ham, 
180  Ind.  628,  102  N.  B.  378;  Wathen, 
Mueller  &  Co.  v.  Com.,  133  Ky.  94,  116 
S.  W.  336. 

49.  Internal  Improvement  Ftind  v. 
Bailey,   10  Fla.  213. 

50.  State  v.  Foster,  112  La.  533,  36 
So.  554;  State  ex  rel.  Nolan  v.  Judge, 
39  La.  Ann.  994,  3  So.  91;  State  V. 
Judge,  33   La.  Ann.   1293. 

51.  Ala.— State  v.  Pitts,  139  Ala. 
152,  36  So.  20;  Ex  parte  Dew,  7  Ala. 
App.  437,  62  So.  261.  Cal.— Bstudillo 
V.  Security  L.  &  T.  Co.,  158  Cal.  66, 
109  Pac.  884;  Moore  v.  Superior  Court, 
22  Cal.  App.  156,  133  Pae.  990;  John- 
ston V.  Dakan,  9  Cal.  App.  522,  99  Pae. 
729.  Colo. — Nordloh  v.  Packard,  45 
Colo.  515,  101  Pac.  787.  Me.— Bellows 
V.  Murray,  66  Me.  199.  P.  I. — Joaquin 
V.  Barretto,  25  Phil.  Isl.  281. 

[a]  While  it  is  the  duty  of  a  judge 
"to  grant  the  motion  should  bias  or 
other  disqualification  be  shown,  yet, 
upon  the  other  hand,  it  is  equally  his 
duty  to  deny  the  motion  and  to  sit  in 
the  ease  himself  if,  in  his  judgment, 
the  disqualifying  cause  alleged  is  not 
sufficiently  established  by  the  evidence. 
An  added  embarrassment  under  such 
circumstances  arises  from  the  fact  that 
the  judge  himself  is  made  the  trier 
of  the  question  touching  his  own  bias 
or  other  disqualification.    But  the  law 
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has  seen  fit  to  impose  this  painful  duty 
upon  him,  and  he  may  not  shirk  its 
performance."  Swan  v.  Talbot,  152 
Cal.  142,  94  Pac.  238,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  1066. 

[b]  "Not  only  Is  a  judge  not  re- 
quired to  withdraw  from  the  hearing 
of  a  case  upon  a  mere  suggestion  that 
he  is  disqualified  to  sit,  but  it  is  im- 
proper for  him  to  do  so,  unless  the  al- 
leged cause  of  recusation  is  known  by 
him  to  exist,  or  is  shown  by  proof  to 
be  true  in  fact."  State  v.  Be  Maio, 
70   N.  J.  L.  220,  58  Atl.   173. 

[e]  Must  Give  Opportunity  foi 
Proof. — ^But  the  trial  judge  cannot  de- 
cide the  question  of  his  disqualification 
without  affording  a,n  opportunity  to 
submit  proof  in  support  of  the  ap- 
plication for  a  change  of  judges.  Ben- 
son V.  State,  39  Tex.  Crim.  56,  44  S.  W. 
167. 

[d]  In  Oklahoma  the  court  cannot 
hear  evidence  or  try  the  issue,  but  if 
he  deems  himself  disqualified  on  the 
grounds  alleged,  he  so  certifies,  other- 
wise he  refuses  to  act  and  the  matter 
is  then  tried  by  the  appellate  court  on 
application  for  a  writ  of  mandamus. 
Kelly  V.  Ferguson,  5  Okla.  Crim.  316, 
114  Pae.  631. 

52.  People  v.  Compton,  123  Cal.  403, 
56  Pac.  44.  But  see  Chase  v.  Weston, 
75  Iowa  159,  39  N.  W.  .246,  where  the 
court  says:  "In  our  opinion  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  judge,  having  knowledge 
of  the  prohibited  relationship,  to  re- 
fuse to  act  as  judge  on  the  trial  of 
the  cause  until  the  required  consent 
was  given." 

[a]  "An  issue  as  to  the  disqualifi- 
cation of  the  judge  may  be  made,  and 
when  made  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
judge  upon  the  evidence  adduced  before 
him  by  the  parties;  and  when  his  de- 
cision in  that  respect  is  brought  up 
for  review,  the  evidence  upon  which 
the   decision  was  made  should  be  in- 
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f.  Review  of  Ruling.  —  The  judge's  decision  is  subject  to  review 
on  an  application  for  a  writ  of  mandamus*^  or  prohibition^*  as  well  as 
on  appeal.^^  The  decision  of  a  judge  as  to  his  qualifications  will  not 
be  reversed  unless  there  is  manifest  error.'^° 


corporated  into  the  statement  of  facta 
for  the  inspection  of  the  revising  court. 
The  mere  statement  of  the  judge  as  to 
his  previous  professional  connection 
with  the  matter  in  dispute,  not  made 
under  the  sanctions  of  an  oath,  as  a 
■witness,  ought  not  to  be  considered  as 
evidence  unless  that  requisite  had  been 
waived  by  the  parties."  Slaven  v. 
Wheeler,  58  Tex.  23. 

53.  MeConnell  v.  Goodwin,  189  Ala. 
390,  66  So.  675,  Ann.  Cas.  1917A,  839; 
Medlin  v.  Taylor,  101  Ala.  239,  13  So. 
310;  Ex  parte  State  Bar  Assn.,  92  Ala. 
118,  8  So.  768,  12  L.  E.  A.  134;  State 
V.  Castleberry,  23  Ala.  85;  State  v. 
Young,  31  Fla.  594,  12  So.  673,  34  Am 
St.  Eep.  41,  19  L.  E.  A.  636. 

[a]  "It  is  the  duty  of  an  attorney, 
when  he  desires  to  secure  a  writ  of 
mandamus  to  disqualify  a  judge^  to 
present  his  petition  therefor  to  this 
court  as  soon  after  the  judge  has  de- 
clined to  disqualify  himself  as  can  be 
conveniently  done.  Counsel  cannot  file 
an  application  for  a  change  of  judge, 
and,  after  the  judge  has  acted  upon 
such  application,  allow  the  matter  to 
rest  until  the  case  is  about  to  be  tried, 
and  then  use  such  application  as  a 
ground  for  a  continuance.  Counsel  must 
be  vigilant,  if  they  desire  the  assist- 
ance of  this  court.  We  therefore  hold 
that  the  petition  for  a  writ  of  man- 
damus .  .  .  was  not  filed  in  this  court 
in  proper  time."  Johnson  v.  Wells, 
5  Okla.  Crim.  599,  115  Pac.  375. 

[b]  "If  the  application  is  in  com- 
pliance with  the  statute,  and  the  judge 
concedes  that  he  is  prejudiced,  he  cer- 
tifies his  disqualification  as  requested. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  application 
be  in  proper  form,  but  the  judge  does 
not  admit  his  disqualification  and  there- 
fore refuses  to  make  the  certificate,  a 
petition  may  be  filed  for  a  writ  of 
mandamus  to  require  him  to  do  so;  and 
the  question  of  his  disqualification  will 
then  be  tried  out  and  determined  in 
the  appellate  court  upon  the  petition, 
the  response,  and  such  proof  as  may 
be  there  offered.  But  the  filing  of  an 
application  with  the  clerk  below  in 
full  compliance  with  the  section  above 


quoted  is  a  prerequisite  to  the  pro- 
curing of  the  writ.  The  facts  upon 
which  the  claim  of  prejudice  is  made 
must  be  set  out  in  the  application,  so 
that  the  judge  and  the  other  side  may 
know  what  is  claimed  and  upon  what 
the  claim  is  based;  and  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  set  these  facts  out  for  the 
first  time  in  the  petition  for  the  writ. 
.  .  .  It  is  evident  that  the  statute 
never  intended  that  a  judge  should  hear 
evidence  and  judicially  pass  upon  the 
question  of  his  own  prejudice.  .  .  . 
It  is  illegal  and  absurd  to  place  a 
judge  upon  trial  before  himself.  Such 
a  trial  would  manifestly  be  a  miser- 
able farce.  No  man  is  competent  to 
sit  in  judgment  upon  his  own  con- 
duet  or  when  his  individual  integrity 
or  feelings  are  involved.  The  fact 
that  he  assumes  that  he  is  competent 
to  do  this  is  conclusive  evidence  of  the 
fact  that  he  is  incompetent  to  properly 
discharge  this  judicial  duty."  Kelly 
V.  Ferguson,  5  Okla.  Crim.  700,  114  Pac. 
631. 

Si.  Oal.— North  Bloomfield  Gravel 
Min.  Co.  V.  Keyser,  58  Cal.  315;  Moore 
V.  Superior  Court,  22  Cal.  App.  156,  133 
Pac.  990.  Mo.— State  v.  Wear,  129  Mo. 
619,  31  S.  W.  608.  Wash.— State  v. 
Board  of  Education,  19  Wash.  8,  52 
Pae.  317,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  706,  40  L. 
E.  A.  317. 

55.  Ala.— Medlin  v.  Taylor,  101  Ala. 
239,  13  So.  310.  Ohio.— State  v.  Wolfe, 
6  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  118,  11  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
591.  Tex. — City  of  Austin  v.  Nalle,  85 
Tex.  520,  22  S.  W.  960. 

56.  Estudillo  v.  Security  L.  &  T. 
Co.,  158  Cal.  66,  109  Pac.  884,  findings 
on  conflicting  evidence  is  conclusive. 

[a]  Abuse  of  discretion  must  ap- 
pear.    Childress   v.   Grim,   57  Tex.  56. 

[b]  Under  the  statute  "a,  party- 
has  not  the  absolute  right  to  have  his 
cause  tried  by  a  judge  other  than 
the  regularly  elected  and  presiding 
judge  of  the  court,  on  the  alleged 
ground  of  the  latter 's  prejudice.  The 
matter  lies  in  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  judge  to  whom  the  application  is 
made  and  his  decision  is  not  review- 
able unless  an  abuse  of   discretion  is 
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P.  Calling  m  Another  Jxjdge  or  Transferring  Cause.*^  —  The 
power  to  request  another  judge  to  try  a  case  is  not  an  inherent  power 
vested  in  the  judge,  but  it  must  depend  for  its  support  upon  the 
statute,^*  and  the  requirements  of  such  statute  must  be  strictly  fol- 
lowed.®^ Where  under  the  statute  the  judge  must  file  a  certificate  of 
his  disqualification,  such  filing  is  essential  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon 
the  judge  who  is  called  to  try  the  cause.'" 

The  order  for  a  trial  before  another  judge  should  recite  the  fact 
that  the  trial  judge  is  disqualified."^  In  some  jurisdictions  the  statute 
requires  a  disqualified  judge  to  transfer  the  cause  to  another  court,"^ 
unless  another  qualified  judge  of  the  same  court  is  available,'^  and 
such  statute  is  not  satisfied  by  calling  in  another  judge  to  try  the 
cause."*  The  disqualified  judge  must  make  an  order"^  for  the  transfer 


shown."    Nordloh  v.  Packard,  45  Colo. 
515,  101  Pac.  787. 

[c]  la  support  of  the  court's  de- 
cision it  will  be  presumed  that  counter- 
affidavits  were  filed  unless  the  record 
shows  the  contrary.  Talbot  v.  Pirkey, 
139  Cal.  326,  73  Pac.  858. 

57.  As  to  transfer  of  causes  gen- 
erally see  the  title  "Transfer  of 
Causes." 

As  to  change  of  venue  see  the  title 
"Change  of  Venue." 

58.  Ala. — Thornton  ■».  Moore,  61 
Ala.  347.  Fla.— Swepson  v.  Call,  13  Pla. 
337.  Ga.— Ivey  v.  State,  112  Ga.  175, 
37  S.  E.  898.  Ind.— Hutts  v.  Hutts,  51 
Ind.  581.  La. — State  ex  rel.  Hunter  v. 
Judges,  29  La.  Ann.  785.  Me. — State 
V.  Thomas,  56  Me.  490.  lilo. — State  v. 
McCarver,  194  Mo.  717,  92  S.  W.  684. 
Mont.— Farleigh  v.  Kelly,  24  Mont.  369, 
62  Pac.  495.  Nev.— Statef  v.  Mack,  26 
Nev.  430,  69  Pac.  862.  N.  C— Bear  v. 
Cohen,  65  N.  G.  511.  S.  D.— State  v. 
Palmer,  4  S.  D.  543,  57  N.  W.  490. 
Wis.— Rines  v.  Boyd,  7  Wis.  155. 

Compare  supra,  IX,  B,  1. 

[a]  The  judge  alone  is  "endowed 
by  law  with  the  duties  and  responsibil- 
ities which  pertain  and  belong  to  the 
court;  and  if  these  are  assumed  by 
another,  or  attempted  to  be  conferred 
by  the  court  or  parties,  all  proceedings 
emanating  from  such  assumed  or  en- 
forced authority  will  be  absolute  nul- 
lities, and  should  be  declared  void 
whenever  attempted  to  be  enforced." 
Wright  V.  Boon,  2  Greene  (Iowa)  458. 

[b]  But  where  the  statute  gives  a 
Judge  the  authority  to  request  a  judge 
of  another  circuit  to  try  a  case,  in 
which  he  is  disqualified  to  act,  he  can 
make    such   request   in    chambers    and 
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even  in  vacation  of  his  court.  State 
V.  Gillham,  174  Mo.  671,  74  S.  W. 
859. 

59.  Fla. — Swepson  «.  Call,  13  Fla. 
337.  La. — Succession  of  Cabrol,  28  La. 
Ann.  637.  Mich. — Shannon  v.  Smith,  31 
Mich.  451.  N.  Y. — In  re  Ehinebeck,  19 
Hun  346.  Pa.— Com.  «.  White,  161  Pa. 
576,  29  Atl.  283.  Wis. — Eines  v.  Boyd, 
7  Wis.  155. 

[a]  "When  the  statute  says  that 
the  place  of  trial  shall  not  be  changed 
for  disqualification  of  the  judge,  when 
another  judge  will  appear,  etc.,  it  must 
be  construed  to  mean  something,  if 
meaning  can  be  extracted  from  lan- 
guage; and,  in  our  opinion,  it  does 
mean  that  such  judge  shall  appear  by 
the  only  method  by  which  it  is  pos- 
sible for  him  to  appear,  viz.,  by  the 
invitation  of  the  resident  judge." 
Granite  Mt.  Min.  Co.  v.  Durfee,  11 
Mont.  222,  27  Pac.  919. 

60.  In  re  Ehinebeck,  19  Hun  (W.  Y.) 
346;  Queens  Ins.  Co.  v.  Graham,  142 
N.  Y.  Supp.  589. 

61.  Thornton  v.  Moore,  61  Ala.  347; 
Wilson  •».  Wilson^  36  Ala.  655. 

62.  Cal. — Eemy  v.  Olds,  5  Cal. 
Unrep.  Cas.  182,  42  Pac.  239.  HI. — Gra- 
ham V.  People,  111  111.  253.  Tex.— Podle 
V.  Mueller  Bros.  F.  &  C.  Co.,  80  Tex. 
189,  15  S.  W.  1055. 

63.  Paige  v.  Carroll,  61  Cal.  215; 
Eemy  v.  Olds,  5  Cal.  Unrep.  Cas.  182, 
42  Pac.  239.  See  also  Upton  v.  Upton, 
94  Cal.  26,  29  Pac.  411. 

64.  Eemy  v.  Olds,  5  Cal.  Unrep.  Cas. 
182,  42  Pac.  239. 

65.  Swepson  v.  Call,  13  Fla.  337; 
Poole  V.  Mueller  Bros.  F.  &  C.  Co.,  80 
Tex.  189,  15  S.  W.  1055;  Smith  V. 
Hardin,  68  Tex.  120,  3  S,  W,  453. 
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of  the  cause  to  another  court  and  forward  the  record  to  the  court  to 
which  the  cause  is  transferred.®" 

G.  Authority  op  Disqt^ai.ij?ikd  Judge.  —  1.'  Generally,  —  While 
the  power  of  a  judge  when  disqualified  generally  ceases  except  to 
certify  his  incapacity  to  act"'  he  is  authorized  to  make  orders  of  a 
purely  formal  character,®*  to  revoke  such  orders®^  and  to  perform 
duties  which  are  merely  ministerial  in  their  nature.'"  But  a  dis- 
qualified judge  has  no  power  to  make  any  order  in  the  cause  which 
requires  the  exercise  of  judicial  discretion.'^ 


[a]  An  order  for  the  transmission 
of  papers  to  a  register  is  not  an  order 
of  transfer  of  a  cause  to  a  court.  Shan- 
non V.  Smith,  31  Mich.  451. 

[b]  The  grounds  of  the  judge's  dis- 
qualLScation,  however,  need  not  be 
stated  in  the  order  unless  it  is  excepted 
to  by  one  of  the  parties.  Bates  v. 
Casey,  61  Tex.  592. 

[c]  When  Parties  Have  Not  Se- 
lected Special  Judge. — Where  the  stat- 
ute makes  the  power  of  a  judge  to 
order  a  change  of  venue  contingent 
upon  the  failure  of  the  parties  to 
agree  upon  or  elect  a  special  judge, 
an  order  for  a  change  of  venue  can- 
not be  made  unless  an  opportunity  had 
been  previously  given  to  the  parties  to 
hold  an  election.  State  v.  Bacon,  107 
Mo.  627,  18  S.  W.  19. 

66.  Swepson  v.  Call,  13  Ma..  337. 
[a]    A  cause  is  not  pending  in  the 

court  to  which  it  is  ordered  to  be 
transferred  until  the  receipt  of  the 
papers  by  the  clerk  of  such  court,  to- 
gether with  a  copy  of  the  order  of 
transfer.  Swepson  v.  Call,  13  Pla. 
337. 

67.  Colo. — People  v.  District  Court, 
60  Colo.  1,  152  Pac.  149.  Ind.— reoh- 
heimer  v.  Washington,  77  Ind.  366.  La. 
State  V.  Judge,  37  La.  Ann.  253.  Md. 
Magruder  v.  Swaun,  25  Md.  173.  Mo. 
Lacy  V.  Barrett,  75  Mo.  469.  Mont. 
State  ex  rel.  Goodman  v.  District  Court, 
46  Mont.  492,  128  Pac.  913.  N.  D. 
State  V.  White,  21  N.  D.  444,  131  N. 
W.  261.  Tex.— Poole  v.  Mueller  Bros. 
F.  &  C.  Co.,  80  Tex.  189,  15  S.  W. 
1055. 

68.  Ala. — Plowman  ».  Henderson,  59 
Ala.  559;  Hayes  v.  Collier,  47  Ala. 
726;  Heydenfeldt  v.  Towns,  27  Ala. 
423.  Cal. — People  v.  Ah  Lee  Doon,  97 
Cal.  171,  31  Pac.  933.  Colo.— People  v. 
District  Court,  60  Colo.  1,  152  Pac. 
149.  la. — Howe  Co.  v.  Jones,  71  Iowa 
92,  32  N,  W,  187;  Ellsworth  v,  Moore, 


5  Iowa  486.  Md. — Buckingham  v.  Davis, 
9  Md.  324.  Mich.— McFarlane  V.  Clark, 
39  Mich.  44,  33  Am.  Eep.  346.  Mont.i 
State  ex  rel.  Goodman  v.  District  Court, 

46  Mont.  492,  128  Pac.  913. 

[a]  An  objection  to  a  judge  upon 
the  ground  of  his  disqualification  "does 
no  more  than  arrest  the  power  of  the 
judge  to  pass  upon  an  issue  or  the 
merits  of  the  case."  State  ex  rel. 
Nelson  v.  Yakey,  64  Wash.  511,  117 
Pac.  265. 

[b]  Mere  "formal  orders  necessary 
to .  bring  the  cause  before  a  proper 
tribunal,  and  where  nothing  is  de- 
cided— mere  orders  to  advance  the 
cause  towards  a  final  hearing — ^an  in- 
terested judge  may  enter,  but  that  is 
the  extent  of  his  power."  Findley  v. 
Smith,  42  W.  Va.  299,  26  S.  E.  370. 

69.  Poole  V.  Mueller  Bros.  F.  &  C. 
Co.,  80  Tex.  189,  15  S.  W.  1055;  Gar- 
rett V.  Gaines,  6  Tex.  435. 

70.  Littrell  v.  Wilcox,  11  Mont.  77, 
27  Pac.  394;  State  v.  Gurney,  17  Neb. 
523,  23  N.  W.  524. 

[a]  "The  relationship  of  the  judge 
to  one  of  the  creditors  cannot  affect 
the  filing  and  verification  of  his  claims. 
The  acts  to  be  done  by  the  judge  are 
purely  ministerial,  involving  no  dis- 
cretion  whatever."     Hayes  v.   Collier, 

47  Ala.  726. 

[b]  Entry  of  Consent  Order. — Where 
an  order  of  reference  is  made  by  con- 
sent of  the  parties  the  entry  of  such 
order  upon  the  record  is  a  matter  of 
course,  and  a  disqualified  judge  in  mak- 
ing such  entry  exercises  no  judicial 
function.  Bell  v.  Vernooy,  18  Hun 
(N.  T.)   125. 

71.  Idaho. — Gordon  v.  Conor,  5  Idaho 
673,  51  Pac.  747.  Miss.— Dodd  v. 
Kelly,  107  Miss.  471,  65  So.  561.  Mont. 
State  ex  rel.  Goodman  v.  District  Court, 
46  Mont.  492,  128  Pac.  913.  Wash. 
Garvey  v.  Skanaser,  69  Wash.  259,  124 
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Ilenee  a  disqualified  judge  may  make  orders  pertaining  to  tHe  ar- 
rangement of  the  calendar  or  the  regulation  of  the  order  of  business,'^ 
but  he  has  no  authority  to  direct  and  control  the  election  of  a  special 
judge.''^  It  is  not  improper  for  a  judge  to  receive  an  indictment  which 
he  is  disqualified  from  trying/*  but  he  cannot  preside  at  the  arraign- 
ment of  the  defendant.''^  A  disqualified  judge  has  the  power  to  con- 
tinue in  force  a  temporary  restraining  order  until  the  case  can  be 
heard  by  another  judge,'^  or  to  execute  a  mandate  of  the  appellate 
court  in  a  case  in  which  he  is  disqualified  to  act  judicially."    But  he 


Pac.  688.    Wyo. — ^Murdiea  v.  State,  22 
Wyo.  196,  137  Pae.  574. 

[a]  He  has  no  authority  to.  make 
orders  setting  a  day  for  the  trial  of 
a  cause,  determining  the  number  of 
special  jurors  to  be  drawn  and  sum- 
moned and  to  draw  the  special  jurors, 
as  these  orders  "were  not,  in  their 
nature,  mere  formal  proceedings.  Two 
of  them  were  strictly  judicial  func- 
tions, and  the  third  one  was  confided 
to  the  presiding  judge  for  very  wise 
and  obvious  reasons."  Salm  v.  State, 
89  Ala.  56,  8  So.  66. 

[b]  Hei  caunot  make  an  order  grant- 
ing leave  to  file  a  petition  in  the  nature 
of  quo  warranto  proceedings,  as  such 
order  is  clearly  an  exercise  of  the 
judicial  discretion  of  the  judge.  State 
V.  Burks,   82   Tex.   584,  18   S.  W.   662. 

fc]  He  Cannot  Bender  a  Default 
Judgment. — "It  was  the  duty  of  the 
,  disqualified  judge  to  let  the  cause  stand 
until  a  qualified  judge  should  be  pres- 
ent, or  to  transfer  it  to  the  circuit 
court  without  an  application  by  the 
defendant  for  a  change  of  venue.  The 
latter  was  not  bound  to  appear  before 
such  interested  judge  for  any  purpose. 
He  had  a  right  to  presume  that  the 
statute  would  be  obeyed,  and  was,  there- 
fore, not  chargeable  with  laches  in 
failing  to  appear  to  the  action,  and 
was  not  liable  to  a  default."  Fech- 
beimer  v.  Washington,  77  Ind.  366. 

72.  Cal. — Livermore  v.  Brundage,  64 
Cal.  299,  30  Pac.  848;  People  v.  Be 
La  Guerra,  24  Cal.  73;  People  v.  Ebey, 
6  Cal.  Vpp.  769,  93  Pac.  379.  Colo. 
People  V.  District  Court,  60  Colo.  1, 
152  Pac.  149.  Mont.— State  v.  District 
Court,  30  Mont.  547,  77  Pae.  318. 
Wash. — State  v.  Yakey,  64  Wash.  511, 
117  Pac.  265. 

[a]  An  order  to  shew  cause  in  a 
proceeding  for  change  of  name  may 
be  made  by  a  disqualified  judge  as  it 
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relates  to  the  arrangement  of  the 
calendar  and  requires  no  judicial  dis- 
cretion. In  re  Los  Angeles  Trust  Co., 
X58  Cal.  603,  112  Pac.  56. 

73.  Lacy  «.  Barrett,  75  Mo.  469. 

74.  State  v.  Goddard,  162  Mo.  198, 
62  S.  W.  697;  State  v.  Anderson,  96  Mo. 
241,  9  S.  W.  636. 

[a]  He  may  make  an  order  to  spread 
an  indictment  upon  the  minutes  of  the 
court,  as  such  order  is  a  mere  formal 
act  awarding  no  process  and  deciding 
no  question.  Glasgow  v.  State,  9  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)    485. 

[b]  Receiving  Report  of  Grand 
Jury. — A  disqualified  judge  is  not  pre- 
vented from  receiving  the  report  of 
the  grand  jury  although  there  be  em- 
bodied in  the  report  an  indictment  in 
which  he  would  not  be  qualified  to  sit 
on  the  trial.  Cock  v.  State,  8  Tex.  App. 
659. 

75.  Under  a  statute  enumerating 
the  grounds  for  disqualification  of  a 
judge  and  providing  that  the  statute 
does  not  apply  to  the  arrangement  of 
the  calendar  or  to  the  regulation  of 
the  order  of  business,  nor  the  power 
of  transferring  the  action  or  proceed- 
ing to  some  other  court,  or  the  hear- 
ing of  the  application  for  a  transfer 
of  the  cause,  a  disqualified  judge  has 
no  power  to  preside  at  the  arraignment 
of  the  defendant  or  the  hearing  of  his 
plea,  or  other  preliminary  steps  of  the 
prosecution  of  the  case  beyond  those 
necessary  to  regulate  the  order  of  busi- 
ness and  arrange  the  calendar.  People 
V.  Ebey,  6  Cal.  App.  769,  93  Pae.  379. 

76.  State  v.  Takey,  64  Wash.  511, 
117  Pac.  265. 

77.  CuUins  v.  Overton,  7  Okla.  470,^ 
54  Pac.  702. 

[a]  But  compare  Dawson  v.  Dawson, 
29  Mo.  App.  521,  holding  that  a  dis- 
qualified judge  cannot  make  orders  in 
a  case,  which  was  tried  before  another 
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has  no  authority  to  make  an  order  of  dismissal  of  an  action  on  a 
motion  to  transfer  a  cause/^  to  hear  a  motion  for  a  change  of  venue 
on  the  ground  of  convenience  of  witnesses"  or  prejudice  in  the  county.*" 

A  disqualified  judge  likewise  has  no  power  to  declare  a  bond  for- 
feited,'^ to  receive  a  verdict,®^  to  make  an  order  extending  the  time 
to  prepare  a  bill  of  exceptions,*'  or  to  present  amendments  thereto,'* 
or  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions.'" 

2.  Validity  and  Effect  of  His  Judicial  Acts.  —  Where  the  dis- 
qualification of  a  judge  rests  upon  a  statutory  prohibition  his  judicial 


judge,  purporting  to  be  in  eomplianee 
with  the  terms  of  the  mandate  of  the 
supreme  court  as  a  "disqualification, 
when  once  ascertained,  extends  through 
the  whole  progress  of  the  cause,  and 
to  every  order  or  ruling  that  might  be 
made  therein." 

[b]  He  has  the  power  to  issue  au 
order  in  compliance  with  the  decision 
of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case,  be- 
cause the  execution  of  an  order  of 
the  supreme  court  does  not  involve  or 
require  the  exercise  of  judicial  dis- 
cretion.   State  V.  Collins,  5  Wis.  339. 

78.  People  v.  De  La  Guerra,  24  Cal. 
73. 

79.  Granite  MS.  Min.  Co.  v,  Durfee, 
11  Mont.  222,  27  Pac.  919. 

[a]  "If  a  disqualified  judge  in  a 
given  cause  may  pass  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  convenience  of  witnesses 
requiring  the  cause  to  be  tried  in  a 
certain  county,  then  he  may,  as  such 
judge,  pass  upon  all  questions  pre- 
liminary to  the  trial,  act  upon  demur- 
rers, motions  to  strike  out  pleadings 
or  parts  thereof,  or  reform  the  plead- 
ings, shape  the  issues  in  the  action, 
grant  continuances,  and  do  other  acta 
prejudicial  to  the  parties.  The  object 
of  the  law  in  granting  a  change  of 
venue  in  any  case  is  to  give  parties 
fair  and  impartial  trials,  where  self- 
interest,  the  relation  of  client  and  at- 
torney, or  of  kinship  to  one  of  the 
parties,  on  the  part  of  the  trial  judge, 
will  not  place  the  other  party  at  a 
disadvantage.  The  beneficent  objects 
of  the  rule  would  be  to  a  great  ex- 
tent defeated  if  a  disqualified  judge 
acts  in  such  matters  as  usually  arise 
in  a  cause  prior  to  the  trial."  Gor- 
don V.  Conor,  5  Idaho  673,  51  Pac. 
747. 

80.  Murdica  v.  State,  2  Wyo.  196, 
137  Pac.  574. 


81.  Marks  v.  Smith,  4  Ga.  App.  129, 
60  S.  E.  1016. 

82.  State  v.  Finder,  12  S.  D.  423, 
81   N.  W.  959. 

83.  Johnson  v.  German  Am.  Ins. 
Co.,  150  Cal.  336,  88  Pac.  985. 

[a]  An  order  extending  time  for 
filing  a  bill  of  exceptions  made  by  a 
disqualified  judge  is  absolutely  void, 
as  such  an  order  "is  a  judicial  act, 
involving  the  exercise  of  judicial  dis- 
cretion. Such  an  order  may  be  made 
by  the  judge  only  'upon  good  cause 
shown'  to  him.  He  is  the  sole  judge 
of  the  sufficiency  of  the  sfiowing,  and 
when  he  makes  such  order  he  judicially 
determines  the  showing  to  be  sufficient, 
and  as  a  result  thereof  grants  a  priv- 
ilege to  one  of  the  parties  to  the  action 
to  which  such  party  would  not  other- 
wise be  entitled.  He  thus  judicially 
acts  in  an  action  in  which  he  is  dis- 
qualified to  act  at  all."  Johnson  v. 
German  Am.  Ins.  Co.,  150  Cal.  336, 
88  Pac.  985. 

84.  Prevert  v.  Swift,  19  Nev.  363, 
11  Pac.  273. 

85.  State  ».  WofEord,  111  Mo.  526, 
20  S.  W.  236. 

[a]  "It  is  manifest  that  no  part 
of  the  proceeding  in  a  case  more  im- 
peratively demands  fair,  unprejudiced 
and  impartial  action  than  that  of  set- 
tling and  allowing  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions. The  other  proceedings,  in  the 
progress  of  the  case,  are  subject  to 
review  in  the  appellate  courts,  but  usual- 
ly the  bill  of  exceptions  settles  finally 
and  conclusively  the  facts  and  issues 
of  law,  upon  which  the  judgment  of 
the  appellate  court  is  to  rest.  And 
we  do  not  hesitate  in  the  conclusion 
that  the  judge  of  the  court  was  not 
competent  to  pass  upon  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions." State  ex  rel.  Sansome  v, 
WofEord,  111  Mo.  526,  20  S.  W.  236_. 

Vol.  XVI 


694 


JUDICIAL  OFFICEBS 


acts  generally  are  held  void,^^  even,  in  some  jurisdictions,  though  the 
parties  attempt  by  stipulation  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  him.*^  But  in 


86.  Ala.— Heydenfeiat  o.  Towns,  27 
Ala.  423.  Cal. — People  v.  Ah  Lee 
Boon,  97  Cal.  171,  31  Pae.  933;  Estate 
of  White,  37  Cal.  190.  Conn.— State 
V.  Hartley,  75  Conn.  104,  52  Atl.  615. 
Ind. — Pechheimer  v.  Washington,  77 
Ind.  366.  Ky. — Chism  v.  Evans,  9  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  765.  Mass.— Hall  v.  Thayer,  105 
Mass.  219,  7  Am.  Eep.  513;  Sigourney 
V.  Sibley, .  21  Pick.  101,  32  Am.  Dec. 
248.  Mich. — Sandusky  Grain  Co.  v. 
Sanilac  Circuit  Judge,  184  Mich.  126, 
150  N.  W.  329;  Jones  v.  Hoffman,  150 
Mich.  129,  113  N.  W.  316;  Bliss  v. 
Caille  Bros.  Co.,  149  Mich.  601,  113 
N.  W.  317;  Horton  v.  Howard,  79  Mich. 
642,  44  N.  W.  1112,  19  Am.  St.  Rep. 
198;  West  v.  Wheeler,  49  Mich.  505, 
"13  N.  W.  836;  Shannon  v.  Smith,  31 
Mich.  452.  Mo. — Ex  parte  Bedard,  106 
Mo.  616,  17  S.  W.  693.  Neb.— Harring- 
ton  V.  Hayes  County,  81  Neb.  231,  115 
N.  W;.  773,  129  Am.  St.  Eep.  680. 
Nev.— Prevert  v.  Swift,  19  Wev.  363,  11 
Pao.  273.  N.  H.— Stearns  v.  Wright,  51 
N.  H.  600;  Moses  1).  Julian,  45  N.  H. 
52,  84  Am.  Dec.  114;  Eussell  v.  Perry, 
14  N.  H.  152.  N.  Y.—In  re  Eyers,  72 
N.  Y.  1,  28  Am.  Eep.  88;  People  v. 
Whitridge,  144  App.  Div.  493,  129  N. 
T.  Supp.  300.  Tenn. — ^Eeams  v.  Kearns, 
5  Coldw.  217.  Tex. — Templeton  v.  Gid- 
dings,  12  S.  W.  851;  Newcome  v.  Light, 
58  Tex.  141,  44  Am.  Eep.  604;  Cham- 
bers V.  Hodges,  23  Tex.  104;  Johnson 
V.  Johnson  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  89  S.  W. 
1102;  Frieburg  v.  Isbell  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  25  S.  W.  988.  Wis.— Mcintosh 
V.  Bowers,  143  Wis.  74,  126  N.  W. 
548. 

[a]  Where  '  'it  is  expressly  declared 
by  a  constitutional  or  statutory  pro- 
vision that  in  a  certain  specified  case 
a  judge  shall  not  sit,  or  shall  not  act, 
or  shall  take  no  part  in  the  decision, 
the  almost  uniform  current  of  author- 
ity is  to  the  effect  that  any  judgment 
rendered  by  such  judge  in  such  a  case 
is  coram  non  judice  and  void."  Case 
V.  Hoffman,  100  Wis.  314,  356,  72  N. 
W.  390,  74  N.  W.  220,  75  N,  W.  945, 
44  L.  E.  A.  728. 

[b]  He  Acts  Without  Jurisdiction. 
Sohoonmaker  v.  Clearwater,  41  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)   200. 

As  to  Waiver  of  Right  To  Object. 
See  supra,  IX,  D. 
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[c]  Where  a  judge  inadvertently 
sits  in  a  cause  where  he  is  disqualified, 
his  orders  or  judgment  are  neverthe- 
less void.  Davis  Colliery  Co.  v.  Charle- 
voix Sugar  Co.,  155  Mich.  228,  118  N. 
W.  929. 

[d]  Confirmation  of  Sale  at  Which 
He  Purchased. — A  judge  who  bought 
the  property  at  a  guardian's  sale  is 
disqualified  to  .make  an  order  confirm- 
ing such  sale  and  the  order  is  void. 
"It  has  been  uniformly  held  in  this 
state  that  the  acts  of  the  judge,  in  a 
ease  where  it  is  subject  to  any  of  the 
disqualifications  mentioned  in  the  con- 
stitution, are  void.  ...  It  is,  how- 
ever, conceded  .  .  .  that  the  order  of 
confirmation  of  the  sale  of  the  cer- 
tificate by  the  judge  of  the  court,  who 
purchased  it,  was  void,  by  reason  of 
the  constitutional  inhibition.  But  their 
insistence  is  that,  notwithsta'nding  its 
invalidity,  he  not  being  disqualified 
when  the  order  of  sale  was  granted, 
such  order  was  valid,  and  that  he  did 
not  become  disqualified  until  he  be- 
came the  purchaser  at  the  sale  which 
he  had  ordered.  And  that  therefore 
the  sale  to  him  was  valid,  and  the 
approval  of  the  guardian's  final  ac- 
count by  another  judge  was,  in  effect, 
a  confirmation  of  the  sale.  This  con- 
tention, in  our  opinion,  is  founded  upon 
such  a  narrow  construction  of  the  con- 
stitutional inhibition  against  a  judge 
sitting  in  a  case  wherein  he  'may  be 
interested'  as  would,  in  many  cases, 
thwart  its  obvious  purpose."  Nona 
Mills  Co.  V.  Wingate,  51  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
609,  113  S.  W.  182. 

87.  Me.  —  Blaisdell  v.  Inhab.  of 
York,  110  Me.  500,  87  Atl.  361.  N.  Y. 
Oakley  v.  Aspinwall,  3  N.  Y.  547.  Tex. 
Seabrook  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  171  S.  W.  247. 

[a]  "It  has  been  uniformly  held  in 
this  state  that  the  acts  of  a  judge  in 
a  cause  where  he  is  subject  to  any 
of  the  disqualifications  mentioned  in 
the  constitution,  are  void.  .  .  .  We 
think  the  disqualification  extends  even 
to  consent  decrees.  .  .  .  And  we  fail 
to  see  if  _  his  acts  (that  is,  of  a  dis- 
qualified judge)  are  deemed  coram  non 
judice,  why  the  rendering  of  a  con- 
sent decree  by  him  should  be  regarded 
differently  from  any  other  disposition 
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some  eases  it  is  held  that  where  the  statute  though  disqualifying  a  judge 
to  act  contains  no  express  prohibition  to  sit  in  a  cause,  the  acts  of  a  dis- 
qualified judge  are  merely  voidable.^^  So  too,  in  jurisdictions  in 
which  judges  notwithstanding  statutory  prohibitions  are  permitted  to 
act*  by  consent  of  the  parties,  the  disabilities  created  by  the  statute 
render  the  proceedings  erroneous  only  and  not  void/'  And  where  the 
disqualification  is  not  predicated  upon  a  statute  the  acts  of  a  dis- 
qualified judge  are  merely  voidable,*"  though  it  has  been  held  that 
there  is  no  foundation  for  any  distinction  between  the  cases  in  which 


of  the  case.  ...  If  there  be  any 
order  that  sueh  judge  may  cause  to  be 
entered,  they  must  be  sueh  as  are  mere- 
ly formal,  and  not  in  any  way  affect- 
ing the  merits  of  the  ease.  The  decree 
was  of  no  effect,  and  was  not  evidence 
of  title  in  plaintiff  in  error.  It  is  pos- 
sible, in  the  case  of  such  a  decree,  that 
the  acts  of  the  parties  under  it  might 
place  them  in  a  position  of  estoppel 
to  deny  its  effect  as  fixing  their  rights, 
but  there  are  no  circumstances  in  this 
record  which  would  warrant  sueh  a 
conclusion."  Jouett  «.  Gunn,  13  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  84,  35  8.  W.  a94. 

88.  In  re  Taber,  13  S.  D.  62,  82 
N.  W.  398.  See  Utz  &  Dunn  Co.  ». 
Eegulator  Co.,  213  Fed.  315,  130  C.  C. 
A.  17,  as  to  the  federal  statute. 

[a]  In  In  re  Taber,  13  S.  D.  62,  82 
N.  W.  398,  it  was  held  under  a  statute 
providing  that  where  the  judge  is  dis- 
qualified for  one  of  the  enumerated 
grounds  he  shall  certify  such  disqualifi- 
cation to  the  circuit  court  of  the  coun- 
ty, that  the  acts  of  such  disqualified 
judge  are  not  void,  but  voidable  mere- 
ly. It  is  said  there:  "In  most  of  the 
states,  statutes  have  -  been  passed 
which,  in  direct  terms,  prohibit  judges 
from  acting  in  certain  specified  cases. 
And  the  general  effect  of  the  statutory 
prohibitions  in  the  several  states  is 
undoubtedly  to  change  the  rule  of  the 
common  law  so  far  as  to  render  those 
acts  of  a  judge  involving  the  exer- 
cise of  judicial  discretion;  in  a  case 
wherein  he  is  disqualified  from  acting, 
not  voidable  merely,  but  void.  The 
language  of  the  statutory  prohibition 
to  which  this  effect  is  attributed  is, 
generally,  that  the  judge  in  the  cases 
mentioned  therein  'shall  not  sit,'  or 
'shall  not  act,'  or  'shall  not  preside,' 
or  'shall  not  have  any  voice,'  or  'can- 
not sit.'  .  .  .  This  statute_  does  not 
in  express  terms  inhibit  a  judge  who 


is  disqualified  under  its  provisions  from 
continuing  to  act." 

89.  Ala.— Hayes  v.  Collier,  47  Ala. 
726.  Ga.— Eogers  v.  Felker,  77  Ga.  46. 
la. — Floyd  County  v.  Cheney,  57  Iowa 
160,  10  N.  W.  324.  Mo.— State  v.  Boss, 
118  Mo.  23,  23  S.  W.  196.  N.  H. 
Fowler  v.  Brooks,  64  N.  H.  423,  13 
Atl.  417,  10  Am.  St.  Bep.  425. 

90.  Ala.— Hutto  v.  Walker  County, 
185  Ala.  505,  64  So.  313;  Jeffersonian 
Pub.  Co.  V.  Hilliard,  105  Ala.  576,  17 
So.  112;  Tra wick's  Heirs  v.  Trawick'a 
Admrs.,  67  Ala.  271;  Hine  v.  Hussey, 
45  Ala.  496;  Heydenfeldt  v.  Towns,  27 
Ala.  423;  Ex  'parte  Dew,  7  Ala.  App. 
437,  62  So.  261.  Ga.— Eogers  v.  Felker, 
77  Ga.  46.  Ind.— Board  of  Comrs.  v. 
Justice,  133  Ind.  89,  30  N.  E.  1085,  36 
Am.  St.  Eep.  528.  Nev. — Frevert  i). 
Swift,  19  Nev.  363,  11  Pac.  273.  N.  H. 
Fowler  v.  Brooks,  64  N.  H.  423,  13  Atl. 
417,  10  Am.  St.  Eep.  425;  Stearns  v. 
"Wright,  51  N.  H.  600.  N.  J.— State  v. 
Crane,  36  N.  J.  L.  394.  N.  Y.— Foot 
V.  Stiles,  57  N.  Y.  3?0.  S.  T>.—In  re 
Taber,  13  S.  D.  62,  82  N.  W.  398. 
W.  Va.— Butcher  v.  Kunst,  65  W.  Va. 
384,  64  S.  E.  967;  Forest  Coal  Co.  v. 
Doolittle,  54  W.  Va.  210,  46  S.  E.  238; 
Findley  v.  Smith,  42  W.  Va.  299,  26 
S.  E.  370. 

[a]  "At  common  law  ...  it  seems 
to  be  well  settled  that  whilst  no  judgia 
ought  to  act  where,  from  interest  or 
any  other  cause,  he  is  disqualified,  yet 
his  action  in  such  a  case  is  regarded 
as  an  irregularity  or  error,  not  affect- 
ing his  jurisdiction  and  to  be  corrected 
by  vacating  or  reversing  his  action  ex- 
cept in  cases  of  those  inferior  tribunals 
from  which  no  appeal  or  writ  of  error 
lies.  .  .  ."  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Taylor,  93  Va.  226,  24  S.  E.  1013. 
See  also  Case  v.  Hoffman,  100  Wis. 
314,  72  N.  W.  390,  74  N.  W.  220,  75 
N.  W.  945. 
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a  statute  prohibits  a  judge  to  sit  and  those  in  which  he  is  inhibited  by 
the  common  law  from  sitting.*^ 

Where  the  court  is  composed  of  several  judges  the  disqualification  of  one 
of  them  does  not  affect  the  power  of  the  court  to  hear  a  cause  if  the 
disqualified  judge  does  not  participate,'^  but  his  participation  in- 
validates the  action  of  the  court."* 

X.  SPECIAL  JUDGES.  —  A.  Extent  of  Powers.  —  During  the 
term  of  his  office  a  special  judge  possesses  the  same  powers  as  the 
regular  judge**  for  all  the  purposes  for  which  he  is  elected,'®  and 
when  elected  to  hear  a  cause  he  acquires  full  authority  over  such 
cause  throughout  all  of  its  stages.'*    His  powers,  however,  are  con- 


91.  Forest  Coal  Co.  v.  Doolittle,  54 
W.  Va.  210,  46  8.  E.  238. 

92.  Van  Eensselaer  v.  Witbeek,  2 
Lans.  (N.  T.)  498;  City  of  Austin  v. 
Nalle,  85  Tex.  520,  22  S.  W.  668. 

[a]  DlscLualified  Judge  as  Fait  of 
Quorum. — Under  a  statute  providing 
that  any  three  of  the  justices  con- 
stitute a  quorum,  a  disqualified  judge 
may  sit  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
quorum,  although  he  cannot  act  or  par- 
ticipate in  the  determination  of  the 
cause.  Nephi  Irrigation  Co.  v.  Jenkins, 
8  Utah  452,  32  Pac.  699. 

[b]  In  Walker  v.  Eogan,  1  Wis. 
597,  two  out  of  three  of  the  justices 
of  th?  court  were  disqualified  from 
acting  and  the  parties  stipulated  that 
the  remaining  justice  might  hear  the 
ciase  and  decide  it,  which  decision 
should  be  entered  as  the  decree  of  the 
court,  and  though  at  least  one  of  the 
disqualified  justices  had  to  be  present 
upon  the  rendition  of  the  judgment  in 
order  to  make  a  quorum,  the  decree 
was  held  valid. 

93.  People  v.  Connor,  142  N.  T.  130, 
36  N.  E.  807;  Oakley  v.  Aspinwall,  3 
N.  Y.  547;  Converse  v.  McArthur,  17 
Barb.   (N.  T.)-  410. 

94.  Ind. — ^Lerch  v.  Emmett,  44  Ind. 
331.  Ky.— Bush  v.  Lisle,  86  Ky.  504,  6 
S.  W.  330.  La. — Halphen  v.  Guilb«au, 
38  La.  Ann.  724.  Mo. — Ex  parte  Clay, 
98  Mo.  578,  11  S.  W.  998;  Naffzieger 
V.  Eeed,  98  Mo.  87,  11  S.  W.  315;  State 
V.  Sneed,  91  Mo.  552,  4  S.  W.  411. 
N.  Y,— Aldinger  v.  Pugh,  132  N.  Y. 
403,  30  N.  E.  745.  N.  D.— State  v. 
Heiser,  20  N.  D.  357,  127  N.  W.  72. 
Okla.— Barbe  v.  Territory,  19  Okla.  119, 
91  Pac.  783.  K.  I.— State  v.  Chappell, 
26  E.  I.  375,  58  Atl.  1009.  S.  0.— State 
V.  Powers,  59  S.  C.  200,  37  S.  B.  690. 
Tenn.— Low  v.  State,  111  Tenn.  81,  78 
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S.  W.  110.  Tex.— Powers  v.  State,  23 
Tex.  App.  42,  5  S.  W.  153.  Wash. 
Demaris  v.  Barker,  33  Wash.  200,  74 
Pac.  362.  W.  Va.— Carper  v.  Cook,  39 
W;.  Va.  346,  19  S.  E.  379. 

[a]  Suspending  Bule  of  Court. 
When  elected  to  preside  during  the 
disability  of  the  regular  judge  of  the 
court,  he  is  authorized  to  suspend  a 
rule  of  court  setting  aside  a  term  for 
the  trial  of  criminal  cases  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  civil  matters.  Staser  v. 
Ilogan,  120  Ind.  207,  21  N.  E.  911,  22 
N.  E.  990;  Paducah  Land,  C.  &  L 
Co.  V.  Cochran,  18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  465,  37 
8.  W,  67. 

95.  NofiEzieger  v.  Eeed,  98  Mo.  87, 
11   S.  W.  315. 

96.  Ga.— Glover  v.  Morris,  122  Ga, 
768,  50  8.  E.  956;  Landrum  v.  Chamber- 
lin,  Boynton  &  Co.,  73  Ga.  727.  Ind. 
Woodsman  v.  State,  181  Ind.  613,  105 
N.  E.  155,  899;  Mayer  v.  Haggerty,  138 
Ind.  628,  38  N.  E.  42;  Staser  v.  Hogan, 

120  Ind.  207,  21  N.  E.  911,  22  N.  E. 
990;  Pottlitzer  v.  Citizens  Trust  Co., 
60  Ind.  App.  45,  108  N.  E.  36.  Kan. 
Keys  V.  Keys,  83  Kan.  92,  109  Pac. 
985.  Ky.— Sublett  v.  Gardner,  144  Ky. 
190,  137  8.  W.  864;  Dupoyster  v.  Clarke, 

121  Ky.  694,  90  S.  W.  1.  Mo.— State 
V.  Wear,  129  Mo.  619,  31  8.  W.  608; 
State  V.  Moberly,  121  Mo.  604,  26  S. 
W.  364;  Ward  v.  Bell,  157  Mo.  App. 
524,  137  S.  W.  1026;  HoUiday  v.  Mans- 
ker,  44  Mo.  App.  465.  Neb. — Nebraska 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Maxon,  23  Neb.  224,  36 
N.  W.  492.  Wash.— Fisher  v.  Puget 
Sound  Co.,  34  Wash.  578,  76  Pac.  107; 
State  V.  Sachs,  3  Wash.  691,  29  Pac. 
446.  W.  Va,— State  v.  Stevenson,  64 
W.  Va.  392,  62  S.  E.  688,  19  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  8.)  713. 

[a]  The  particular  cause  in  which 
the  special  judge  is  called  to  try  ' '  with 
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fined  to  the  cause  or  causes  which  he  was  elected  to  hear  and  he 
cannot  consolidate  one  cause  with  another  which  he  had  not  been 
authorized  to  hear.®^ 

A  special  judge  may  pass  upon  an  application  for  a  change  of 
venue.'^  The  authority  of  the  special  judge  is  derived  from  the  stat- 
ute and  after  he  acquires  jurisdiction  over  a  cause  he  cannot  be 
divested  thereof  by  the  regular  judge,*'  and  his  authority  is  not  af- 
fected by  the  resignation  of  the  regular  judge  during  the  progress  of 
a  trial  commenced  by  him.^ 

B.  Effect  on  Powers  of  REGtrLAE  Judge.  —  The  authority  of  the 
regular  judge  in  respect  to  matters  entrusted  to  a  special  judge  is 
necessarily  superseded,^  and  it  is  error  for  him  to  assume  jurisdiction 
of  a  cause,  the  trial  of  which  was  commenced  before  a  special  judge 
by  reason  of  the  absence  of  the  regular  judge,^  and  the  latter  cannot 
set  aside  a  judgment  rendered  by  the  former.*  Nor  has  a  regular 
judge  the  power  to  sign  a  bill  of  exceptions  in  a  case  tried  before  a 
special  judge.^ 

Where  under  the  statute  but  one  session  of  the  court  can  be  held 
at  one  time  the  regular  judge  cannot  sit  during  the  term  of  the  special 
judge,^  but  in  the  absence  of  such  statute  the  regular  judge  may  hold 


all  its  incidents  from  the  beginning 
to  the  end,  passes  under  the  exclusive 
control  and  jurisdiction  of  the  special 
judge,  subject  to  revert  to  the  control 
of  the  regular  judge  in  the  event  that 
the  special  judge  becomes  incapacitated 
or  refuses  to  act."  Perkins  v.  Hay- 
ward,  124  Ind.  445,  24  N.  E.  1033. 

[b]  Effect  of  Amendment  and  New 
Process. — Where  upon  the  death  of 
some  of  the  plaintiffs  an  amended  com- 
plaint is  filed  making  the  heirs  of  the 
decedent  parties  to  the  action  and  an 
alias  summons  is  thereupon  Issued,  the 
authority  of  the  special  judge  is  not 
affected  thereby  as  the  cause  remains 
the  same.  Noffzieger  V,  Beed,  98  Mo. 
87,  11  S.  W.  315. 

97.  Texas,  etc.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Cahill 
(Tex.),  23  S.  W.  232. 

[a]  Other  Cases  Consolidated  With 
It. — ^But  where  he  is  elected  to  try  a 
case  with  which  others  had  been  pre- 
viously consolidated  he  acquires  juris- 
diction over  each  of  the  consolidated 
cases.  Mills  v.  Paul  (Tex.),  30  S.  W. 
242. 

98.  State  v.  Gilman,  97  Mo.  App. 
296,  70  S.  "W.  943. 

99.  Benjamin  «.  Evansville,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  28  Ind.  416;  State  v.  Moberly,  121 
Mo.  604,  26  8.  W.  864. 

1.    Clayton  &  Co.  v.  Wallace,  41  Ga. 


468;  Beauchamp  v.  Com.,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  • 
27. 

2.  Ind.— Perkins  v.  Hayward,  124 
Ind.  445,  24  N.  E.  1033.  Wash.— State 
V.  Sachs,  3  Wash.  691,  29  Pae.  446. 
W.  Va.— State  v.  Stevenson,  64  W.  Va. 
392,  62  S.  E.  688,  19  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
713. 

3.  Bohannon  v.  Tarbin,  25  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  515,  76  S.  W.  46;  State  v.  Steven- 
son, 64  W.  Va.  392,  62  S.  E.  688,  19 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)'  713. 

[a]  But  where  a  cause  is  Improper- 
ly referred  to  a  special  judge,  the  reg- 
ular judge  may  before  the  special  judge 
has  acted  assume  jurisdiction  of  the 
cause.  EussfiU  v.  Eussell,  11  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  547,  12  S.  W.  709. 

4.  State  V.  Sachs,  3  Wash.  691,  29 
Pac.  446.  But  see  contra,  Graziani  v. 
Denny,  53  Cal.  Dec.  39,  162  Pac.  397. 

5.  CowaU  V.  Altehul,  40  Ark.  172; 
Lee  V.  Hills,  66  Ind.  474. 

_  [a]  Where  the  special  judge  has 
signed  a  bill  of  exceptions  for  the 
purpose  of  authenticating  its  correct- 
ness and  the  regular  judge  signs  it 
thereafter,  the  signature  of  the  latter 
will  be  deemed  surplusage.  Illinois 
Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Bowles,  71  Miss.  994,  16 
Se.   235. 

6.  Okla.^ — Williams  v.  Strauss,  4 
Okla.  160,  44  Pae.  273.    Ore.— Baisley 
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court  while  the  special  judge  is  trying  a  cause  in  his  steadJ  In  some 
jurisdictions  it  is  provided  by  statute  that  in  case  of  failure  of  the 
invited  judge  to  appear  within  a  certain  time  the  regular  disqualified 
judge  must  order  a  change  of  the  place  of  trial,^  while  in  other 
jurisdictions  the  regular  judge  under  such  circumstances  may  appoint 
another  special  judge.* 

C.  DuEATiON  AND  TERMINATION  OP  AUTHORITY.  —  1.  Generally. 
The  powers  of  a  special  judge  ordinarily  expire  with  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  term  at  which  he  is  elected,*"  though  in  some  jurisdictions 
a  special  judge  may  continue  the  trial  of  a  cause  which  he  is  elected 
to  hear  after  the  adjournment  of  the  term  of  the  court.**  The  parties 
by  proceeding  with  such  trial  may  waive  any  objections  to  the  con- 
tinuance beyond  the  term,  of  a  trial  by  a  special  judge.*^ 

The  authority  of  a  special  judge  appointed  to  act  during  the  dis- 
ability of  the  regular  judge,  ot  course,  is  not  limited  to  the  term, 
but  continues  during  such  disability.*^  Where  the  authority  of  the  judge 
is  confined  to  a  particular  cause,  it  terminates  with  the  final  dis- 
position of  that  caus6.**    It  does  not  necessarily  cease,  however,  with 


V.  Baisley,  15  Ore.  183,  13  Pae.  888. 
Tex.— Bedford  v.  Stone,  43  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  200,  95  S.  W.  1086. 

[a]  Judge  Fro  Tern  Is  a  Sn'bstitute. 
The  "organic  law  of  the  state  pro- 
vides for  one  district  judge  in  each 
judicial  district.  .  .  .  There  is  but 
one  district  court  and  one  district 
judge  in  a  district.  The  officer  is  not 
to  be  duplicated;  and  when  a  term 
commences  in  one  county,  the  court 
everywhere  else  in  the  district  is  closed 
or  suspended.  A  judge  pro  tern,  is  only 
a  substitute,  and  never  a  duplicate." 
In  re  Millington,  24  Kan.  214. 

7.  Dial  V.  Com.,  142  Ky.  32,  133 
S.  W.  976;  Paducah  Land,  C.  &  I.  Co. 
V.  Cochran,  18  Ky.  L.  Bep.  465,  37  S, 
W.  67.- 

8.  State  ex  rel.  Lohman  v.  District 
Court,  49  Mont.  247,  141  Pac.  659. 

9.  State  V.  Hudspeth,  159  Mo.  178, 
60  S.  W.  136;  State  v.  Silva,  130  Mo. 
440,  32  S.  W.  1007;  Fordyce  v.  State, 
115  Wis.  608,  92  N.  W.  430. 

10.  Ind. — Greenup  v.  Crooks,  50  Ind. 
410.  Ky, — Crane  v.  Brooke,  109  Ky. 
647,  60  S.  W.  404;  Small  v.  Eeeves,  104 
Ky.  289,  46  S.  W.  726;  Childers  v.  Lit- 
tle, 96  Ky.  376,  29  S.  W.  319.  Miss. 
Hale  Com.  Co.  v.  Crook  &  Co.,  87 
Miss.  445,  40  So.  20,  1006.  N.  C— Royal 
V.  Thornton,  150  N.  C.  293,  63  S.  B. 
1040.    Okla. — Co-Operative  Gin  &  Elev. 
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Co.  V.  Asbury,  40  Okla.  141,  142  Pae. 
802;  Cantwell  v.  Patterson,  40  Okla. 
497,  139  Pae.  517;  How«ll  v.  State,  6 
Okla.  Grim.  627,  117  Pac.  723.  S.  C. 
Stokes  V.  Murray,  94  S.  C.  18,  77  S.  B. 
712. 

[a]  He  has  no  authority'  to  render 
a  decree  at  a  term  of  court  subsequent 
to  that  at  which  he  was  elected.  Good- 
bar  Co.  V.  Stewart,  70  Ark.  407,  68  S. 
W.  250. 

[b]  A  conviction  of  a  crime  at  a 
trial  held  before  a  special  judge  at  a 
term  subsequent  to  that  at  which  he 
was  elected  is  void.  Low  v.  State,  111 
Tenn.  81,  78  S.  W.  110. 

11.  Ind. — ^Perkins  ■».  Hajrward,  124 
Ind.  445,  24  N.  E.  1033;  Cincinnati  E. 
Co.  V.  Eowe,  17  Ind.  568.  Ky.— Phil- 
lips V.  Phillips,  149  Ky.  206,  148  S.  W. 
51;  Dupoyster  v.  Clarke,  121  Ky.  694, 
90  S.  W.  1.  Mo.— State  v.  Davidson,  69 
Mo.  509. 

[a]  At  Adjourned  Session. — A  spe- 
cial judge  may  try  a  case  at  a  session 
adjourned  for  that  purpose.  Dillard  v. 
State,  65  Ark.  404,  46  S.  "W.  533. 

12.  Ellington  v.  State,  7  Okla.  Crim. 
252,  123  Pae.  186. 

13.  Warner  v.  Pord,  etc.  Co.,  123 
Ky.  103,  93  S.  W.  650. 

14.  Oal.  —  Matthews  v.  Superior 
Court,  68  Cal.  638,  10  Pac.  128.  Ga. 
Noiris  V.  Pollard,  75  6a.  358.     Ind. 
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the  entry  of  the  judgment  but  continues  over  matters  connected  there- 
with.^^ Hence,  a  special  judge  appointed  to  hear  a  cause  is  vested 
with  the  power  to  hear  a  motion  to  vacate  the  findings"  and  to  set 
aside  a  judgment  entered  by  him.^'  A  special  judge  having  inad- 
vertently neglected  to  sign  his  minutes,  may  subsequently  supply  the 
omisSion,^^  and  he  may  enter  a  final  judgment  after  the  trial  term, 
where  such  judgment  was  rendered  by  him  during  the  term.'^^ 

2.  Settling  Bill  of  Exceptions.  —  So  too,  a  special  judge  may  set- 
tle a  bill  of  exceptions  in  a  case  tried  before  him,^"  and  in  the  event 
that  an  order  extending  the  time  for  the  presentation  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions had  been  made  by  a  special  judge  during  his  term,  he  is 
empowered  to  settle  such  bill  of  exceptions  after  the  adjournment  of 
his  term.^^ 

3.  New  Trial.  —  The  power  of  a  special  judge  extends  to  the 
hearing  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  in  the  cause  heard  before  him,^* 


Mayer  v.  Haggerty,  138  Ind.  628,  38 
N.  E.  42;  Jones  v.  Peters,  28  Ind. 
App.  383,  62  N.  E.  1019.  Mo.— State 
■».  Wear,  129  Mo.  619,  31  S.  W.  608; 
State  V.  Sneed,  91  Mo.  552,  4  S.  W. 
411.  Neb. — Nebraska  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Max- 
on,  23  Neb.  224,  36  N.  W.  492.  Wash. 
Ksher  v.  Puget  Sound  Co.,  34  Wash, 
578,  76  Pae.  107. 

15.  Hentig  v.  Thomas,  7  Kan.  App. 
115,  53  Pae.  80. 

[a]  Contempt  proceedings  (1)  for 
violation  of  an  injunction  granted  by 
a  special  judge  may  be  held  before 
him.  State  v.  Voorhies,  50  La.  Ann. 
807,  24  So.  276.  (2)  But  in  Kissel  v. 
Lewis,  27  Ind.  App.  302,  61  N.  E.  209, 
it  is  held  that  upon  the  entry 
of  a  decree  for  a  permanent  in- 
junctioui  the  authority  of  the  spe- 
cial judge  ceases,  as  such  entry  is 
a  final  disposition  of  the  cause,  and 
the  special  judge  has  no  power  to  hear 
subsequent  contempt  proceedings  in- 
stituted by  reason  of  a  violation  of 
such  injunction, 

16.  Fisher  v.  Puget  Sound  Co.,  34 
Wash.  578,   76  Pae.  107. 

17.  Harris  v.  Musgrave,  72  Tex.  18, 
9  S.  W.  90. 

18.  Ind. — ^Bietman  v.  Hopkins,  109 
Ind.  177,  9  N.  E.  720.  Ky.— Sublett 
V.  Gardner,  144  Ky.  190,  137  S.  W. 
864.  Tenn. — Spencer  v,  Armstrong,  12 
Heisk.  707. 

19.  Pennington  v.  State,  13  Tex, 
App.  44. 

20.  Ark. — ^Watkins  v.  State,  37  Ark. 
370.    Fla.— Bacon  v.  State,  22  Fla.  46. 


Ind.— Shugart  v.  Miles,  125  Ind.  445, 
25  N.  E.  551.  Kan.- Missouri,  K.  &  T. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  City  of  Fort  Scott,  15  Kan. 
435.  Ky.— McFarland  v.  Benton,  10 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  873.  Mo.— HoUiday  v. 
Mansker,  44  Mo.  App.  465.  W.  Va. 
Carper  v.  Cook,  39  W.  Va,  346,  19  S, 
E.  379. 

See  4  STAin)ABD  Pboc.  334, 

[a]  Where  he  did  not  hear  the  evi- 
dence he  cann-ot  settle  a  bill  of.  excep- 
tions, although  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  is  made  before  him.  Travellers' 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Leeds,  38  Ind.  444.  See  also 
Finch  V.  Travellers'  Ins.  Co.,  87  Ind, 
302. 

21,  Fla,— Bacon  v.  State,  22  Fla.  46. 
Ind. — ^Lerch  v.  Emmett,  44  Ind.  331. 
Kan,^-Missouri  P.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Preston, 
63  Kan.  819,  66  Pae.  1050;  Missouri 
Ey.  Co.  V.  City  of  Fort  Scott,  15  Kan. 
435.  Mo. — Holliday  v.  Mansker,  44 
Mo.  App.  465.  W.  Va. — Carper  v.  Cook, 
39  W.  Va.  346,  19  S.  B.  379. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  an  order  (1) 
fixing  the  time  for  the  settlement  of 
a  bill  of  exceptions,  a  special  judge  ia 
without  authority  to  settle  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions after  expiration  of  his  term. 
Columbia  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Stoddard  Mfg. 
Co.,  61  Kan.  640,  60  Pae.  320,  (2) 
But  in  the  absence  of  the  special  judge 
at  the  day  fixed  for  settlement  of  a 
bill  of  exceptions,  it  may  be  continued 
to  the  next  term  and  the  special  judge 
may  settle  and  sign  it  at  that  time. 
McFarland  v.  Burton,  89  Ky.  294,  12 
S.  W.  336. 

22.  Clayton  &  Co.  v.  Wallace,  41  Ga. 
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or  in  a  cause  heard  before  a  regular  judge  on  aecoimt  of  whose  dis- 
ability the  special  judge  is  sitting.^^  And  a  special  judge  elected  to 
try  a  particialar  cause  may  retry  the  cause  upon  the  granting  of  a 
new  trial  either  upon  motion  or  reversal  on  appeal.^* 

D.  Objections  to  Special  Judge.  —  Objections  to  a  special  judge 
must  be  made  prior  to  the  hearing  of  the  cause,^®  and  in  the  absence 
of  a  timely  objection,  neither  the  validity  of  the  appointment  of  the 
special  judge^^  nor  his  qualification^'  or  his  power  to  act  in  the 
cause^*  can  be  questioned.     Hence  objections  to    a   special   judge 


468;  Staser  «.  Hogan,  120  Ind.  207,  21 
N.  E.  911,  22  N.  E.  990. 

23.  Bremen  Bank  «.  Umrath,  55  Mo. 
App.  43. 

24.  State  v.  Sneed,  91  Mo.  552,  4 
S.  W.  411. 

[a]  But  where  a  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial  was  heard  before  a 
special  judge  by  reason  of  disqualifica- 
tion of  the  regular  judge  and  the  lat- 
ter has  been  succeeded  in  office  by  an- 
other judge  who  is  not  disqualified,  the 
new  trial  must  be  heard  before  the  new 
regular  judge.  Lacy  v.  Barrett,  75  Mo. 
469. 

25.  Ala. — Kimball  v.  Penney,  117 
Ala.  245,  22  So.  899.  Ark. — Adams  ». 
State,  11  Ark.  466.  Cal.— Oakland  v. 
Hart,  129  Cal.  98,  61  Pac.  779.  Ind. 
Eipley  v.  Mutual  Home  &  S.  Assn., 
154  Ind.  155,  56  N.  E.  89;  Lewis  v. 
Albertson,  23  Ind.  App.  147,  53  N.  E. 
1071.  Kan. — Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.  v. 
Preston,  63  Kan.  819,  66  Pac.  1050; 
List  V.  Joekheck,  59  Kan.  143,  52  Pac. 
420.  Ky.— Smith  v.  Com.,  20  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  1848,  50  S.  W.  241;  Kentucky 
E.  Co.  V.  Kenney,  82  Ky.  154.  Mo. 
State  ex  rel.  Morrison  v.  Stanton,  235 
Mo.  222,  138  S.  W.  337;  Field  v.  Mark, 
125  Mo.  502,  28  S.  W.  1004.  Tex. 
Schultze'  V.  McLeary,  73  Tex.  92,  11  S. 
W.  924;  Campbell  v.  McPadden,  9  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  379,  31  S.  W.  436. 

26.  Ark.— Blagg  v.  Try,  105  Ark. 
256,  151  S.  W.  699.  Cal.— Oakland  v. 
Hart,  129  Cal.  98,  61  Pac.  779.  Fla. 
Tillman  v.  State,  58  Fla.  113,  50  So. 
675,  138  Am.  St.  Eep.  100.  Ind.— Lillie 
V.  Trentman,  130  Ind.  16,  29  N.  E. 
405;  Lewis  v.  Albertson,  23  Ind.  App. 
147,  53  N.  B.  1071 ;  Taylor  v.  Bosworth, 
1  Ind.  App.  54,  27  N.  E.  115.  Kan. 
Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Preston,  63 
Pac.  444,  affirmed,  63  Kan.  819,  66  Pac. 
1050.  Ky. — Tabor  v.  Armstrong,  30 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  938,  99  S.  W.  957.     Mo. 
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Stat©  V.  Wear,  145  Mo.  162,  46  S.  W. 
1099;  state  v.  Gilmore,  110  Mo.  1,  19 
S.  W.  218.  KT.  Y.—In  re  Hathaway,  71 
N.  Y.  238.  Okla.— Ellington  v.  State, 
7  Okla.  Crim.  252,  123  Pac.  186.  Tex. 
Hall  V.  Jankofsky,  9  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
504,  29  S.  W.  515.  Wash.- State  v. 
Sachs,  3  Wash.  691,  29  Pac.  446. 

27.  Ky.— Salter  v.  Salter's  Cred- 
itors, 6  Bush  624;  Trice  v.  Com., 
14  Ky.  L.  Eep.  272.  Mo.— State  v.  Van 
Wye,  136  Mo.  227,  37  S.  W.  938,  58 
Am.  St.  Eep.  627;  State  v.  Miller,  111 
Mo.  542,  20  S.  W.  243.  Tex.— Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Neel,  35  S.  W.  29; 
Ford  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  34  S.  W.  684; 
Campbell  v.  McFadden,  9  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  379,  31  S.  W.  436.  Wash.— First 
Nkt.  Bank  v.  Parker,  28  Wash.  234,  68 
Pac.  756,  92  Am.  St.  Eep.  828. 

[a]  Where  the  parties  proceed  to  a 
trial  of  a  cause  before  a  special  judge, 
who  failed  to  take  the  oath  of  of&ce, 
they  will  not  afterwards  be  heard  to 
urge  the  objection  that  the  special 
judge  did  not  qualify.  Grant  «.  Holmes, 
75  Mo.  109. 

28.  Ark. — Sweeptzer  v.  Gaines,  19 
Ark.  96.  Cal. — People  v.  Mellon,  40 
Cal.  648.  Ga. — ^Baldwin  v.  Eagan,  6 
Ga.  App.  529,  65  S.  E.  335.  Ind, 
Thomas  v.  Felt,  21  Ind.  App.  265,  52 
N.  E.  171.  Ky. — Spencer  County  Court 
V.  Com.,  84  Ky.  36;  Kentucky  E.  Co. 
V.  Kenney,  82  Ky.  154;  Tabor  v.  Arm- 
strong, 30  Ky.  L.  Eep.  938,  99  S.  W. 
957.  Tex. — Davis  v.  Bingham  (T«i. 
Civ.  App.),  46  S.  W.  840. 

[a]  Where  a  special  judge  elected 
to  try  a  cause  which  is  not  determined 
at  the  term  at  which  he  is  elected  con- 
tinues to  hear  the  same  at  a  subse- 
quent term  and  no  objection  thereto  is 
made  by  the  parties,  they  will  be 
deemed  to  have  waived  any  objection 
on  the  ground  that  the  special  judge 
was   not  re-elected  at  the  subsequent 
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cannot  be  raised  for  the  first  time  in  the  appellate  eourt,^^  and  the 
anthority  of  a  special  judge  can  be  reviewed  on  appeal  only  in  cases 
in  which  the  record  discloses  the  fact  that  objection  thereto  had  been 
duly  made  in  the  trial  eourt,^"  though  it  is  held  that  the  record 
should  show  the  manner  of  appointment  of  the  special  judge  and 
the  fact  of  his  having  been  duly  qualified  to  act.'^  The  objection  to 
the  special  judge  may  be  made  in  any  form,'^  and  the  grounds  of 
such  objection  as  presented  in  the  trial  court  may  be  embodied  in  a 
bill  of  exceptions  to  be  presented  on  appeal.'* 

B.  Acts  of  Special  Jtidge.  —  The  rulings  of  a  special  judge  are 
entitled  to  the  same  weight  and  credit  as  those  of  the  regular  judge,'* 
and  his  authority  cannot  be  collaterally  attacked  by  a  party  who 
without  objection  proceeds  to  trial  before  him.'^  Neither  can  the 
regularity  of  his  acts  within  his  jurisdiction  be  attacked  by  writ  of 
prohibition,'*  and  a  judgment  of  ouster  upon  a  writ  of  quo  warranto 
does  not  affect  a  judgment  previously  rendered  by  a  special  judge 
unless  it  appears  from  the  record  of  the  cause  that  objection  to  the 
authority  of  such  judge  was  made  before  the  hearing.'^ 


term.    Small  v.  Beeves  (Ky.),  37  S.  W. 
682. 

[b]  Judge  Appointed  During  Course 
of  Trial. — And  where  during  a  trial  of 
a  cause  the  regular  judge  was  com- 
pelled to  absent  himself  for  several 
days  and  a  special  judge  took  his 
place,  the  parties  consenting  that  the 
trial  proceed  from  that  point,  no  ob- 
jection can  be  raised  thereafter  that 
the  special  judge  failed  to  begin  the 
trial  anew.  Burrage  v.  State,  101  Miss. 
598,  58  So.. 217. 

29.  Ark. — Sweeptzer  v.  Gaines,  19 
Ark.  96.  Ind. — ^Bowen  v.  Swander,  121 
Ind.  164,  22  N.  E.  725;  Board  of  Comrs. 
V.  Seaton,  90  Ind.  158;  Winterrowd  v. 
Messick,  37  Ind.  122;  Watts  v.  State, 
33  Ind.  237;,  Wilson  v.  Whitsell,  24 
Ind.  306.  Kan. — Highby  v.  Ayres,  14 
Kan.  331.  Ky. — Vandever  v.  "Vandever, 
3  Mete.  137.  Mo.— Carter  v.  Prior,  78 
Mo.  222.  S.  C— State  v.  Anone,  2  Nott 
&  M.  27.  Tex. — Shultz  Bros.  v.  Lem- 
pert,  55  Tex.  273;  Western  Union  Co. 
r.  Neel  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  35  S.  W.  29. 
Wash.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Parker,  28 
Wash.  234,  68  Pac.  756,  92  Am.  St.  Bep. 
828.  W.  Va.— Winans  v.  Winans,  22 
W.  Va.  678. 

30.  Ark. — Sweeptzer  v.  Gaines,  19 
Ark.  96.  Ind. — Schlungger  v.  State, 
113  Ind.  295,  15  N.  E.'269;  Kenney  v. 
Phillipy,  91  Ind.  511;  Thomas  v.  Felt, 
21  Ind.  App.  265,  52  N.  E.  171.  See 
State  V.  Murdock,  86  Ind.  124;  Negley 
V.  Wilson,  14  Ind.  215.    Mo.— State  v. 


Gilmore,  110  Mo.  1,  19  S.  W.  218;  Green 
V.  Walker,  99  Mo.  68,  12  S.  W.  353. 
Neb.— Taylor  v.  Tilden,  3  Neb.  339. 
Tex.— Smith  v.  State,  6  S.  W.  40; 
Shultz  Bros.  v.  Lempert,  55  Tex.  273. 
Wash.— State  v.  Sachs,  3  Wash.  691,  29 
Pac.  446.  W.  Va. — State  v.  Newman, 
49  W.  Ya.  724,  39  S.  E.  655;  Winans  v. 
Winans,  22  W.  Va.  678. 

31.  Ala. — Horton  v.  Pool,  40  Ala. 
629.  (Ja. — Worsham  v.  Murchison,  66 
Ga.  715.  Ky. — Slone  v.  Slone,  2  Mete. 
339.  Mo.— Smith  v.  Haworth,  53  Mo. 
88.  Tenn.— Low  v.  State,  111  Tenn.  81, 
78  S.  W.  110.  Tex.— Shultz  Bros.  v. 
Lempert,  55  Tex.  273. 

32.  Small  v.  Beeves,  104  Ky.  289,  46 
S.  W.  726,  formal  motion  or  affidavit 
unnecessary. 

33.  White  V.  Beagan,  25  Ark.  622. 

34.  State  v.  Wear,  145  Mo.  162,  46 
S.  W.  1099. 

35.  Cal.— People  v.  Mellon,  40  Cal. 
648.  Ind. — Crawford  v.  Lawrence,  154 
Ind.  288,  56  N.  E.  673;  Adams  v.  Go  wan, 
89  Ind.  358;  State  v.  Murdock,  86  Ind. 
124.  Iia. — State  v.  Debaillon,  36  La. 
Ann.  828.  Mo.— State  v.  Miller,  111 
Mo.  542,  20  S.  W.  243.  Tax.- Hall  v. 
Jankofsky,  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  504,  29 
S.  W.  515.  Wash.— Smith  v.  Sullivan, 
33  Wash.  30,  73  Pac.  793. 

36.  Epperson  v.  Bice,  102  Ala.  668, 
15   So.   434. 

37.  Caldwell's  Admr.  v.  Bell,  6  Ark, 
227. 
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XI.  DE  FACTO  JUDGES.  — A  de  facto  judge  while  exercising 
the  functions  of  his  office  possesses  all  the  powers  of  a  judge  de 
jure,^^  and  his  acts  are  as  valid  and  binding  upon  the  public  as  those 
of  a  regtilar  judge,"^  although  he  failed  to  qualify,*"  or  his  election 
or  appointment  was  irregular,*^  or  the  statute  under  which  he  was  ap- 
pointed is  declared  unconstitutional,*^  or  is  repealed,*^  or  his  election 
or  appointment  is  subsequently  declared  void.** 

And  where  a  judge  believing  that  his  term  commences  immediately 
proceeds  to  hold  court  while  in  fact  his  term  has  not  begun,  his  acts 
are  nevertheless  valid.*'  But  where  a  judge  is  appointed  in  violation 
of  an  express  statute,*^  or  is  appointed  orally,*^  or  the  court  over 
which  he  assumes  to  preside  has  been  abolished  by  law,**  he  is  not 
a  judge  de  facto  as  he  has  no  color  of  title  and  his  acts  are  void  from 
the  beginning. 

In  the  absence  of  a  showing  to  the  contrary  it  will  be  presumed 
that  a  judge  de  facto  was  duly  qualified  to  act,*^  and  where  the  parties 
proceed  without  objection  to  trial  before  a  judge  de  facto  all  ob- 


38.  Brady  v.  Howe,  50  Miss.  607. 

39.  U.  S. — In  re  Maiming,  139  U.  S. 
504,  11  Sup.  Ct.  624,  35  L.  ed.  264. 
Colo.— Bude  V.  Sisack,  44  Colo.  21,  96 
Pac.  976.  Fla. — State  v.  Gleason,  12 
ria.  190;  Kan. — In  re  Corum,  62  Kan. 
271,  62  Pac.  661,  84  Am.  St.  Eep.  382. 
Ky. — Eversole  v.  Steele,  6  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
525.  N.  C— State  v.  Turner,  119  N.  C. 
841,  25  S.  E.  810.  Ohio.— Ea;  parte 
Strang,  21  Ohio  St.  610.  Tenn.— Black- 
burn V.  State,  3  Head  690.  W.  Va. 
State  V.  Carter,  49  W.  Va.  709,  39  S. 
E.  611.  Wis.- In  re  Burke,  76  Wis. 
357,  45  N.  W.  24. 

40.  Kan. — In  re  Hawes,  62  Kan, 
288,  62  Pac.  673.  Mo.— State  v.  Miller, 
in  Mo.  542,  20  S.  W.  243.  N.  Y. 
Pepin  V.  Laohenmeyer,  45  N.  T.  27. 
W.  Va.— Tower  v.  Whip,  53  W.  Va.  158, 
44  S.  E.  179,  63  L.  E.  A.  937. 

[a]  Where  a  special  judge  is  com- 
luissioiied  by  the  governor  to  try  a 
criminal  case  and  he  assumes  the  dut- 
ies of  his  office,  his  acts  are  valid  as 
those  of  a  de  facto  judge  even  though 
he  failed  to  take  the  required  oath. 
Powers  V.  State,  83  Miss.  691,  36  So. 
6. 

41.  U.  S.—In  re  Manning,  139  tJ.  S. 
504,  11  Sup.  Ct.  624,  35  L.  ed.  264.  Ind. 
Jordan  v.  Indianapolis  Coal  Co.,  52  Ind. 
App.  542,  100  N.  E.  880.  Miss.— Brady 
V.  Howe,  50  Miss.  607.  Mo. — Usher  v. 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  122  Mo.  App. 
98,  98  S.  W.  84.  N.  C— State  v.  Tur- 
ner, 119  N.  C.  841,  25  S.  E.  810j  State 
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V.  Lewis,  107  N.  C.  967,  12  S.  B.  457,  13 
S.  E.  247,  11  L.  E.  A.  105.  Term. 
Moore  v.  State,  5  Sneed  510.  Wash. 
Smith  V.  Sullivan,  33  Wash.  30,  73  Pac. 
793.  W.  Va.— State  v.  Carter,  49  W. 
Va.  709,  39  S.  E.  611.  Wis.— State  v. 
Bloom,  17   Wis.  521. 

42.  Ala. — Alabama  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Williams,  144  Ala.  406,  38  So.  240; 
Walker  v.  State,  142  Ala.  7,  39  So.  242. 
Conn. — State  v.  Carroll,  38  Conn.  449, 
9  Am.  Kep.  409.  Ky. — Nagel  v.  Bos- 
worth,  148  Ky.  807,  147  S.  W.  940. 
Mo. — State  v.  Douglass,  50  Mo.  593. 
Mont. — Ex  parte  Parks,  3  Mont.  426. 
Nev.— Walcott  v.  Wells,  21  Nev.  47,  24 
Pac.  367,  37  Am.  St.  Eep.  478,  9  L.  E. 
A.   59. 

43.  Turney  v.  Dibrell,  3  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)  235;  Venable  v.  Curd,  2  Head 
(Tenn.)   582. 

44.  Masterson  v.  Matthews,  60  Ala. 
260. 

45.  State  v.  Ely,  16  N.  D.  569,  113 
N,  W.  711,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  638; 
McCraw  v.  WilliaBiis,  33  Gratt.  (74  Va.) 
510. 

46.  State  «.  Fritz,  27  La.  Ann.  689. 

47.  Herbster  v.  State,  80  Ind.  484. 

48.  Daniel  v.  Hutcheson,  4  Tex.  Civ, 
App.  239,  22  S. 'W.  278. 

49.  State  v.  Murdock,  86  Ind.  124; 
Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Preston,  63 
Kan.  819,  66  Pac.  1050.  But  see 
Cooper  V.  Lingo,  17  Ind.  67, 
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jeetlons  to  his  authority  to  act  are  deemed  waived.^"  The  right  of  a 
de  facto  judge  to  act  can  be  questioned  only  in  a  direct  proceeding 
to  which  he  is  a  party,^^  such  as  a  proceeding  of  quo  warranto.^^ 
Neither  the  authority  of  a  de  facto  judge^^  nor  his  acts°*  can  be  col- 
laterally attaeked.^^  Thus,  the  title  to  the  office  of  a  de  facto  judge 
cannot  be  inquired  into  on,  habeas  corpus,^^  or  upon  an  appeal  from 
a  judgment  rendered  by  the  de  facto  judge.^' 

XII.  COURT  COMMISSIONERS.  —  The  powers  of  court  commis- 
sioners are  generally  defined  by  statute  and  they  cannot  exercise  any 
authority  beyond  what  is  expressly  conferred  upon  them  f^  the  statute 


50.  Crawford  v.  Lawrencs,  154  Ind. 
288,  56  N.  E.  673;  Sehlungger  v.  State, 
113  Ind.  295,  15  N.  E.  269;  State  v. 
Murdock,  86  Ind.  124. 

51.  U.  S. — Manning  V;  Weeks,  139 
U.  S.  504,  11  Sup.  Ct.  624,  35  L.  ed. 
264.  Ark.— Keith  v.  State,  49  Ark. 
439,  5  S.  W.  880.  Cal.— People  v.  Sas- 
Bovich,  29  Cal.  480;  People  v.  Bosbor- 
ough,  14  Cal.  180.  Conn. — ^Brown  v. 
O'Connell,  36  Conn.  432,  4  Am.  Eep. 
89.  la. — Ex  parte  Strahl,  16  Iowa  369. 
Kan. — Missouri  Pac.  E.  Co.  v.  Preston, 
63  Kan.  819,  66  Pac.  1050;  In  re  Hewes, 
62  Kan.  288,  62  Pae.  673.  Ky.— Orme 
V.  Com.,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1412,  55  S.  W. 
195.  Me. — Woodside  v.  Wagg,  71  Me, 
207.  Mass. — Sheehan's  Case,  122  Mass. 
445,  23  Am.  Eep.  374.  Mss.— Cooper 
V.  Moore,  44  Miss.  386.  Mont. — Em 
parte  Parks,  3  Mont.  426.  Nev.— "Wal- 
cott  V.  Wells,  21  Nev.  47,  24  Pae.  367, 
37  Am.  St.  Eep.  478,  9  L.  E.  A.  59. 
N.  Y.— Nelson  v.  People,  23  N.  Y.  293. 
Ore.— State  v.  Whitney,  7  Ore.  386. 
Pa.— Campbell  v.  Com.,  96  Pa.  344. 
Tenn.— Blackburn  v.  State,  3  Head  690. 
Tex. — ICx  parte  Call,  2  Tex.  App.  497. 
Va.— McCraw  v.  Williams,  33  Gratt. 
(74  Va.)  510.  W.  Va.— State  v.  Car- 
ter, 49  W.  Va.  709,  39  S.  E.  611.  Wis. 
In  re  Manning,  76  Wis.  365,  45  N.  W. 
26;  In  re  Boyle,  9  Wis.  264. 

52.  Clark  v.  Com.,  29  Pa.  129.  See 
the  title  ' '  Quo  Warranto. ' ' 

53.  Ark.— Keith  v.  State,  49'  Ark. 
439,  5  S.  W.  880.  Cal.— People  v.  Sas- 
sovich,  29  Cal.  480.  Colo. — Henderson 
f.  Glynn,  2  Colo.  App.  303,  30  Pae.  265. 
Fla.— State  v.  Gluason,  12  Fla.  190. 
Ind.— Littleton  v.  Smith,  119  Ind.  230, 
21  N.  E.  886;  State  v.  Murdock,  86  Ind. 
124.  Kan. — Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Preston,  63  Kan.  819,  66  Pac.  1050. 
Ky. — Orme  v.  Com.,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1412,  55  S.  W,  195.    to.— Guilbean  v. 


Cormier,  32  La.  Ann.  930.  Mont. — Ex 
parte  Parks,  3  Mont.  426.  Pa. — Clark 
V.  Com.,  29  Pa.  129. 

54.  U.  S.— McDowell  v.  United  States, 
159  U.  S.  596,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Ill,  40  L.  ed. 
271;  Ball  v.  United  States,  140  U.  S. 
118,  11  Sup.  Ct.  761,  35  L.  ed.  377. 
Kan. — Briggs  v.  Voss,  73  Kan.  418,  85 
Pae.  571.  Ky. — Orme  v.  Com.,  21  Ky. 
L,  Eep.  1412,  55  S.  W.  195.  La.— State 
V.  Williams,  '35 .  La.  Ann.  742.  Mich. 
People  V.  Gobies,  67  Mich.  475,  35  N. 
W.  91.  Minn.— Burt  v.  Winona  &  St. 
P.  E.  Co.,  31  Minn.  472,  18  N.  W.  285, 
289.  Miss.— Eosetto  v.  City  of  Bay  St. 
Louis,  97  Miss.  409,  52  So.  785;  Cooper 
1).  Moore,  44  Miss.  386.  Mo. — State  v. 
Draper,  48  McJ.  5Q.  Nebu — State  v. 
Moores,  70  Neb.  56,  99  N.  W.  504.  N.  J. 
Byer  v.  Harris,  77  N.  J.  L.  304,  72  Atl. 

•  136.  N.  Y.— Morris  v.  People,  3  Denio 
381.  N.  D.— State  v.  Bednar,  18  N.  D. 
484,  121  N.  W.  614.  Ohio.— JJa;  parte 
Strang,  21  Ohio  St.  610.  Ore.— State 
V.  Whitney,  7  Ore.  386.  Pa.— Clark  v. 
Com.,  29  Pa.  129.  Tex.— Hamilton  v. 
State,  40  Tex.  Crim.  464,  51  8.  W.  217. 
Va. — McCraw  v.  Williams,  33  Gratt. 
(74  Va.)  510.  Wis.— 7»  re  Burke,  76 
Wis.  357,  45  N.  W.  24. 

55.  As  to  collateral  attack  gener- 
ally, see  the  title  "Judgments." 

56.  la. — Ex  parte  Strahl,  16  Iowa 
369.  Mass. — Sheehan's  Case,  122  Mass. 
445,  23  Am.  Eep.  374.  Wash.— gmith 
V.  Sullivan,  33  Wash.  30,  73  Pac.  793. 

57.  Com.  v.  Taber,  123  Mass.  253; 
Hamilton  v.  State,  40  Tex.  Crim.  464, 
51  S.  W.  217. 

58.  CaL — Quiggle  v.  Trumbo,  56  Cal. 
626.  Mich.— People  v.  Chamblin,  149 
Mich.  653,  113  N.  W.  27;  Eowe  v.  Rowe, 
28  Mich.  353.  Minn.— Gere  v.  Weed,  3 
Minn.  352.  Utah.— People  v.  Hills,  5 
Utah  410,  16  Pac.  405.  Wis.— Haight 
V.  Lucia,  36  Wis,  355;  Bicknell  v.  Tall- 
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in  regard  thereto  must' be  strictly  construed.'^  Nor  can  their  powers 
be  enlarged  by  consent  of  the  parties.*"  Generally  the  powers  of  court 
commissioners  are  limited  to  their  respective  counties.*^  Where  the 
powers  of  a  court  commissioner  are  derived  from  an  order  of  court,  they 
are  strictly  confined  to  the  terms  of  such  order.*^ 

The  statutes  pertaining  to  court  commissioners  differ  materially  in 
the  various  jurisdictions.  In  a  number  of  states  court  commissioners 
are  vested  with  judicial  powers  equal  to  those  of  judges  of  courts  of 
record  at  chambers,*'  or  those  of  justices  of  the  peace.**  In  others 
the  statute  specifically  enumerates  the  powers  granted  to  court  com- 
missioners.*^ 

Where  the  statute  confers  upon  them  the  powers  of  a  judge  at 
chambers,  by  implication  it  negatives  their  power  to  make  orders 
necessarily  involving  an  adjudication  of  the  cause  on  the  merits**  and 
does  not  include  the  powers  of  a  court  in  vacation.*^  Hence,  under 
such  statute,  a  court  commissioner  has  no  power  to  make  orders  strik- 
ing out  part  of  a  pleading,**  overruling  a  demurrer  to  a  complaint,*^ 
allowing  alimony,'*  adjudicating  the  right  to  the  custody  of  chil- 
dren,'^ fixing  the  amount  of  an  appeal  bond,'^  issuing  attachments  for 


man,    3    Finn.    388.     Wyo.— Huhn    ». 
Quinn,  21  Wyo.  51,  128  Pac.  514. 

[a]  A  statute  conferring  upon  them 
power  to  take  testimony  in  proceedings 
for  discovery,  thus  giving  them  the 
judicial  power  to  determine  what  is 
relevant  to  the  issue,  is  unconstitu- 
tional and  void.  Mulhern  v.  Grove,  111 
Mich.  528,  70  N.  W.  15. 

59.  People  v.  Hills,  5  Utah  410,  16 
Pac.  405. 

60.  Jackson  v.  Puget  Sound  L.  Co., 
5  Cal.  Unrep.  Gas.  966,  52  Pac.  838. 

61.  Penelon  v.  Butts  (Wis.),  5  N.  W. 
784. 

[a]  But  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  may 
be  issued  under  the  statute,  to  an  ad- 
joining county  in  case  there  is  no  ju- 
dicial officer  there  authorized  to  issue 
such  writ.     State  v.  Hill,  10  Minn.  63. 

[b]  Certiorari  may  be  allowed  by 
a  court  commissioner  although  the  pro- 
ceedings did  not  occur  in  his  county. 
Lodsr  V.  Littlefield,  39  Mich.  374. 

62.  Jackson  v.  Puget  Sound  L.  Co., 
123  Cal.  97,  55  Pac.  788;  Watts  v.  New- 
berry, 107  Va.  233,  57  S.  E.  657. 

63.  Mich.' — ^Mulhern  v.  Grove,  111 
Mich.  528,  70  N.  W.  15;  De  Myer  v. 
McGonegal,  32  Mich.  120.  Minn. 
Gere  v.  Weed,  3  Minn.  352.  N.  Y. 
Harris  v.  Mason,  10  Wend.  568;  Jack- 
son V.  Jackson,  3  Cow.  73.  Wash. 
Howard  v.  Hanson,  49  Wash.  314,  95 
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Pac.  265.  Wis.— Pfister  v.  Smith,  95 
Wis.  51,  69  N.  W.  984;  Pellage  v.  Pel- 
lage,  32  Wis.  136.  Wyo.— Huhn  v. 
Quinn,  21  Wyo.  51,  128  Pac.  514. 

64.  People  v.  Hills,  5  Utah  410,  16 
Pac.  405. 

[a]  Waiting  an  Hour  for  Appear- 
ance.— ^But  in  the  absence  of  a  statute 
pertaining  thereto  a  court  commissioner 
is  not  obliged  to  wait  an  hour  for  ap- 
pearance of  defendant  after  the  time 
at  which  the  summons  is  made  return- 
able. Fowler  v.  Bredin,  98  Mich.  133, 
56  N.  W.  1110. 

65.  Malone  v.  Bosch,  104  Cal.  680, 
38  Pac.  516. 

66.  In  the  Matter  of  Burger,  39 
Mich.  203;  In  the  Matter  of  Budding- 
ton,  29  Mich.  472;  Huhn  v.  Quinn,  21 
Wyo.  51,  128  Pac.  514. 

67.  Gere  v.  Weed,  3  Minn.  352.  But 
compare  Harris  v.  Mason  &  SaflEord,  10 
Wend.  (N.  Y.)  568,  holding  that  under 
a  statute  authorizing  judges  to  perform 
an  act  in  vacation  a  court  commis- 
sioner likewise  is  empowered  to  act  in 
the  matter. 

68.  Balkins  ».  Baldwin,  84  Wis.  212, 
54  N.  W.  403. 

69.  Gere  v.  Weed,  3  Minn.  352. 

70.  Thorp  V.  Thorp,  2  Mich.  N.  P. 
209. 

71.  Rowe  V.  Eowe,  28  Mich.  353. 

72.  Anonymous,  8  Wis.  388. 
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contempt,^*  or  to  accept  a  plea  of  guilty  in  a  criminal  case.''* 

But  under  such  statute  a  court  commissioner  may  make  an  order 
for  service  of  summons  by  publication/'  compel  an  attorney  to  pro- 
duce his  authority  for  commencing  an  action,'^  issue  a  warrant  of  ar- 
rest,'^ accept  bail,'^  exonerate  bail,'*  grant  injunctions,*"  dissolve  an 
attachment  levied  upon  real  property,*^  enter  a  judgment  by  de- 
fault,*^ tax  costs  in  proceedings  before  him,*^  hear  proceedings  sup- 
plementary to  execution,**  restrain  a  defendant  upon  such  proceed- 
ings from  transferring  property  not  exempt  from  execution,*'  hear 
proceedings  for  condemnation  of  lands,*^  extend  the  time  for  serving 
a  bill  of  exceptions,*'^  approve  an  appeal  bond,**  and  make  an  order 
to  stay  proceedings  pending  a  motion  for  a  new  trial.** 

A  court  commissioner  has  no  power  under  any  circumstances  to 
review  the  action  of  a  court.*"  Thus  he  cannot  hear  a  motion  to  dis- 
solve an  injunction.®^  Nor  is  he  empowered  to  appoint  a  receiver.*^ 
Under  some  statutes  a  court  commissioner  may  issue  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  and  determine  the  matter  involved,'*  provided  that  the  inquiry 
does  not  contemplate  a  review  of  the  proceedings  of  a  court.**  In 
some  jurisdictions  a  court  commissioner  may  hear  eviction  proceed-, 
ings,*'  but  where  it  appears  that  the  question  of  title  is  necessarily 
involved  in  the  proceedings  he  loses  jurisdiction  of  the  matter:**  nor 


73.  Haight  v.  Lucia,  36  Wis.  355. 

74.  State  v.  Philip,  44  Wash.  615,  87 
Pac.  955. 

75.  Pfister  v.  Smith,  95  Wis.  51,  69 
N.  W.  984. 

76.  Harris  v.  Mason,  10  Wend.  (N. 
T.)   568. 

77.  Hoskins  v.  Baxter,  64  Minn.  226, 
66  N.  W.  969. 

78.  Daniels  v.  People,  6  Mich.  381; 
Hoskins  v.  Baxter,  64  Minn.  226,  66 
N.  W.  969;  G^re  v.  Weed,  3  Minn.  352. 

79.  De  Myer  v.  J^cGonegal,  32  Mich. 


Pulver  V.  Grooves,  3  Minn.  359. 
Edgarton  v.  Hinchman,  7  Mich. 


120. 

80. 

81. 
352. 

82.  Peterson  v.  Dillon,  27  Wash.  78, 
67  Pac.  397. 

83.  Watson 


V. 


Eandall,    44    Mieh. 
Hanson,    49    Wash. 


514,  7  N.  W.  84. 

84.  Howard    v. 
314,  95  Pac.   265. 

85.  In  re  Perry,  30  Wis.  268. 

86.  Smith  v.  School  Dist.,  40  Mieh. 
143. 

87.  Pellage  v.  Pellage,  32  Wis.  136. 

88.  Hemstead   v.   Cargill,  46   Minn. 
141,  48  N.  W.  686. 


89.  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  3  Cow.  (N. 
T.)  73. 

[a]  But  an  order  to  stay  proceed- 
ings made  by  a  commissioner  after  the 
cause  is  set  for  hearing  is  a  nullity. 
Lansing  v.  Miekles,  2  How.  Pr.  (N.  T.) 
37. 

90.  In  the  Matter  of  Burger,  39 
Mieh.  203;  Boinay  v.  Coats,  17  Mieh. 
411. 

91.  Stone  v.  Bunker  Hill,  etc.  Co., 
28   Cal.  497. 

92.  Quiggle  v.  Trumbo,  56  Cal.  626. 

93.  State  v.  Hill,  10  Minn.  63;  Pot- 
ter V.  Frohbach,  133  Wis.  1,  112  N.  W. 
1087. 

94.  In  the  Matter  of  Burger,  39 
Mich.  203;  In  the  Matt«r  of  Budding- 
ton,  29  Mich.  472. 

95.  Mich. — Meeske  v.  'Miller,  138 
Mich.  87,  101  N.  W.  52;  Mulder  v.  Cob- 
lett,  54  Mich.  80,  19  N.  W.  756.  N.  Y. 
Lansing  v.  Miekles,  2  How.  Pr.  37. 
Utah. — Hyndman  v.  Stowe,  9  Utah  23, 
33  Pac.  227. 

96.  Jenkinson  v.  Winans,  109  Mich. 
524,  67  N.  W.  549;  Butler  v.  Bertrand, 
97  Mich.  59,  56  N.  W.  342. 
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may  the  right  of  a  homestead  be  adjudicated  in  a  summary  proceeding 
held  before  a  court  commissioner.®' 

Under  some  statutes  court  commissioners  are  authorized  to  perform 
certain  judicial  functions  during  the  absence  of  the  judge,  such  as 
granting  an  injunction  in  any  cause  in  which  the  judge  could  have 
granted  it,  if  present,®*  or  acting  as  a  judge  of  probate  in  the  absence 
of  the  regular  judge,®®  or  vacating  a  judgment  by  default  ;^  but  such 
power  is  subject  to  review  by  the  court.^  Court  commissioners  have  no 
power  to  regulate  the  order  of  taking  proof  before  them.* 

An  affidavit  of  prejudice  does  not  divest  a  court  commissioner  of 
jurisdiction  of  a  cause  instituted  before  him  under  statutory  author- 
ity.* 

Certiorari  is  the  proper  remedy  to  test  the  decision  of  a  court  com- 
missioner upon  jurisdictional  grounds."  A  refusal  to  permit  the  tes- 
timony to  be  taken  by  a  stenographer  does  not  present  a  jurisdictional 
question  jusliifying  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of  prohibition." 

Xm.  UNITED  STATES  COMMISSIONERS.  —  A  United  States 
commissioner  is  a  judicial  officer  possessing  independent  though  sub- 
ordinate judicial  and  ministerial  powers.'^  His  powers  and  duties  are 
prescribed  by  the  statute.*    He  is  authorized  to  carry  into  effect  the 


97.  Eiggs  V.  sterling,  51  Mich.  157, 
16    N.   W.    320. 

98.  MeMichael  v.  Grady,  34  Fla.  219, 
15  So.  765. 

99.  Kelley  v.  Edwards,  38  Mich.  210. 

1.  Freiberg  v.  La  Clair,  78  Wis. 
164,  47  N.  W.  178. 

2.  Superior,  etc.  Co.  v.  Dunphy,  93 
Wis.  188,  67  N.  W.  428. 

3.  Brown  v.  Brown,  22  Mich.  242. 

4.  State  ex  ret  Mau  v.  Ausherman, 
11  Wyo.  410,  72  Pac.  200,  73  Pac.  548. 

5.  Potter  V.  Frohbaeh,  133  Wis.  1, 
112  N.  W.  1087. 

6.  State  ex  rel  Mau  v.  Ausherman,  11 
Wyo.  410,  72  Pac.  200,  73  Pac.  548. 

7.  Grin  v.  Shine,  187  TJ.  S.  181,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  98,  47  L.  ed.  130;  Todd  v. 
United  States,  158  IT.  S.  278,  15  Sup. 
Ct.  889,  39  L.  ed.  982;  In  re  Wong 
Fook,  81  Fed.  558;  Eeagan  v.  United 
States,  35  Ct.  CI.  (U.  S.)'  90.  See 
In  re  Eaves,  30  Fed.  21. 

[a]  United  States  Commissioners 
are  Blither  judges  nor  courts,  nor  do 
they  hold  courts,  although  they  some- 
times act  in  a  quasi  judicial  capacity, 
so  far  as  power  and  jurisdiction  is  con- 
ferred upon  them.  United  States  v. 
Tom  Wah,   160  Fed.   207. 

[b]  They  are  "in  legal  effect  mag- 
Vol.  XVI 


istrates,  and  in  no  sense  administra- 
tive officials  or  assistants  of  the 
court."  Dennison  v.  The  United  States, 
25  Ct.  CI.   (U.  S.)   304. 

[c]  In  Criminal  Matters. — "United 
States  commissioners  are  not  conserva- 
tors of  the  peace  and  have  no  control 
of  police  regulations  in  their  districts 
except  whei-e  express  powers  are  con- 
ferred by  a  statute  of  the  United 
States.  Their  powers  and  duties  in 
criminal  matters  are  not,  therefore,  as 
extensive  as  those  of  justices  of  the 
peace,  but  are  confined  to  those  which 
they  must  necessarily  exercise  as  ex- 
amining and  committing  magistrates  in 
enforcing  the  criminal  laws  of  the  Uni- 
ted States,  and  within  this  limit  of  jur- 
isdiction they  must  conform,  as  near 
as  may  be,  to  the  forms  and  modes  of 
procedure  required  by  law  of  justices 
of  the  peace.  United  States  v.  Harden, 
10  Fed.  802. 

8.  TJ.  S.— United  States  v.  Alli«d, 
155  U.  S.  591,  15  Sup.  Ct.  231,  39  L. 
ed.  273;  In  re  Wong  Fock,  81  Fed.  558; 
In  re  Eaves,  30  Fed.  21.  Ind.  Ter. 
Hughes  Bros.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Eeagan,  4 
Ind.  Ter.  472,  69  S.  W.  940.  Okla. 
Hocker  v.  Carroll,  35  Okla.  290,  129 
Pac.  56. 

fa]  He  possesses  the  power  of 
courts  only  so  far  as  tbe  acts  of  Con- 
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award  or  arbitration  of  any  consul  of  a  foreign  nation,®  to  issue  war- 
rants for  deserting  foreign  seamen,^"  to  issue  warrants  for  offenses 
against  the  United  States/^  to  take  affidavits,^^  to  take  oaths  and 
acknowledgments,^^  to  take  depositions  in  any  case  pending  in  the 
United  States  courts,"  to  accept  bail,^^  to  discharge  poor  convicts  im- 
prisoned for  non-payment  of  fines,^"  to  institute  prosecutions  for 
crimes  against  the  elective  franchise^'  and  the  internal  revenue  laws,^* 
to  summon  masters  of  vessels  to  appear  before  him  and  show  cause 
why  process  should  not  issue  against  such  vessel,^^  to  discharge  from 
arrest  or  imprisonment  on  mesne  or  final  process,^"  to  take  appeal 
bonds  in  admiralty,^^  and  to  hold  to  the  security  of  the  peace  and 
for  good  behavior  in  cases  arising  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of 
the  United  States.^^ 

So  too,  a  United'  States  commissioner  has  authority  to_  appoint  per- 
sons to  execute  his  warrants  or  other  process  in  relation  to  crimes 
against  the  elective  franchise  and  the  civil  rights  of  citizens.^^  In 
the  performance  of  his  duties  he  is  subject  to  the  rules^*  as  well  as 
to  the  supervision  and  control  of  the  court  in  the  same  manner  as 
masters  in  chancery  and  registers  in  bankruptcy.^^  _  The_  powei-s  of 
commissioners  are  co-extensive  with  the  limits  of  the  judicial  districts 
for  which  they  are  appointed,^^  and  in  criminal  matters  are  confined 
to  ofEenses  against  the  laws  of  the  United  States,"  though  they  are 


gress  confer  such  power  upon  Mm. 
United  States  v.  Tom  Wah,  160  Fed. 
207. 

[b]  As  Probate  Judge.— "The  jur- 
isdiction of  the  commissioner  as  ex 
ofScio  probate  judge  to  appoint  guar- 
dians for  insane  and  incompetent  per- 
sons is  derived  from  the  statute,  and 
in  order  to  obtain  such  jurisdiction  it 
must  aflirmatively  appear  that  the  es- 
sential provisions  of  the  statute  were 
complied  with."  Martin  v.  White,  146 
Fed.  461,  76  C.  C.  A.  671. 

9.  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  §1248. 

10.  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1913,  §§7630, 
10129. 

[a]  But  he  has  no  power  to  direct 
their  restoration  to  the  ship  from  which 
they  deserted.  United  States  v.  Kelly, 
108  Fed.  538. 

11.  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1913,   §1674. 

12.  U.   S.   Comp.  St.,   §4546. 

13.  IT.  S.  Comp.  St.,  §3259. 

14.  U.  S.   Comp.  St.,  1913,  §1472. 

15.  V.  S.  Comp.  St.,  §1571;  United 
States  V.  Volz,  14  Blatehf.  15,  28  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,627. 

16.  U.  8.  Comp.  St.,  §1706. 

17.  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  §§3928,  3935. 

18.  V.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1913,  §1677.. 


19.  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1913,   §8335. 

20.  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1913,  §1637; 
Hayes  v.  Canada,  A.  &  P.  S.  S.  Co.,  184 
Fed.  821,  108  C.  C.  A.  175. 

21.  The  Canary  No.  2,  22  Fed.  536. 

22.  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  §1247. 

23.  U.  S.  Comp.  St.,  1913,  §3937; 
In  re  Upchurch,  38  Fed.  25. 

24.  United  States  v.  MeGouiin,  106 
Fed.  288,  45  C.  C.  A.  291. 

25.  United  States  v.  AUred,  155  U. 
S.  591,  15  Sup.  Ct.  231,  39  L.  ed.  273. 

[a]  The  court  may  assume  control 
of  proceedings  pending  before  a  court 
commissioner  whenever  it  shall  seem 
expedient.  United  States  v.  Berry,  4 
Fed.  779. 

26.  United  States  v.  Luey  Guey 
Auek,  115  Fed.  252;  In  re  Wahll,  42 
Fed.  822;  United  States  v.  Harden,  10 
Fed.  802;  Hocker  v.  Carroll,  35  Okla. 
290,  129  Pac.  56. 

27.  United  States  v.  Hand,  6  Mc- 
Lean 274,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,296. 

[a]  A  United  States  commissioner 
is  without  jurisdiction  to  conduct  the 
examination  of  a  person  who  is  charged 
with  an  offense  not  amenable  to  fed- 
eral jurisdiction.  Ex  parte  Perkins,  29 
Fed.  900. 
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in  Alaska  and  formerly  were  in  Indian  Territory,  vested  with  the 
powers  of  a  justice  of  the  peaee.^* 

The  statute  does  not  provide  for  a  uniform  mode  of  procedure  before 
commissioners  but  they  are  required  to  act  in  conformity  with  the 
usual  mode  of  procedure  prevailing  in  the  state  in  which  they  are 
appointed,^^  A  United  States  commissioner  is  authorized  to  adjourn 
a  hearing,  such  authority  being  incidental  to  the  power  to  hear  and 
determine.""  As  a  committing  magistrate  his  jurisdiction  is  depend- 
ent upon  a  sworn  statement  of  facts,  and  a  complaint  on  information 
and  belief  is  insufficient.*^  His  duty  as  such  magistrate  is  to  determine 
whether  there  is  sufficient  evidence  against  the  defendant  to  warrant 
his  being  held  for  the  grand  jury,*^  The  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
on  which  an  accused  was  committed  is  not  open  to  review  in  a  pro- 
ceeding by  habeas  corpus.^" 

A  United  States  commissioner  has  no  power  to  punish  for  contempt 
in  proceedings  before  him,  but  such  power  rests  in  the  court  which 
appointed  him.^*  The  official  acts  of  a  United  States  commissioner 
are  prima  facie  valid,"^  and  where  the  commissioner  had  jurisdiction 
any  errors  or  irregularities  in  the  proceedings  cannot  be  attacked 
collaterally.*^  Certiorari  is  the  proper  remedy  to  vacate  a  judgment 
of  a  United   States  commissioner,  where  he  had  no  jurisdiction," 


28.  TJ.  S. — American  Exp.  Co.  «. 
Lankford,  93  Fed.  380,  35  C.  C.  A.  353. 
Alaska. — ^Myers  v.  Swineford,  1  Alaska 
10.  Ind.  Ter. — Hughes  Bros.  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Eeagan,  4  Ind.  Ter.  472,  69  S.  W. 
940'. 

29.  United  States  v.  Dunbar,  83  Fed. 
151,  27  C.  C.  A.  488;  United  States  v. 
Beavers,  125  Fed.  778;  United  States 
V.  Saner,  73  Fed.  671;  United  States  v. 
Harden,  10  Fed.  802;  United  States  v. 
Eundlett,  2  Curt.  41,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,208;  United  States  v.  Horton,  2  Dill. 
94,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,393. 

[a]  "This  provision  of  the  statute 
has  given  rise  to  diversity  of  practice 
in  the  several  states,  and  this  want  of 
uniformity  has  caused  some  apparent 
conflict  in  judicial  decisions."  In  re 
Eaves,  30  Fed.  21.    ■ 

[b]  In  the  examination  of  persons 
charged  with  an  offense  his  powers  are 
those  common  to  examining  magis- 
trates of  the  various  states.  Ex  parte 
Jonos,  96  Fed.  200;  United  States  v. 
Harden,  10  Fed.  802;  United  States  v. 
Horton,  2  Dill.  94,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,393;  United  states  v.  Case,  8 
Blatchf.  250,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,742. 

30.  United  States  v.  Swing,  140  U. 
S.  142,  11  Sup.  Ct.  743,  35  L.  ed.  388; 
Finn  v,  Hoyt,  52  Fed.  83;  United  States 
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V.   Rundlet,   2  Curt.   41,  27  Fed.   Cas. 
No.  16,208. 

31.  Ex  parte  Lane,  6  Fed.  34,  How- 
ell N.  P.  263;  In  re  Eule  of  Court,  3 
Woods  502,  20  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,126. 
See  12  Standard  Proc.  126,  and  gen- 
erally the  title  "Preliminary  Examin- 
ation." ' 

32.  Ex  parte  Jones,  96  Fed.  200; 
Hirschbeek  v.  United  States,  63  Fed. 
949. 

[a]  Probable  Cause. — Upon  examin- 
ation of  a  person  charged  with  a  crime, 
the  commissioner  can  only  determine 
whether  there  is  probable  cause  that 
the  accused  committed  the  crime  but 
he  has  no  power  to  pass  upon  the  credi- 
bility of  witnesses  or  to  find  any  fact. 
United  States  v.  Hughes,  70  Fed.  972. 

33.  Ex  parte  Jones,  96  Fed.  200; 
United  States  v.  Worms,  4  Blatchf. 
332,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,765;  In  re 
McDonnell,  11  Blatchf.  79,  16  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  8,771. 

34.  United  States  v.  Beavers,  125 
Fed.  778;  In  re  Perkins,  100  Fed.  950. 

35.  Hoyt  V.  Hammekin,  14  How.  (U. 
S.)  346,  14  L.  ed.  449;  England  Bros. 
V.  Young,  26  Okla.  494,  110  Pac.  895. 

36.  Stevens  v.  Fuller,  136  U.  S.  468, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  911,  34  L.  ed.  461. 

37.  Franklin  v.  Bottoms,  4  Ind.  Ter. 
711,  76  8.  W.  287. 
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but  when  acting  as  an  examining  magistrate  a  commissioner  is  a  mere 
officer  of  the  court,  as  to  whom  the  writ  of  prohibition  is  never 
employed.^® 

In  Extradition  Cases.  —  Such  commissioners  generally  are  empowered 
to  act  in  extradition  cases.*^  Such  proceeding  before  the  commissioner 
is  not  in  the  nature  of  a  trial,  but  rather  of  a  preliminary  examination 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether  the  accused  shall  be  surren- 
dered to  the  foreign  government,  in  which  the  crime  is  alleged  to  have 
been  committed.*" 

Deportation  Cases.  —  A  commissioner  has  the  power  to  make  an  order 
of  deportation  under  the  Chinese  exclusion  act,  and  in  hearings  there- 
under he  acts  judicially  ;*^  his  findings  need  only  show  that  the  person 
to  be  deported  was  unlawfully  within  the  United  States.*^ 


38.  United  States  v.  Berry,  4  Fed. 
779. 

39.  Grinu.  Shine,  187  U.  S.  181,  23 
Sup.  Ct.  98,  47  L.  ed.  130;  Ex  parte 
Lane,  6  Fed.  34,  Howell  N.  P.  263. 
See  generally  the  title  "Extradition." 

40.  "Wright  v.  Henkel,  190  U.  S.  40, 
23  Sup.  Ct.  781,  47  It.  ed.  948;  Benson 
V.  McMahon,  127  U.  S.  457,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
1240,  32  L.   ed.  234. 


41.  Chin  Bak  Kan  v.  United  States, 
186  U.  S.  193,  22  Sup.  Ct.  891,  46  L. 
ed.  1121;  Fong  Mey  Yuk  v.  United 
States,  113  Fed.  898,  51  C.  C.  A.  528; 
United  States  v.  Luey  Guey  Auck,  115 
Fed.  252;  In  re  Tsu  Tse  Mee,  81  Fed. 
562;  In  re  Wong  Foek,  81  Fed.  558. 
See  11  Standard  Pboc.  910. 

As  to  exclusion  and  deportation  of 
aliens  see  the  title   "Immigration." 

42.  In  re  Tsu  Tse  Mee,  81  Fed.  562. 
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Enforcement  of; 
Mortgages ; 
Partition ; 
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For  forms,  see  9  Standard  Proc.  749,  and  the  index  to  this  work. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
■work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.    DEFINITIONS,     DISTINCTIONS     AND     ILLUSTRATIONS. 

A  judicial  sale  is  one  made  under  the  process  of  a  court  having  com- 
'  petent  authority  to  order  it,  by  an  officer  legally  appointed  and  com- 
missioned to  sell.^     All  sales  made  by  order  or  decree  of  court  re- 


1.  Williamsoii  v.  Berry,  8  How.  (U. 
S.)  495,  547,  12  L.  ed.  1170,  quoted  in 
the  following:  Lawson  v.  Tie  Bolt,  78 
Ind.  563;  Texas  &  P.  By.  Co.  v.  Gay, 
86  Tex.  571,  26  S.  "W.  599. 

[a]  For  other  definitions,  see  the 
foUowing:  U.  S.' — Nevada  Nickel  Syn- 
dicate V.  National  Nickel  Co.,  103  Fed. 
291;  Chew  v.  Hyman,  7  Fed.  7.  Ark. 
Nash  V.  Delinquent  Lands,  111  Ark.  158, 
163  S.  W.  1147.  Cal.— HaUeck  v.  Guy, 
9  Cal.  181,  70  Am.  Dec.  643.  Colo. 
Union  Trading  Co.  v.  Drach,  58  Colo. 
550,  146  Pac.  767.  Ga. — Ousley  v. 
Bailey,  111  Ga.  783,  36  S.  E.  750.  Ind. 
Staser  v.  Gaar,  Scott  &  Co.,  38  Ind. 
App.  696,  78  N.  B.  987.  Minn.— Lord 
V.  Hawkins,  39  Minn.  73,  38  N.  W. 
689.  N.  J.— Campbell  v.  Parker,  59 
N.  J.  Eq.  342,  45  Atl.  116.    Pa.— Moore 


V.  Shultz,  13  Pa.  88,  53  Am.  Dec.  446. 
S.  O. — Cathcart  v.  Sugenheimer,  18  S. 
C.  123.  Va. — Eichardson  v.  Jones,  106 
Va.  540,  56  S.  E.  343;  McAllister  v. 
Harman,  101  Va.  17,  42  S.  E.  920; 
Alexander  v.  Howe,  85  Va.  198,  7  S. 
E.  248;  Terry  v.  Cole's  Exr.,  80  Va. 
695.  W.  Va. — ^Atkins  v.  Washington, 
etc.  College,  54  W.  Va.  32,  46  S.  E. 
253. 

As  to  the  order  of  sale,   see  infra, 
IV. 

[b]    It  is  not  the  object  of  the  sale, 

but  the  mode  and  manner,  the  action 
and  decree  of  the  court  and  the  parties 
being  called  to  judgment  which  gives 
it  character  and  renders  it  judicial. 
Sackett  v.  Twining,  18  Pa.  199,  57  Am, 
Dec.  599;  Patton  v.  Collier,  90  Tes. 
115,  37  S.  W,  413. 
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quiring  confirmation  by  the  court  are  judicial  sales.^  It  is  indispensable 
that  the  sale  be  made  by  authority  of  some  court  having  jurisdic- 
tion,^ that  it  be  made  in  a  pending  suit,*  and  generally  that  the  sale 
be  confirmed  by  the  court  ordering  it,^  but  it  is  not  necessary  that 
it  be  made  at  public  auction.^ 

Illwstiations.  — The  term  "judicial  sales"  includes  sales  by  assignees 
for  benefit  of  creditors,'  sales  in  partition,*  sales  by  receivers,^  sales 
on  foreclosure  of  tax  liens  in  tax  suits,^"  and  sales  in  bankiTiptcy  pro- 
ceedings."   So  also  a  sale  under  a  decree  of  the  court  of  probate,^^ 


2.  George  v.  Pracheil,  92  Neb.  81, 
137  N.  W.  880;  Kazebeer  v.  Nunemaker, 
82  Neb.  732,  118  N.  W.  646. 

S.  TJ.  S. — Shriver's  Lessee  v.  Lynn, 
2  How.  43,  11  L.  ed.  172;   Laurel  Oil 

6  Gas  Co.  V.  Galbreath  Oil  &  Gas  Co., 
165  Fed.  162,  91  C.  C.  A.  196,  sale  by 
guardian  without  authority  to  do  so 
not  a  judicial  sale.  111. — Chambers  v. 
Jones,  72  HI.  275.  Tean. — Bueker  v. 
Moore,  1  5eisk.  726. 

As  to  necessity  for  order  or  decree 
of  sale,  see  infra,  IV,  A. 

4.  Neb. — ^Neligh  v.  Keene,  16  Neb. 
407,  20  N.  "W.  277.  Va.— Alexander  v. 
Howe,  85  Va.  198,  7  S.  E.  248;  Terry 
V.  Cole's  Exr.,  80  Va.  695.  Eng. 
Midhurfet  v.  Waite,  3  Burr.  1259,  1262, 
97   Eng.  Eeprint  821. 

[a]  "  'A  judicial  sale  is  made  pen- 
dente lite;  whereas,  an  execution  sale 
is  made  after  litigation  in  the  case 
is  ended,  for,  as  we  have  before  seen, 
a  judicial  act  is  something  done  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  a  suit.  The  suit 
does  not  end  with  a  decree  of  sale; 
the  proceeding  still  continues  until 
final  confirmation.'  Eover  Jud.  Sales, 
§§1,  18;  Williamson  v.  Berry,  8  How. 
495."    Alexander  v.  Howe,  85  Va.  198, 

7  S.  E.  248;  Terry  v.  Cole's  Exr.,  80 
Va.  695. 

5.  See  infra,  XI,  B. 

[a]  It  is  the  confirma.tion  by  the 
court,  and  not  the  bids  or  propositions 
to  buy  that  constitute  the  sale  a  judi- 
cial one.  Hess  v.  Bader,  26  Gratt.  (67 
Va.)  746. 

6.  Hess  V.  Bader,  26  Gratt.  (67  Va.) 
746. 

Whether  sale  sball  be  liubllc  or  pri- 
vate, see  infra,  IX,  C,  2. 

7.  Peele  v.  Ohio  &  Indiana  Oil  Co., 
158  Ind.  374,  63  N.  E.  763;  Wright  v. 
Gelvin,  85  Ind.  128;  Lawson  v.  De  Bolt, 
78  Ind.  563;  Dresbach  v.  Stein,  41  Ohio 
St.  70. 
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8.  Ala. — Gates  v.  Johnson,  109  Ala. 
126,  19  So.  416;  Hutton  v.  Williams, 
35  Ala.  503,  76  Am.  Dee.  297.  Oal. 
Hammond  v.  Cailleaud,  111  Cal.  206, 
43  Pac.  607,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  167.  HI. 
Speck  V.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.,  121 
111.  33,  12  N.  E.  213.  Ind.— Staser  v. 
Gaar,  Scott  &  Co.,  38  Ind.  App.  696, 
78  N.  E.  987.  Mass.— Gulf  Coast  Can- 
ning Co.  V.  Foster,  17  So.  683.  Mo. 
45  S.  W.  368;  Burden  v.  Taylor,  124 
Burnham's  Heirs  v.  Hitt,  143  Mo.  414, 
Mo.  12,  27  S.  W.  349;  Evans  v.  Sny- 
der, 64  Mo.  516;  Hewitt  ■;;.  LaUy,  51 
Mo.  93.  Neb. — George  v.  Pracheil,  92 
Neb.  81,  137  N.  W.  880;  Kazebeer  v. 
Nunemaker,  82  Neb.  732,  118  N.  W. 
646.  Nev. — ^Dazet  v.  Landry,  21  Nev. 
291,  30  Pac.  1064.  Pa.— Kaufmann  v. 
Httsburg,  248  Pa.  41,  93  Atl.  779; 
Girard  Life  Ins.,  etc.  Co.  v.  P.  &  M. 
Nat.  Bank,  57  Pa.  388;  Sackett  v. 
Twining,  18  Pa.  199,  57  Am.  Dec.  599. 

9.  IT.  S. — In  re  Hlinois  Third  Nat. 
Bank,  9  Biss.  535,  4  Fed.  775.  Ala, 
Borne  &  D.  B.  Co.  v.  Sibert,  97  Ala. 
393,  12  So.  69.  Ga. — Southern  Cotton 
Mills  V.  Bagan,  138  Ga.  504,  75  S.  E. 
611.  Ind.— Cressler  v.  Tri-State  L.  & 
T.  Co.,  182  Ind.  572,  107  N.  E.  68. 
N.  J. — Campbell  v.  Parker,  59  N.  J. 
Eq.  342,  45  Atl.  116.  N.  Y.— Matter  of 
Denison,  114  N.  T.  621,  21  N.  E.  97. 
Tex. — ^Dilley  v.  Jasper  Lumber  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  114  S.  W.  878. 

10.  Indiana  &  Ark.  Lumber  &  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Milburn,  161  Fed.  531,  88  C.  C, 
A.  473. 

11.  Carlisle  v.  Cassady,  20  Ky.  L. 
Bep.  562,  46  S.  W.  490.  See  McCraek- 
en  v:  Kuhn,  73  Ind.  149;  Ketchum  V. 
Schicketanz,  73  Ind.  137;  Boberts  v, 
Shroyer,  68  Ind.  64. 

[a]  Receiver  in  Bankruptcy. — Ames 
Co.  V.  Slocomb  Mercantile  Co.,  166  Ala. 
99,  51  So.  994. 

12.  U.  S.— Davis  v.  Gaines,  104  U. 
S.  386,  26  L.  ed.  757;  Grignon's  Lessee 
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such  as  a  sale  by  a  guardian,^'  or  by  an  administrator  or  executor 
under  an  order  of  the  court ^*  is  a  judicial  sale,  but  an  executor's 
sale  under  a  power  in  a  will  is  not.^"  Sales  under  judgments  in  ac- 
tions foreclosing  mortgages  are  judicial  sales,^"  but  sales  under  a 
power  in  the  mortgage^^  or  under  a  power  in  a  deed  of  trust^®  are 
not. 


V.  Astor,  2  How.  319,  11  L.  ed.  283; 
Thompson  v.  Tolmie,  2  Pet.  157,  7  L. 
ed.  381.  Ala. — Bland  v.  Bowie,  53  Ala. 
152.  Ark. — ^Lumpkins  v.  Johnson,  61 
Ark.  80,  32  S.  W.  65;  Apel  v.  Kelaey, 
47  Ark.  413,  2  S.  W.  102.  Cal.— Hal- 
leck  V.  Guy,  9  Cal.  182,  70  Am.  Dec. 
643.  La. — Jones  v.  Bead,  1  La.  Ann. 
200.  Mo. — BlickensderfEer  v.  Hanna, 
231  Mo.  93,  132  S.  "W.  678;  Noland  v. 
Barrett,  122  Mo.  181,  26  S.  W.  692,  43 
Am.  St.  Eep.  572;  Throckmorton  v. 
Pence,  121  Mo.  50,  25  S.  W.  843.  N.  J. 
Podesta  v.  Binns,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  387,  60 
Atl.  815.  Pa.— Moore  v.  Shultz,  13  Pa. 
98,  53  Am.  Dee.  446;  Vandever  v. 
Baker,  13  Pa.  121. 

13.  XT.  S.— TTnited  Stated  Bank  v. 
Ritchie,  8  Pet.  128,  8  L.  ed.  890.  Ark. 
Greer  v.  Anderson,  62  Ark.  213,  35  S. 
W.  215;  Alexander  v.  Hardin,  54  Ark. 
480,  16  8.  "W.  264;  Black  v.  Walton, 
32  Ark.  321;  Guynn  v.  McCauley,  32 
Ark.  97.  Cal. — Westergreen  v.  Beer,  25 
Cal.  App.  775,  145  Pac.  543.  lU.— Hart 
V.  Burch,  130  111.  426,  22  N.  B.  831, 
6  L.  E.  A.  371;  Musgrave  v.  Conover, 
85  HI.  374;  Ayers  v.  Baumgarten,  15 
111.  444;  Toung  v.  Keogh,  11  HI.  642. 
Ind. — Maxwell  v.  Campbell,  45  Ind.  360. 
See  Davidson  v.  Koepler,  76  Ind.  398. 
N.  J.— Titman  v.  Biker,  43  N.  J.  Eq. 
122,  10  Atl.  397. 

As  to  guardian's  sales  generally,  see 
12  Standabd  Proc.  827.' 

14.  TT.  S. — Grignon's  Lessee  ■».  As- 
tor, 2  How.  319,  11  L.  ed.  283;  Thomp- 
son V.  Tolmie,  2  Pet.  157,  7  L.  ed. 
381;  May  v.  Logan,  30  Fed.  250;  Chew 
V.  Hyman,  7  Fed.  7,  10  Bias.  240.  Ala. 
McCully  V.  Chapman,  58  Ala.  325; 
Bland  v.  Bowie,  53  Ala.  152.  Ark. — See 
Thorn  v.  Ingram,  25  Ark.  52.  Cal. 
See  Horton  v.  Jack,  115  Cal.  29,  46 
Pac.  920;  Halleek  v.  Guy,  9  Cal.  181, 
70  Am.  Dec.  643.  Pla. — See  Myers  «. 
Nourse,  5  Fla.  516.  Ga. — See  Green  v. 
Freeman,  126  Ga.  274,  55  S.  E.  45; 
Harwell  v.  Foster,  102  Ga.  38,  28  S.  E. 
967.     Haw. — Unauna  v.   Armstrong,    3 


Ha,waii  705.     See   Kauwa  v.  Dowsett, 

3  Hawaii  625.    HI. — See  Bozza  v.  Eowe, 

30  111.  198,  83  Am.  Dec.  184.  Mich. 
Averill  V.  Jackson  City  Bank,  114  Mich. 
20,  72  N.  W.  15;  Osman  v.  Traphagen, 
23  Mich.  80.  IVIinn. — Culver  v.  Hardeu- 
bergh,  37  Minn.  225,  33  N.  "W.  792. 
Miss. — Maynard  v.  Cocke,  18  So.  374. 
Mo. — Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181, 
26  S.  "W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  572; 
Throckmorton  v.  Pence,  121  Mo.  50,  25 
S.  W.  843.  See  Agan  v.  Shannon,  103 
Mo.  661,  15  S.  W.  757.  Neb.— Motley 
V.  Motley,  53  Neb.  375,  73  N.  W.  738, 
68. Am.  St.  Eep.  608;  Maul  v.  Hellman, 
39  Neb.  322,  58  N.  W.  112.  N.  Y. 
Delaplaine  v.  Lawrence,  3  N.  Y.  301. 
N.  C. — Mauney  v.  Pemberton,  75  N.  C. 
219;  Mason  v.  Osgood,  64  N.  C.  467; 
Thompson  v.  Cox,  53  N.  C.  311.  Ore. 
Stadelmau  v.  Miner,  155  Pac.  708,  715. 
Pa. — Armstrong's  Appeal,  68  Pa.  409; 
Sackett  v.  Twining,  18  Pa.  199,  57  Am. 
Dec.  599;  Vandever  v.  Baker,  13  Pa. 
121;  King -p.  Gunnison,  4  Pa.  171.  Tex. 
See  Ball  v.  Collins,  5  8.  "W.  622;  "Wells 
V.  Mills,  22  Tex.  302;  Williams  v.  Mc- 
Donald, 13  Tex.  322;  Lynch  v.  Baxter, 

4  Tex.  431,  51  Am.  Dec.  735.  Utah. 
See  In  the  Matter  of  Walker's  Est.,  6 
Utah  369,  23  Pac.  930.  Va.— Terry  v. 
Cole's  Exr.,  80  Va.  695. 

As  to  executor's  and  administrator's 
sales  generally,  see  6  Standard  Pkoc. 
543,  et  seq. 

15.  In  re  Pearson's  Estate,  102  Cal. 
569,   36  Pae.  934;   Goodell  v.  Sanford, 

31  Mont.  163,  77  Pac.  522. 

16.  Stone  v.  Eassett,  4  Minn.  298; 
Texas  &  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Gay,  86  Tex. 
571,  26  8.  W.  599. 

17.  Seymour  v.  National  Bldg.  &  L. 
Assn.,  116  Ga.  285,  45  S.  E.  518,  94 
Am.  St.  Eep.  131  (whether  the  power 
authorizes  a  public  or  private  sale); 
Willard  v.  Finnegan,  42  Minn.  476,  44 
N.  W.  985,  8  L.  E.  A.  50. 

As  to  mortgage  sales  generally,  see 
the  title  "Mortgages." 

18.  Finger  v.  Taylor  (Miss.),  71  So. 
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Non-judicial  Sales  Distinguished.  -  Non-judicial  sales  are  usually  made 
by  a  public  officer  acting  ministerially  under  statutory,  not  judicial, 
authority,  and  they  need  no  confirmation.^* 

Execution  Sales  Distinguislied.—  Strictly  speaking  a  sheriff's  sale  under 
an  execution  is  not  a  judicial  sale.^°  In  an  ordinary  execution  sale, 
the  sheriff  is  not  the  instrument  or  agent  of  the  court  but  he  acts 
as  a  ministerial  officer  of  the  law.^^  Generally  the  sale  of  any  specific 
property  is  not  directed,^^  and  ordinarily  the  sale,  when  made,  need 


269.      Cdmpare,    Chew    v.    Hyman,    7 
Fed.  7. 

[a]  Where  Court  Directs  and  Ap- 
proves Sale. — (1)  Where  the  party  exe- 
cuting a  deed  of  trust  went  into  the 
hands  of  a  receiver,  who  was  also 
trustee  in  the  deed,  and  where  the  court 
granted  permission  to  sell  under  the 
deed  and  afterwards  confirmed  the  sale, 
the  sale  is  not  a  judicial  sale.  The 
permission  of  the  court  and  the  con- 
firmation are  surplusage.  Knger  v. 
Taylor  (Miss.),  71  So.  269.  (2)  But 
in  Parsons  v.  Little,  28  App.  Cas.  (D. 
C.)  218,  the  court  inclines  to  the  view 
that  a  sale  under  a  decree  directing 
the  trustees  of  a  deed  of  trust  to  sell 
the  property  is  a  judicial  sale,  without 
actually  deciding  so. 

19.  U.  S.— Griffin  v.  Thompson,  3 
How.  244,  256,  11  L.  ed.  253;  In  re 
Haywood  Wagon  Co.,  219  Fed.  655,  135 
C.  C.  At  391.  Haw.— Smith  v.  Pacific 
Heights  By.  Co.,  17  Hawaii  96.  Md. 
Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1  Md.  Ch.  331. 
Minn. — ^First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rogers,  22 
Minn.  224.  IMiss. — Eedus  v.  Hayden, 
43  Miss.  614.  Nelj.— See  Bachle  v. 
Webb,  11  Neb.  423,  9  N.  W.  473.  N.  C. 
Mebane  v.  Mebane,  80  N.  C.  34.  Tenn. 
Lasell  V.  Powell,  7  Coldw.  277. 

20.  Ark. — Hershey  v.  Latham,  42 
Ark.  305.  III.-— Young  v.  Keogh,  11 
HI.  642.  '  Ind.— Lawson  v.  Be  Bolt,  78 
Ind.  563.  Contra,  Jackman  v.  Nowling, 
69  Ind.  188;  Taylor  v.  Stockwell,  66 
Ind.  505.  Kan. — Norton  v.  BeardoA,  67 
Kan.  302,  72  Pac.  861,  100  Am.  St. 
Rep.  459.  Minn. — Johnson  v.  Lay- 
bourn,  56  Minn.  332,  57  N.  W.  933; 
Willard  v.  Finnegan,  42  Minn.  476,  44 
N.  W.  985,  8  L.  R.  A.  50;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Rogers,  22  Minn.  224.  Mo, 
Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181,  26  S. 
W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  572.  Contra, 
Hewitt  V.  Weatherby,  57  Mo.  276;  Hew- 
itt V.  Lally,  51  Mo.  93.  Neb. — ^Bachle 
V.  Webb,  11  Neb.  423,  9  N.  W.  473. 
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N.  O.— Dula  V.  Seagle,  98  N.  C.  458,  4 
S.  E.  549.  Ohio. — See  Curtis'  Lessee 
V.  Norton,  1  Ohio  278.  Vt. — Griffith  v. 
Fowler,  18  Vt.  390,  394. 

[a]  "The  word  execution  has  al- 
ways been  understood  to  mean  a  writ 
to  give  possession  of  a  thing  recov- 
ered by  judgment  or  decree.  It  is 
clearly  distinguishable  from  a  mere  or- 
der of  sale."  Girard  Life  Ins.,  etc. 
Co.  V.  F.  &  M.  Bank,  57  Pa.  388,  397. 

[bj  Under  Statute  Requiring  Con- 
firmation of  Execution  Sale. — While  in 
Griffith  V.  Bogert,  18  How.  (U.  S.;  158, 
15  L.  ed.  307,  the  court  calls  a  sale 
under  execution  a  judicial  sale  it  was 
decided  under  a  statute  under  which 
execution  sales  were  required  to  be  con- 
firmed. 

[c]  In  Georgia  and  Mississippi  a  ju- 
dicial sale  includes  an  execution  s^e. 
Seymour  v.  National  B.  &  L.  Assn.,  116 
Ga.  285,  42  S.  E.  518,  94  Am.  St.  Rep. 
131;  Forbes  Piano  Co.  v.  Hennington, 
98  Miss.  51,  53  So.  777,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913A,  1216. 

As  to  execution  sales  generally,  see 
the  title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  En- 
forcement of." 

21.  Ga. — Ousley  v.  Bailey,  111  Ga. 
783,  36  S.  E.  750.  Minn.— First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Rogers,  22  Minn.  224.  Mo, 
Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181,  26  S. 
W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  572.  Neb. 
Parrat  v.  Neligh,  7  Neb.  456.  N.  C. 
Dula  V.  Seagle,  98  N.  C.  458,  4  S.  E. 
549. 

[a]  A  sale  made  by  a  sherlif  under 
an  ordinary  execution  is  a.  ministerial 
act,  while  a  sale  made  by  a  commis- 
sioner and  confirmed  by  the  court  is 
a  judicial  act.  Dawson  «.  Litsey,  10 
Bush  (Ky.)  408. 

22.  Ark. — Hershey  v.  Latham,  42 
Ark.  305.  Md. — Andrews  v.  Scotton,  2 
Bland  629,  637.  IVEnn.- Hastings  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Rogers,  22  Minn.  224. 
Mo.— Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181, 
26  S.  W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Bep.  572. 
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not  be  reported^'  or  confirmed;^*  whereas  judicial  sales  in  theory  are 
made  by  the  court  itself  through  an  officer  appointed  for  the  pur- 
pose who  makes  his  report  to  the  court  and  confirmation  thereof  is 
necessary.^^  The  mode  and  manner  of  a  judicial  sale  is  always  sub- 
ject to  the  direction  of  the-  court.^^  The  relationship  of  the  bidders 
at  the  two  sales  is  different  also.^' 

Private  Sales  Distinguished.  —  In  the  case  of  private  sales,  the  con- 
tract of  sale  is  complete  when  the  agreement  is  signed,  but  in  judicial 
sales  the  purchaser  is  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  contract  until 
it  is  confirmed  by  proper  authority.^^ 

Auction  Sales  Distinguished. —  At  an  ordinary  auction  sale,  the  power 
of  the  auctioneer  ceases  the  moment  the  hammer  falls  and  the  con- 
tract of  purchase  is  then  closed,  but  this  is  not  true  of  judicial  or 
decretal  sales,  where  the  commissioner  has  a  reasonable  discretion  as 
to  the  manner  of  conducting  the  sale.^^ 

n.  NATURE  OF  THE  PROCEEDINGS.  —  Proceedings  for  judi- 
cial sales  are  generally  in  the  nature  of  proceedings  in  rem,^°  although 


23.  U.  S. — In  re  Haywood  Wagon 
Co.,  219  Fed.  655,  135  0.  C.  A.  391, 
Ark. — Hershey  v.  Latham,  42  Ark.  305. 
Mo.— Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181, 
26  S.  W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Bep.  572. 

As  to  report,  see  infra,  X. 

24.  XT.  S. — In  re  Haywood  Wagon 
Co.,  219  Fed.  655,  135  C.  0.  A.  391. 
Ark. — Hershey  v.  Latham,  42  Ark.  305. 
Ky. — ^Dawson  v.  Litsey,  10  Bush  408. 
Mo.— Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181, 
26  S.  W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  572. 
N.  O. — McKee  i;.  Lineberger,  69  N.  0. 
217. 

As  to  confinnation  generally,  see 
infra,  XI. 

[a]  By  statute  in  Nebraska  all  sales 
under  writs  of  execution  must  be  re- 
ported and  confirmed.  Bachle  v.  Webb, 
11  Neb.  423,  9  N.  W.  473. 

25.  U.  S. — In  re  Haywood  Wagon 
Co.,  219  Fed.  655,  135  C.  C.  A.  391. 
Haw. — Smith  V.  Pacific  Heights  By, 
Co.,  17  Hawaii  96,  affirmed,  205  U.  8. 
285,,  27  Sup.  Ct.  527,  51  L.  ed.  803. 
Ky. — Busey  v.  Hardin,  2  B.  Mon.  407. 
Md. — Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1  Md.  Ch. 
331.  Miss. — Bedus  v.  Hayden,  43  Miss. 
614.  N.  C— Joyner  v.  Futrell,  136  N. 
C.  301,  48  S.  E.  649;  Dula  v.  Seagle, 
98  N.  C.  458,  4  S.  E.  549;  Mebane  v. 
Mebane,  80  N.  C.  34. 

As  to  necessity  for  report  and  con- 
firmation, see  infra,  X,  XI. 

26.  Ark. — ^Hershey  v.  Latham,  42 
Ark.  305.     Ga — See  Civ.  Code,  §5427; 


Fears  v.  &.,  102  Ga.  274,  29  S.  E.  463. 
Ky. — Preston  v.  Breckinridge,  86  Ky. 
619,  6  S.  W.  641;  Dawson  v.  Litsey, 
10  Bush  408;  Forman  v.  Hunt,  3  Dana 
614.  Md. — Andrews  v.  Scotton,  2  Bland 
629,  635.  Minn.— First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Rogers,  22  Minn.  224.  Mo. — Noland  v. 
Barrett,  122  Mo.  190,  26  S.  W.  692, 
43  Am.  St.  Rep.  572.  N.  M.— Cattle 
Co.  V.  Sehofleld,  9  N.  M.  136,  49  Pac. 
954.  Tenn.— Lasell  v.  Powell,  7  Coldw. 
277.  See  Johnaou  v.  Evans,  1  Tenn. 
Ch.  App.  603.  Vt.— Griffith  v.  Fowler, 
18  Vt.  390,  394. 

27.  McKee  v.  Lineberger,  69  N.  C. 
217. 

[a]  Relationship  of  bidders  at  sher- 
iff's sales  and  judicial  sales  is  alto- 
gether different.  In  the  latter  case  the 
bidder  is  under  the  court's  protection 
and  control,  whereas  in  the  former 
case  the  sheriff  makes  the  sale  by  him- 
self without  any  confirmation  or  other 
act  of  the  court.  McKee  v.  Line- 
berger, 69  N.  C.  217. 

As  to  bidding,  see  infra,  IX,  K. 

28.  U.  S. — ^Williamson  v.  Berry,  8 
How.  495,  547,  12  L.  ed.  1170.  Ga. 
Hall  V.  Taylor,  133  Ga.  606,  66  S.  E. 
478.  Va.— Carr  v.  Carr,  88  Va.  735,  14 
S.  E.  368.  W.  Va.— Hyman  &  Co.  v. 
Smith,  13  W.  Va.  744. 

29.  Head  v.  Clark,  88  Ky.  862,  11 
S.  W.  203. 

30.  IT.  S. — Florentine  v.  Barton,  2 
Wall.  210,   17  L.   ed.   783;   Beauregard 
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sometimes  they  are  partly  in  rem,  and  partly  in  personam.'*  Judicial 
sales  are  involuntary,'^  or  forced  sales  within  the  meaning  of  the 
homestead  laws."'  The  rule  is  elementary  that  in  a  judicial  sale  the 
court  is  the  vendor,'*  acting  for  and  in  behalf  of  all  parties  inter- 
ested;'^ although  it  has  been  held  that  it  acts  as  the  agent  of  the 
defendant^'^  and  not  the  plaintiff.'^  The  officer  designated  to  sell 
acts  as  the  agent  of  the  court  in  executing  the  sale,  under  its  guid- 
ance and  superintendence,'^  and  he  is  not  the  agent  or  under  the 


V.  New  Orleans,  18  How.  497,  15  L.  ed. 
469;  Grignon's  Lessee  v.  Astor,  2  How. 
319,  11  L.  ed.  283.  Ala. — Satcher  v. 
Batcher's  Admr.,  41  Ala.  26,  91  Am. 
Dec.  498.  Ind. — Kellogg  v.  Tout,  65 
Ind.  146.  la. — Morrow  v.  Weed,  4  Iowa 
77,  66  Am.  Dee.  122.  S.  C— Bofil  v. 
Fisher,  3  Eich.  Eq.  1,  55  Am.  Dee. 
627.' 
See  the  title  •'Proceedings  in  Eem." 
[a]  The  proceeding  to  suhject  real- 
ty of  a  decedent  to  the  payment  of  his 
debts  is  not  in  rem,  or  a  common-law 
proceeding,  but  is  purely  statutory  in 
Oregon.  Stadelman  v.  Miner  (Ore.), 
155  Pac.  708,  712. 

31.  Downing  v.  Palmateer,  1  Men. 
(Ky.)  64;  Kershaw  V.  Thompson,  4 
Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  609.  See  Haines 
V.  Beach,  3  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  459. 

32.  Brady  v.  Carteret  Realty  Co.,  67 
N.  J.  Eq.  641,  60  Atl.  938,  110  Am. 
St.  Eep.  502,  3  Ann.  Cas.  421. 

33.  Lanahan  v.  Sears,  102  XT.  S.  318, 
26  L.  ed.  180,  in  Texas. 

34.  XT.  S.— Laurel  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  v. 
Galbreath  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  165  Fed.  162, 
91  0.  C.  A.  196;  Nevada  Nickel  Syn- 
dicate  v.  National  Nickel  Co.,  103  Fed. 
391.  Ala. — Howison  v.  Oakley,  118  Ala. 
215,  23  So.  810;  Rome  &  D.  E.  Co.  v. 
Sibert,  97  Ala.  393,  12  So.  69;  Bland  v. 
Bowie,  53  Ala.  152.  Ark. — Wells  v. 
Lenox,  108  Ark.  366,  159  S.  W.  1099; 
Neal  V.  Andrews,  53  Ark.  445,  14  S.  W. 
646;  State  Nat.  Bank  v.  Neel,  53  Ark. 
110,  13  S.  W.  700,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  185. 
Pla. — Maefarlane  v.  Macfarlane,  50  Fla. 
570,  39  So.  995.  Ga. — Southern  Cotton 
Mills  V.  Eagan,  138  Ga.  504,  75  S.  E. 
611.  lU.— Hart  v.  Burch,  180  111.  426, 
22  N.  E.  831,  6  L.  E.  A.  371.  Ky. 
Hess  V.  Deppen,  125  Ky.  424,  101  S. 
W.  362,  15  Ann.  Cas.  670;  Campbell 
V.  Johnston,  4  Dana  177,  186.  Md. 
Conroy  v.  Carroll,  82  Md.  127,  33  Atl. 
423;  Maokubin  v.  Boarman,  54  Md. 
390;  Schindel  v.  Keedy,  43  Md.  413; 
Hurt  V.  Stull,  4  Md.  Ch.  391;   Glenn 
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V.  Clapp,  11  Gill  &  J.  1.  IVIich.— Peir- 
son  V.  JFisk,  99  Mich,  43,  57  N.  W. 
1080.  Itliss. — Campe  v.  Saucier,  68 
Miss.  278,  8  So.  846,  24  Am.  St.  Eep. 
273;  Tooley  v.  Kane,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch. 
518.  Neb. — Stephenson  v.  Murdock,  89 
Neb.  818,  132  N.  W.  406;  Neligh  u. 
Keene,  16  Neb.  407,  20  N.  W.  277; 
Parrat  v.  Neligh,  7  Neb.  456.  Pa. 
Armor  v.  Cochrane,  66  Pa.  308.  W.  Va. 
Castleman  's  Admr.  v.  Oastleman,  67  W, 
Va.  407,  68  S.  E.  34. 

35.  Schindel  v.  Keedy,  43  Md.  413. 

36.  Hess  V.  Deppen,  125  Ky.  424,  101 
S.  W.  362,  15  Ann.  Cas.  670  (compelling 
him  to  do  what  it  determines  he  ought 
to  have  done) ;  Cropper  v.  Brown,  76 
N.  J.  Eq.  406,  74  Atl.  987,  139  Am. 
St.  Eep.  770;  Brady  v.  Carteret  Realty 
Co.,  67  N.  J.  Eq.  641,  60  Atl.  938,  110 
Am.  St.  Eep.  502,  3  Ann.  Cais.  421. 

37.  Hess  v.  Deppen,  125  Ky.  424, 101 
S.  W.  362,  15  Ann.  Cas.  670. 

[a]  "The  court  acts  by  authority  of 
the  law  of  the  land,  and  the  plaintiff 
is  in  no  sense  his  principal.  If  the 
court  makes  a,  mistake,  it  is  a  mis- 
take of  the  law,  and  not  of  the  plain- 
tiff." Hess  V.  Deppen,  125  Ky.  424, 
101  S.  W.  362,  15  Ann.  Cas.  670. 

38.  V.  S. — Pewabie  Min.  Co.  v.  Ma- 
son, 145  U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36 
L.  ed.  732;  Nevada  Nickel  Syndicate 
V.  National  Nickel  Co.,  103  Fed.  391. 
Ark. — Sessions  v.  Peay,  23  Ark.  39. 
Fla. — Macfarlane  v.  Macfarlane,  50 
Fla.  570,  39  So.  995.  lU.— Bozza  V. 
Eowe,  30  HI.  198,  83  Am.  Dee.  184. 
Md. — Columbia  Paper  Bag  Co.  v.  Carr, 
116  Md.  541,  82  Atl.  442;  Schindel  v. 
Keedy,  43  Md.  413;  Bolgiano  v.  Cooke, 
19  Md.  375;  Anderson  v.  Foulke,  2 
Har.  &  G.  346.  Mich.— Peirson  v.  Fisk, 
99  Mich.  43,  57  N.  W.  1080.  Miss. 
Tooley  v.  Kane,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  518. 
Mo.— ^Bliekensderffer  v.  Hanna,  231  Mo. 
93,  132  S.  W.  678.  Neb.— Stephenson 
V.  Murdock,  89  Neb.  818,  132  N.  W. 
406;    Parrat   v.   Neligh,  7    Neb.    4S6. 
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control  of  either  party.'*    The  parties  to  the  sale  are  the  court  order- 
ing and  approving  the  sale  on  one  side  and  the  bidder  on  the  other.*" 

ni.  CONDITIONS  PRECEDENT  TO  DECREE  OR  ORDER  OP 
SALE.  —  A.  In  Geneeal.  —  Various  prerequisites  to  a  decree  of  sale 
have  been  held  to  be  necessary,*^  but  a  compliance  with  them  may  be 
waived  by  the  parties.*^ 

B.  Necessity  foe  Levy.  —  No  formal  levy  is  necessary  where  the 
decree  itself  designates  the  property  to  be  sold.*^ 

C.  Removing  Clouds  and  Impediments  to  Bale,  and  Ascertain- 
ing Liens.  —  It  is  sometimes  required  that  before  a  sale  is  decreed, 
any  cloud  on  the  title  or  impediment  to  a  fair  sale  be  removed  so 
far  as  practicable  to  do  so,  in  order  that  the  property  may  be  sold 
to  the  best  advantage.**  Conflicting  equities  to  the  property  should 
be  first  settled,*^  and  where  liens  or  other  incumbrances  upon  the 
property  about  to  be  sold  exist,  such  liens  and  incumbrances,  their 
amounts  and  priorities  must  be  first  ascertained  and  determined.*^ 


Pa.— Armstrong's  Appeal,  68  Pa.  409; 
Armor  v.  Cochrane,  66  Pa.  308.  W.  Va. 
Castleman's  Admr.  v.  Castleman,  67  W. 
Va.  407,  68  S.  B.  34. 

39.  Pewabie  Min.  Co.  v.  Mason,  145 
U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36  L.  ed. 
732.  But  see  Stewart  v.  Garvin,  31 
Mo.  36;  Neal  v.  Stone,  20  Mo.  294. 

40.  Ky. — ^Dawson  v.  Litsey,  10  Bush 
408.  Md.— Bolgiano  v.  Cooke,  19  Md. 
375;  Glenn  v.  Clapp,  11  GiU  &  J.  1; 
Hurt  V.  StuU,  4  Md.  Ch.  391;  Andrews 
V.  Scotton,  2  Bland  629.  Iilb.— Bliek- 
ensderffer  v.  Hanna,  231  Mo.  93,  132 
S.  W.  678.  Neb.— Parrat  v.  Neligh,  7 
Neb.  456.  Pa. — ^Armor  v.  Cochrane,  66 
Pa.  308. 

41.  See  infra,  this  section. 

42.  Kennedy  v.  Bank  of  Ga.,  8  How. 
(U.  S.)  586,  12  L.  ed.  1209. 

[a]  A  consent  decree  of  sale  is  a 
waiver  of  all  technical  objections  to 
the  order  of  sale,  in  so  far  as  to  a 
compliance  with  the  necessary  prerequi- 
sites thereof.  Kennedy  v.  Bank  of 
Ga.,  8  How.  (U.  S.)  586,  12  L.  ed. 
1209. 

43.  TT.  S. — ^Lesamis  v.  Greenberg,  223 
Fed.  449,  140  C.  C.  A.  481.  Ind.— Sw- 
ing V.  Hatfield,  17  Ind.  5l3.  Kan. 
Smith  V.  Burnes,  8  Kan.  197.  Ore. 
German  Sav-  &  Loan  Soe.  v.  Kern,  38 
Ore.  232,  62  Pac.  788,  63  Pae.  1052; 
Bank  of  B.  C.  v.  Page,  7  Ore.  454. 

See  also  the  title  "Judgments  and 
Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

44.  Thomas  v.  Farmers'  Nat.  Bank, 


86  Va.  291,  &  S.  B.  1122;  Hoge  v.  Jun- 
kin,  79  Va.  220,  231;  Shnltz  «.  Hans- 
brough,  33  Gratt.  (74  Va.)  567;  Peers 
V.  Barnett,  12  Gratt.  (53  Va.)  410, 
416. 

[a]  If  the  party  knows  of  a  cloud 
and  does  not  communicate  it  to  the 
ofScer,  he  cannot  interpose  an  objection 
on  that  ground  upon  ratification  of  the 
sale.  Cunningham  v.  Schley,  6  Gill 
(Md.)  207. 

As  to  objections  to  confirmation  gen- 
erally, see  infra,  21,  J. 

45.  Hall  V.  English,  47  Ga.  511. 

46.  TT.  S.— United  States  Bank  v. 
Eitchie,  8  Pet.  128,  8  L.  ed.  890.  Ga. 
See  Smith  v.  Eoberts,  106  Ga.  409,  32 
S.  E.  375.  Va.— -Sims  v.  Tyrer,  96  Va. 
14,  30  S.  E.  443;  Bristol  Iron  &  Steel 
Co.  V.  Caldwell,  95  Va.  47,  27  S.  B. 
838;  Alexander  v.  Howe,  85  Va.  198, 
7  8.  E.  248;  Shultz  v.  Hansbrough,  33 
Gratt.  (74  Va.)  567;  Horton  v.  Bond, 
28  Gratt.  (69  Va.)  815;  Buchanan  V. 
Clark,  10  Gratt.  (51  Va.)  164;  Cole's 
Admr.  v.  McEae,  6  Band.  (27  Va.)  644. 
W.  Va.— Lough  V.  Michael,  37  W.  Va. 
679,  17  S.  E.  181;  Payne  v.  Webb,  23 
■W.  Va.  558;  Beaty  v.  Veon,  18  W.  Va. 
291;  Marling  v.  Eobreeht,  13  W.  Va. 
440;  Anderson  ■».  Nagle,  12  W.  Va.  98; 
Eohrer  v.  Travers,  11  W.  Va.  146; 
Wiley  V.  Mahod,  10  W.  Va.  206.  See 
Long  V.  Perine,  41  W.  Va.  314,  23  S. 
E.  611. 

[a]  Reference. — Where  there  are  but 
two  liens,  a  reference  is  not  necessary. 
Anderson  v.  Nagle,  12  W.  Va.  98. 
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But  this  rule  is  not  always  followed,*^  and  has  no  application  to  a 
decree  for  the  rental  of  the  premises,*^  or  to  a  decree  for  the  sale  of 
lands  made  under  a  deed  of  trust  or  mortgage  where  the  parties  have 
contracted  for  a  sale  without  an  account  of  liens  and  no  question  is 
raised  as  to  priority  of  the  liens.*^  There  may,  however,  be  a  waiver 
of  the  right  to  have  the  debts  ascertained  and  their  priorities  taken.^" 

D.  That  Rent  "WiLii  Not  Pay  Judgmknt  in  Limited  Time.  —  Some 
statutes  make  it  a  condition  precedent  to  the  sale  of  lands  for  the 
satisfaction  of  liens,  that  all  the  land  of  the  debtor  liable  therefor 
will  not  produce  rent  sufficient  to  discharge  the  liens  within  a  stated 
time.®^  The  manner  by  whieh  this  fact  shall  be  determined  is  not 
prescribed  by  the  statute.^''  It  may  be  determined  through  a  court 
commissioner.^^  The  full  amount  of  the  debtor's  property  subject  to 
the  liens  must  be  ascertained.^*  If  after  a  decree  of  rental,  it  appear 
the  rent  is  insufi&eient  to  pay  the  liens  within  the  time  limited,  the 
decree  may  be  set  aside  and  a  sale  decreed.^® 

B.  Protecting  Interest  op  Tenant.  —  Before  decreeing  a  sale  of 
land,  the  court  should,  it  has  been  held,  inquire  into  and  protect  the 

Recital  in  decree,  see  infra,  IV,  D,  5. 

47.  Bristow  v.  Peters,  6  Ky.  L.  Bep. 
300. 

[a]  Discretionary  with,  the  court. 
Dayton,  X.  &  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Lewton,  20 
Ohio  St.  401. 

48.  Douglass  V.  McCoy,  24  W.  Va. 
722. 

49.  Artrip  v.  Easnake,  96  Vo.  277, 
31  S.  E.  4. 

50.  Nelj. — Craig  v.  Stevenson,  15 
Neb.  362,  18  N.  W.  510.  Va.— Craw- 
ford V.  Waller,  23  Gratt.  (64  Ya.)  835, 
as  where  the  debtor  consented  to  the 
sale  without  their  ascertainment. 
W.  Va. — ^Parsons  v.  Thornburg,  17  .  W. 
Va.  356. 

[a]  Objection  in  Appellate  Court. 
However  erroneous  a  decree  to  sell 
lands  before  an  account  of  liens  may 
be,  yet  if  the  sale  was  so  made,  and 
a.  resale  is  ordered  because  of  the  pur- 
chaser's failure  to  pay,  it  is  too  late 
for  the  latter  for  the  first  time  and 
in  an  appellate  court  to  make  the  ob- 
jection. Eedd  V.  Dyer,  83  Va.  331,  2 
S.  B.  283,  5  Am.  St.  Eep.  272. 

51.  Etter  v.  Scott,  90  Va.  762,  19 
S.  E.  776;  Kennerly  v.  Swartz,  88  Va. 
704,  3  8.  E.  348;  Muse  v.  Priedenwald, 
77  Va.  57;  Horton  v.  Bond,  28  Gratt. 
(69  Va.)  815;  Ewart  v.  Saunders,  25 
Gratt.  (66  Va.)  203;  Dunfee  v.  Childs, 
45  W.  Va.  155,  30  S.  B.  102;  Newlon 
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V.  Wade,  43  W.  Va.  283,  27  S.  E.  244; 
Bose  &  Co.  V.  Brown,  11  W.  Va.  122. 
As  to  renting  property  pending  sale, 
see  infra,  XIV. 

[a]  If  no  inquiry  is  asked  by  the 
parties,  there  may  be  a  decree  of  sale 
without  it.  Ewart  v.  Saunders,  25  Gratt. 
(66  Va.)  203. 

[b]  To  entitle  one  to  have  his  land 
rented  he  must  exercise  reasonable  dil- 
igence in  claiming  the  privilege  in  the 
court  below  before  the  decree  of  sale 
is  entered.  Arnold  v.  Casner,  22  W. 
Va,  444;  Hill  v.  Moorehead,  20  W.  Va. 
429;  Rose  &  Co.  v.  Brown,  11  W.  Va. 
122.  But  see  Newlon  v.  Wade,  43  W. 
Va.  288,  27  S.  E.  244. 

52.  Ewart  v.  Saunders,  25  Gratt. 
(66  Va.)  203. 

[a]  How  Ascertained.— The  insuffi- 
ciency of  the  rents  and  profits  to  sat- 
isfy the  judgment  within  the  statutory 
period  may  be  shown  by  the  pleadings, 
by  the  admissions  of  the  parties,  by 
evidence  taken  or  by  the  report  of  a 
commissioner  on  inquiry  ordered.  Hor- 
ton V.  Bond,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.)  815, 
825. 

53.  Ewart  V.  Saunders,  25  Gratt.  (66 
Va.)  203. 

54.  Newlon  v.  Wade,  43  W.  Va.  283, 
27  S.  B.  244. 

55.  Kennerly  V.  Swartz,  83  Va.  704, 
3  S.  E.  348. 
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interest  oi  a  tenant  in  possession  under  a  lease  made  prior  to  judg- 
ment.®® 

F.  Assignment  op  Dower.  —  Before  decreeing  a  sale  of  the  realty 
of  a  husband,  the  widow's  dower  must  be  assigned  in  kind  if  prac- 
ticable.^^ If  such  is  impracticable,  it  may  be  dispensed  with  and  some 
other  mode  adopted.®^ 

IV.  JUDGMENT,  DECREE  OR  ORDER  OP  SALE.  — A.  Neces- 
sity FOE.  —  Before  there  can  be  a  valid  judicial  sale,  there  must  be 
an  order  or  decree  of  court  authorizing  it.^* 

B.    Pkesumption  as  to.  —  The  existence  of  an  order  of  sale  may  be 


56.  Moore  v.  Bruce,  85  Va.  139, 145, 
7  S.  E.  195. 

57.  Wilson  v.  Branch,  77  Va.  65,  46 
Am.  Eep.  709;  White  v.  White,  16 
Gratt.  (57  Va.)  264,  80  Am.  Dee.  706; 
Blair  V.  Thompson,  11  Gratt.  (52  Va.; 
441. 

[a]  A  decree  of  sale  reserving  the 
light  thereafter  to  make  suitable  pro- 
vision for  the  dower  rights  of  the  wid- 
ow is  erroneous.  Wilson  v.  Branch,  77 
Va.  65,  46  Am.  Kep.  709. 

58.  Wilson  v.  Branch,  77  Va.  65,  46 
Am.  Eep.  709. 

See  generally  the  title  «'Dower,  Pro- 
ceedings To  Kecover." 

59.  XT.  S.— Minnesota  Co.  V.  St.  Paul 
Co.,  2  Wall.  609,  17  L.  ed.  886;  Brig- 
nardello  v.  Gray,  1  Wall.  627,  17  L. 
ed.  692;  Laurel  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  v.  Gal- 
breath  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  165  Fed.  162,  91 
C.  C.  A.  196.  Ala.— Sayre  v.  Elyton 
Land  Co.,  73  Ala.  85;  Gilchrist  v. 
Shackleford,  72  Ala.  7.  Ga.— Doyle  v. 
African  Methodist  Church,  43  Ga.  400. 
Ky. — Smith  v.  Commonwealth  L.  &  L. 
Co.,  172  Ky.  607,  189  S.  W.  912.  La. 
Mallard  v.  Dejan,  45  La.  Ann.  1270,  14 
So.  238-.  Md.— Fox  v.  Eeynolds,  50  Md. 
564.  Mich.— Houlihan  v.  Fogarty,  162 
Mich.  492,  127  N.  W.  793.  Mo.— Burn- 
ham  V.  Hitt,  143  Mo.  414,  45  S.  W. 
368;  Melton  v.  Fitch,  125  Mo.  281,  28 
S.  W.  612;  Hughes  v.  Hughes,  72  Mo. 
136;  Evans  v.  Snyder,  64  Mo.  516.  But 
see  Tutt  v.  Boyer,  51  Mo.  425,  criticised 
in  Evans  v.  Snyder,  supra.  Mont. 
Plains  L.  &  L  Co.  v.  Lynch,  38  Mont. 
271,  99  Pae.  847,  129  Am.  St.  Eep.  645; 
Broadwater  ».  Eichards,  4  Mont.  80,  2 
Pac.  546.  Neb.— Maul  v.  Hellman,  39 
Neb.  322,  58  N.  W.  112;  Parrat  v.  Ne- 
iigh,  7  Neb.  456.  N.  H.— Foster  v. 
Huntington,  5  N.  H.  108.  N.  J.— Com- 
pare Campbell  V.  Parker,  59  N.  J.  Eq. 


342,  45  Atl.  116.  Ohio.— Ehonemus  v. 
Corwin,  9  Ohio  St.  366;  Goforth's  Les- 
see V.  Longworth,  4  Ohio  129,  19  Am. 
Dec.  588;  Tiernan  v.  Beam,  2  Ohio  383, 
15  Am.  Dec.  557.  Temu. — Ex  parte 
Kirkman,  3  Head  517,  but  the  court 
may  confirm  such  a  sale  in  some  eases. 
See  Mason  v.  Tinsley,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  154, 
where  a  father  sold  the  realty  of  his 
infant  children  without  an  order  of  the 
court  and  filed  a  bill  to  have  the  sale 
confirmed.  The  court  would  not  enter- 
tain such  application  until  the  pro- 
ceeds were  first  brought  into  court. 
Tex.— Ball  v.  Collins,  5  S.  W.  622;  Tip- 
pett  V.  Mize,  30  Tex.  361,  94  Am.  Dec. 
313;  Cruse  v.  O'Gwin,  48  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  48,  106  S.  W.  757;  Teague  v. 
Swasey,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  151,  102  S. 
W.  458;  O'Connor  v.  Vineyard  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  43  S.  W.  55.  Vt.— Doolit- 
tle  V.  Helton,  28  Vt.  819,  67  Am.  Dee. 
745.  W.  Va.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hyer, 
46  W.  Va.  13,  32  S.  E.  1000;  Houston 
V.  McCluney,  8  W.  Va.  135. 

[a]  A  sale  before  the  filing  and  en- 
try of  the  order  of  sale  is  irregular,  and 
will  be  set  aside  at  the  instance  of 
any  interested  party.  Farmers'  &  Mil- 
ler's Bank  v.  Luther,  14  Wis.  96. 

[b]  Where  land  was  sold  by  consent 
of  all  parties  under  an  order  of  the 
superior  court  and  no  decree,  or  pro-  ,•), 
cess  of  sale  issued  from  the  district  - 
court,  the  parties  consenting  are  bound 
by  the  sale  except  for  good  reason. 
International  Trust  Co.  v.  Keokuk  Elec- 
tric Street  Ey.  Co.,  90  Iowa  90,  57  N. 
W.   712. 

[c]  An  agreement  of  the  parties  as 
to  a  sale  by  the  sherifE  and  the  terms 
thereof  cannot  confer  authority  to  sell 
without  an  order  of  the  court.  Doyle 
(J.  African  Methodist  Church,  43  Ga. 
400. 
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presumed  in  the  absence  of  record  evidence,*"  or  from  an  order  of 
confirmation.'^  In  the  absence  of  evidence  'that  an  order  of  sale  issued 
without  a  judgment  or  decree,  it  will  be  presumed  the  order  was 
properly  made.*^ 

C.  Jurisdiction.  —  To  constitute  a  valid  judicial  sale,  the  court 
must  have  jurisdiction  to  order  or  decree  the  sale''  which  must  have 
been  legally  acquired.'*  A  county  court  of  one  county  which  has 
acquired  jurisdiction  may  order  the  sale  of  lands  in  another  county 
in  the  state,'^  but  courts  in  one  state  are  without  jurisdiction  to 
decree  the  sale  of  land  in  another  state,"  unless  to  the  extent  that 
they  may  make  their  decree  effective  by  compelling  persons  within 
their  jurisdiction  to  make  a  conveyance.'^ 

D.  Form  and  Contents.  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  decree  or  order 
of  sale  must  comply  with  any  statutory  requirement,'*  as  well  as  any 
requirements  laid  down  in  the  deed  of  trust,  or  other  written  docu- 
ment authorizing  the  sale;'®  and  it  must  conform  to  the  case  set  out 
in  tlie  petition.'"  The.  decree  should  specifically  direct  the  officer 
what  to  do  in  making  the  sale,  without  leaving  him  to  draw  con- 
clusions from  other  sources  of  informJation.'^ 


60.  Iglehart  v.  Aimiger,  1  Bland 
(Md.)  519;  Doolittle  v.  Holton,  28  Vt. 
819,  67  Am.  Dee.  745. 

61.  Arnold  v.  Hodge,  20  Tex.  CSv. 
App.   211,  49  S.  W.  714. 

[a]  The  record  of  the  confirmation 
may  be  presumptive  of  the  issuance  of 
an  order  of  sale.  Bartley  v.  Harris,  70 
Tex.  181,  7  S.  W.  797;  Arnold  v.  Hodge, 
20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  211,  49  S.  W.  714. 

62.  Parrat  v.  Neligh,  7  Neb.  456. 

63.  U.  S. — Gila  Bend  Eeservoir  Co. 
V.  Gila  Water  Co.,  205  U.  S.  279,  27 
Sup.  Gt.  495,  51  L.  ed.  801;  Thaw  v. 
Eitchie,  136  IT.  S.  519,  10  Sup.  Ct.  1037, 
34  L.  ed.  531;  Beauregard  v.  New  Or- 
leans, 18  How.  497,  15  L.  ed.  469;  Will- 
iamson V.  Berry,  8  How.  495,  12  L.  ed. 
1170;  Grignon's  Lessee  v.  Astor,  2 
How.  319,  11  L.  ed.  283.  lU.— Mulvey 
V.  Carpenter,  78  HI.  580;  Chambers  v. 
Jones,  72  HI.  275.  Mo. — Carder  V. 
''  'bertson,  100  Mo.  269,  13  S.  W.  88, 
j«*  Am.  St.  Eep.  548.  Tex. — Texas  & 
P.  E.  Co.  V.  Gay,  86  Tex.  571,  26  S.  W. 
599. 

[a]  A  Statute  conferring  power  to 
order  a  sale  of  property  owned  in  com- 
mon where  a  sale  will  be  more  advan- 
tageous than  partition  does  not  confer 
power  to  order  a  sale  to  pay  debts. 
Vail  V.  Hammond,  60  Conn.  374,  22  Atl. 
954,  25  Am.  St.  Eep.  380. 
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64.  Shriver's  Lessee  v.  Lynn,  2  How. 
(U.  S.)  43,  60,  11  L.  ed.  172. 

65.  Klans  v.  Campbell-Batcliff  Land 
Co.  (Okla.),  150  Pae.  676;  Dewalt  «. 
Cline,  35  Okla.  197,  128  Pae.  121. 

66.  TT.  S. — MeGoon  v.  Scales,  9  Wall. 
23,  19  L.  ed.  545;  Watts  v.  Waddle,  6 
Pet.  389,  8  L.  ed.  437.  Ky.— Sneed  v. 
Ewing,  5  J.  J.  Marsh.  460.  N.  Y.— Haw- 
ley  V.  James,  7  Paige  Ch.  213,  32  Am. 
Dec.  623.  Va.— Wimer  v.  Wimer,  82 
Va.  890,  5  S.  B.  536,  3  Am.  St.  Eep. 
126;  Gibson  v.  Burgess,  82  Va.  650; 
Poindexter  v.  Burwell,  82  Va.  507.  See 
Barger  v.  Buckland,  28  Gratt.  (69  Va.) 
850.  W.  Va. — Wilson  v.  Braden,  48  W. 
Va.  196,  36  S.  E.  367. 

G7.  See  generally  the  titles  "Juris- 
diction;" "Mortgages." 

68.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

69.  Campbell  v.  Johnston,'  4  Dana 
(Ky.)  177. 

[a]  Conformity  to  Contract. — A  de- 
cree directing  a  sale  at  a  different 
place,  or  a  different  and  less  effective 
mode  of  advertising  is  erroneous.  Camp- 
bell V.   Johnston,'  4  Dana   (Ky.)    177. 

70.  Ark. — ^Mays  v.  Sogers,  37  Ark. 
155.  Miss.— Williams  v.  Childress,  25 
Miss.  78.  W.  Va.— First  Nat.  Bank  «. 
Hyer,  46  W.  Va.  13,  32  S.  E.  1000. 

71.  Meyer  v.  Covington,  103  (^. 
546,  45  S.  W.  769. 
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2.  Designation  of  OfBcer.  — The  decree  should  designate  the  offi- 
cer who  is  to  make  the  sale.'^ 

3.  Directing  Bond.  —  The  decree  should  require  a  bond  and  fix 
the  penalty  thereof/^  but  a  failure  to  do  so  is  not  reversible  error/* 

4.  Description  of  Property  To  Be  Sold.  —  The  decree  or  order  of 
sale  is  generally  required  to  describe  the  property  to  be  sold,^"  although 
in  some  jurisdictions,  this  requirement  is  regarded  as  directory  mere- 
ly.'*   The  description  of  the  property  must  be  sufficiently  certain  to 


Form  for  order  for  sale  of  premises 
in  partition,  see  9  Standard  Pboc.  923. 

[a]  Implying  Duty  To  Convey. 
"The  direction  to  sell  and  take  the 
bond  and  mortgage  from  the  purchaser 
imparts  the  duty  of  conveying  to  such 
purchaser."  Peake  v.  Young,  40  S.  C. 
41,  54,  18  S.  E.  237. 

72.  See  Mechanics'  S.  &  B.  Loan 
Assn.  V.  O'Connor,  29  Ohio  St.  651. 

[a]  Direction  to  Officer. — Where  the 
order  of  sale  was  directed  to  the  sheriff, 
hut  a  commissioner  to  sell  was  named 
therein  and  he  actually  made  the  sale, 
the  direction  of  the  order  to  the  sheriff 
was  a  harmless  irregularity.  Taylor 
v.  Bllenberger,  6  Cal.  Unrep.  Cas.  725, 
65  Pae.  832. 

[b]  Showing  Capacity. — &  decree 
that  A.  B.  sell,  without  showing  in 
what  capacity  or  office  he  is  to  sell,  is 
improper.  Bueker  v.  Moore,  1  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  726. 

[c]  Where  a  regular  master  commis- 
sioner is  ordered  to  sell,  the  name  of 
the  officer  need  not  appear  in  the  de- 
cree, at  least  it  is  too  late  to  object 
after  confirmation  of  the  sale.  Me- 
chanics' S.  &  B.  Loan  Assn.  «.  O 'Con- 
ner, 29  Ohio  St.  651. 

Who  may  be  designated,  see  infra, 
IX,  B. 

73.  Neeley  v.  Euleys,  26  W.  Va.  686, 
even  though  the  statute  contains  a 
similar  requirement. 

[a]  A  decree  directing  the  execu- 
tion of  the  bond  before  any  person 
other  than  that  named  in  the  statute 
is  erroneous,  but  may  be  amended  by 
the  appellate  court.  Southwestern  Va. 
Mineral  Co.  v.  Chase,  95  Va.  50,  27  S. 
'B.  826.  As  to  amendment  generally, 
see  infra,  IV,  G. 

74.  Cooper  v.  Daugherty,  85  Va.  343, 
7  S.  E.  387;  McAllister  v.  Bodkin,  76 
Va.  809. 

[a]    Effect  on  Bights  of  Purchaser. 


Where  the  statute  requires  a  bond, 
but  the  court  did  not  require  the  offi- 
cer selling  to  give  such  bond,  the  neg- 
lect of  the  court  does  not  affect  the 
rights  of  an  innocent  purchaser  in  a 
collateral  suit  after  such  sale  had  been 
duly  confirmed.  Norman  v.  Olney,  64 
Mich.  553,  31  N.  W.  555;  Tender  v. 
Powers,  62  Mich.  324,  28  N.  W.  880; 
Drake  v.  Kinsell,  38  Mich.  232;  Nich- 
oll  V.  NiohoU,  8  Paige  (N.  T.)   349. 

75.  U.  S. — See  Eailroad  Co.  v.  Swa- 
sey,  23  Wall.  405,  23  L.  ed.  136.  Cal. 
Gaskill  V.  Moore,  4  Cal.  233.  Ga. 
Davie  v.  McDaniel,  47  Ga.  195.  Ky. 
Terry  v.  Swinford,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  712, 
41  S.  W.  553;  Ross  v.  Adams,  13  Bush 
370.  Mo.— Melton  v.  Fitch,  125  Mo. 
281,  28  S.  W.  612^  Nebl— Beatrice 
Paper  Co.  v.  Beloit  Iron  Works,  46 
Neb.  900,  65  N.  W.  1059.  Tex.— Mo- 
Bee  V.'  Johnson,  45  Tex.  634.  W.  Va. 
Waldron  v.  Harvey,  54  W.  Va.  608, 
46  S.  E.  603,  102  Am.  St.  Eep.  959. 
Eng.— -Dixon  v.  Pyner,  14  Jur.  217,  7 
Hare  331,  68  Eng.  Eeprint  135;  Knott 
V.  Cottee,  27  Beav.  33,  54  Eng.  Eeprint 
33;  Cobden  v.  Maynard,  1  N.  E.  354; 
In  re  Garmeson,  21  Wkly.  Eep.  98. 

[aj  Identification  of  Property. — The 
property  to  be  sold  must  be  judicially 
identified  by  the  court  before  it  can  be 
judicially  sold.  It  is  not  sufficient  to 
refer  to  a  master  to  ascertain  and  re- 
port the  facts.  Eailroad  Co.  v.  Swasey, 
23  Wall.  (IT.  S.)  405,  23  L.  ed.  136. 

[b]  An  order  of  court  directing  tho 
sale  of  all  the  lands  of  a  decedent  is 
not  void  for  failure  to  describe  the 
property.  Kulbreth  v.  Drew  Co.  Tim- 
ber Co.  (Afk.),  188  S.  W.  810. 

76.  Davie  v.  McDaniel,  47  Ga.  195; 
Eobertson  v.  Johnson,  57  Tex.  62; 
Davis  V.  Touchstone,  45  Tex.  490;  Mc- 
Bee  V.  Johnson,  45  Tex.  634;  B3einecke 
V.  Woodward,  42  Tex.  311;  Wells  v. 
Polk,  36  Tex.  120;  Norwood  v.  Snell 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  69  S.  W.  642. 
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identify  it/^  but  it  is  sufficient  to  refer  to  the  petition  or  other  docu- 
ment in  the  case  which  properly  describes  it.'*  A  mere  clerical  error 
in  the  description  in  the  order  of  sale  will  not  vitiate  the  entire  pro- 
ceeding where  the  other  papers  in  the  case  correctly  describe  the 
premises/® 

5.    Priorities  and  Amount  of  Debts.  —  The  decree  is  sometimes  re- 
quired to  show  upon  its  face  the  amount  and  priority  of  all  debts  and 

from  J,  A.  Davis,"  held  to  be  suffi- 
cient. Davis  V.  Touchstone.  45  Tex 
490.  ' 


77.  TJ,  S.— Railroad  Co.  n 
23  Wall.  405,  23  L.  ed.  136.  lU.— Til- 
ton  V.  Pearson,  67  HI.  App.  372.  Ky. 
Noland  v.  Noland's  Admr.,  12  Bush  426; 
Harrison's  Bxrx.  v.  Taylor,  19  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1191,  43  S.  W.  723;  Bartlett's 
Admr.  v.  Gray,  4  Ky.  L.  Rep.  615.  Mo. 
Melton  V.  Fitch,  125  Mo.  281,  28  S.  W. 
612.  N.  C— Blythe  v.  Hoots,  72  N.  C. 
575.  Ohio. — Beam  v.  Wolls,  61  Ohio 
St.  131,  55  N.  E.  176.  Tex.— Hermann 
v.  Likens,  90  Tex.  448,  39  S.  W.  282, 
reversino  37  S.  W.  981 ;  Allday  v.  "Whit- 
taker,  66  Tex.  669,  1  S.  W.  794;  Gra- 
ham V.  Hawkins,  38  Tex.  628.  See 
Aldridge  v.  Pardee,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
254,  60  8.  W.  789,  affirmed,  97  Tex. 
709. 

[a]  Illustrations. — A  description  as 
"part  of  the  west  half  of  the  north- 
west quarter  of  section  nineteen,  town- 
ship 21,  range  11,  containing  seventy- 
two  acres  in  Vermillion  county"  is  in- 
sufficient. Tilton  V.  Pearson,  67  HI, 
App.  372. 

[b]  A  description  "beginning  at 
Pike  street  on  the  east  side  of  York 
street,  in  this  city,  running  thence 
north  296%  feet,  more  or  less"  is  in- 
sufficient. Meyer  v.  Covington,  103  Ky. 
546,  45  S.  W.  769. 

[c]  By  Name  of  Owner. — A  descrip- 
tion directing  the  sale  of  "the  lands  and 
mills  belonging  to  the  estate  of  T.  M. 
deceased"  is  sufficient.  Monk  v. 
Home,  38  Miss.  100,  75  Am.  Dec.  94. 

[dT  By  Name  by  Which  Land  Is 
Known. — An  order  describing  the  land 
to  be  sold  "as  three  hundred  and  twen- 
ty acres  of  land  known  as  the  head- 
right  of  W.  H.  M."  sufficiently  de- 
scribes the  land.  Robertson  v.  John- 
son, 57  Tex.  62.  To  same  effect,  see 
Flenner  v.  Walker,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
145,  23  S.  W.  1029. 

[e]  By  Name  of  Vendor. — ^A  descrip- 
tion of  the  land  as  320  acres  "boughl; 
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[f]  Reference  to  a  lease  describing 
the  property,  sufficient.  Gaskill  v. 
Moore,  4  Cal.  233.  But  see  Terry  v 
Swinford,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  712,  41  S.  W 
553. 

73.  Ark. — Montgomery  v.  Johnson, 
31  Ark.  74.  Mo. — Adams  v.  Larrimore, 
51  Mo.  130.  Mont.— Plains  L.  &  I.  Co. 
■V.  Lynch,  38  Mont.  271,  99  Pac.  847, 
129  Am.  St.  Rep.  645.  Te;x.— Crawford 
V.  McDonald,  88  Tex.  626,  33  S.  W. 
325;  Hurley  v.  Barnard,  48  Tex.  83; 
Ferguson  v.  Templeton  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  32  S.  W.  148. 

Contra,  Meyer  v.  Covington,  103  Ky. 
546,  45  S.  W.  769;  Lawless  v.  Barger,  9 
Bush   (Ky.)   665. 

79.  III.— Schnell  v.  Chicago,  38  HI. 
382,  87  Am.  Dec.  304.  Minn.— See 
Buntin  ».  Root,  66  Minn.  454,  69  N. 
W.  330.  Mont.— Plains  L.  &  L  Co.  v. 
Lynch,  88  Mont.  271,  99  Pac.  847,  129 
Am.  St.  Eep.  645. 

[a]  Wrong  Range.— A  clerical  er- 
ror in  describing  the  land  as  in  range 
25  instead  of  26  in  the  order  will  not 
vitiate  the  entire  proceeding  where  the 
estate  was  interested  only  in  the  tract 
of  land  to  be  sold  and  where  the  peti- 
tion, notices  of  sale,  order  of  confirm- 
ation and  the  deed  correctly  described 
the  land  and  the  order  of  sale  referred 
to  the  petition.  Plains  L.  &  I.  Co.  «. 
Lvneh,  38  Mont.  271,  99  Pac.  847,  129 
Am.  St.  Rep.  645. 

[b]  Wrong  County. — A  mistake  by 
misdirection,  merely  describing  land 
situate  in  one  county  when  in  fact  it 
was  in  another,  did  not  render  it  im- 
possible to  ascertain  whether  its  local- 
ity could  be  truly  ascertained  through 
the  description  contained  in  the  order 
when  considered  as  a  whole.  Lindsay 
«,  JafEray,  55  Tez.  626. 
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all  liens  charged  on  the  property,*"  and  the  persons  to  whom"  they  are 
to  be  paid.*i 

6.  Allowing  Time  for  Redemption.  —  In  some  states  it  is  required 
that  the  decree  contain  a  provision  allowing  the  defendant  time  for 
payment   of  the  amount   charged  upon  the  property  before   sale.*^ 

7.  Notice  and  Advertisement.**  —  Where  judicial  sales  are  not 
regjilated  by  statute,  the  judgment  or  decree  therefor  must  direct 
the  manner  of  giving  of  notice.**  This  is  sometimes  required  by  stat- 
ute which  is  mandatory.*^    If  the  notice  is  directed  to  be  published 


80.  U.  S. — ^Railroad  Co.  v.  Swasey, 
23  WaU.  405,  23  L.  ed.  136.  Tenn. 
Toung  V.  Young,  12  Lea  335;  Lewis  v. 
Baker,  1  Head  385.  Va. — ^laege  v.  Bos- 
sieux,  15  Gratt.  (56  Va.)  83,  183,  76 
Am.  Dec.  189.  W.  Va.— Hull's  Admr. 
«.  Hull's  Heirs,  35  W.  Va.  155,  13  S. 
B.  49,  29  Am.  St.  Eep.  800;  Hart  v. 
Hart,  31  W.  Va.  688,  8  S.  B.  562;  Mc- 
Cleary  v.  Grantham,  29  W.  Va.  301,  311, 
11  S.  E.  949;  Kanawha  Valley  Bank  v. 
"Wilson,  25  W.  Va.  242;  Anderson  v. 
Nagle,  12  W.  Va.  98. 

[a]  A  reference  to  a  report  for  these 
facts  is  insufficient,  especially  where 
the  report  is  complicated.  Hull's 
Admr,  v.  Hull's  Heirs,  35  W.  Va.  155, 
13  S.  E.  49,  29  Am.  St.  Eep.  800;  Hart 
V.  Hart,  31  W.  Va.  688,  8  S.  E.  562; 
McCleary  v.  Grantham,  29  "W.  Va.  301, 
311,  11  S.  E.  949;  Kanawha  Valley 
Bank  v.  "Wilsouj  25  "W.  Va.  242. 

[b]  A  decree  that  the  fund  be  paid 
Into  court  where  the  priorities  will  be 
determined  afterwards  is  improper, 
laege  «.  Bossieux,  15  Gratt.  (56  Va.) 
83,  103,  76  Am.  Dee.  189. 

Ascertaining  liens  as  prerequisite  to 
decree  see  supra,  III,  C. 

81.  Hull's  Admr.  v.  Hull's  Heirs,  35 
■W.  Va.  155,  13  S.  E.  49,  29  Am.  St. 
Bep.  800;  Hart  v.  Hart,  31  W.  Va.  688, 
S  S.  E.  562;  MeCleary  v.  Grantham,  29 
W.  Va.  301,  311,  11  8.  E.  949;  Kanawha 
Valley  Bank  v.  "Wilson,  25  W.  Va.  242. 

82.  Ark.— "Williams  ».  Ewing,  31 
Ark.  229,  236,  holding  such  direction 
proper.  Tenn. — Lewis  v.  Baker,  1  Head 
385.  Va. — Kyles  v.  Tait's  Admr.,  6 
Gratt.  (47  Va.)  44.  See  Strayer  v. 
Long's  Exr.,  89  Va.  471,  16  S.  E.  357. 
W.  Va,— King  v.  Burdett,  44  "W.  Va. 
591,  29  S.  E.  1010;  Hart  v.  Hart,  31  W. 
Va.  688,  8  S.  E.  362;  Bohrer  v.  Travers, 
13  W.  Va.  146s  Wiley  v.  Mahood,  10  "W. 
"Vci.  206;  Pecks  v.  Chambers,  8  W.  Va. 
210. 


[a]  Depriving  Defendant  of  Oppor- 
tunity.— To  refer  the  matter  to  the 
master  to  ascertain  and  report  at  the 
next  term  the  amount  due,  and  in  the 
meantime  direct  the  sale  is  erroneous 
practice.  Lewis  v.  Baker,  1  Head 
(Tenn.)  385;  Codwise  v.  Taylor,  4  Sneed 
(Tenn.)    346. 

[b]  If  the  defendant  has  not  been 
damaged,  the  proceeding  will  not  be 
set  aside  for  failure  to  give  the  de- 
fendant time  to  redeem.  Crawford  v. 
"Weller,  23  Gratt.   (64  Va.)   835,  851. 

83.  As  to  notice  of  sale,  see'  infra, 
VII. 

84.  Ala. — Bozeman  v.  Bozeman,  83 
Ala.  389,  2  So.  732;  Brown  v.  Brown's 
Admrs.,  41  Ala.  215.  111. — Sowards  ■». 
Pritchett,  37  111.  517.  Minn.— Maki  «. 
Maki,  106  Minn.  357,  119  N.  W.  51. 
Tenn. — Eucker  v.  Moore,  1  Heisk.  726. 

As  to  manner  of  giving  notice,  see 
infra,   VII. 

[a]  Necessity  for  Order. — "Where 
statute  provides  for  notice  by  posting 
or  by  publication  if  the  judge  shall  so 
order,  there  is  no  authority  for  pub- 
lication of  notice  unless  the  court  ord- 
ers it.    Halleck  v.  Moss,  17  Cal.  339. 

[b]  Publication  of  the  notice  before 
the  decree  of  sale  was  signed,  but  after 
the  finding  of  the  court  had  been  made, 
is  a  mere  irregularity  which  cannot  af- 
fect the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and 
could  only  be  taken  advantage  of  by 
appeal.  Kromer  v.  Friday,  10  "Wash. 
621,  39  Pac.  229,  32  L.  E.  A.  671. 

[c]  There  can  be  no  blank  space 
left  to  be  filled  in  to  fix  the  time  and 
place.  Osborn  v.  Baxter,  4  Cush. 
(Mass.)  406. 

85.  Gauley  Coal  Land  Assn.  v.  Spies, 
61  "W.  Va.  19,  55  S.  E.  903;  Beaty  v. 
Veon,  18  "W.  Va.  291.  See  Maxwell  v. 
Burbridge,  44  "W.  Va.  248,  28  S.  E; 
702. 

1     [a]    Where  advertisement  in  a  uews- 
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in  a  newspaper,  the  time  of  such  publication  should  be  stated.** 

8.  Appraisement.  —  The  decree  or  judgment  need  not  direct  an 
appraisement  of  the  property." 

9.  Time  and  Place  of  Sale.*®  —  Generally  it  is  required  that  the 
order  of  sale  specify  the  time*^  and  place  of  sale.'"  "VSTiile  it  is  usual 
for  the  decree  to  direct  the  sale  to  be  held  on  a  court  day,®*  the  failure 
to  do  so  is  not,  it  has  been  held,  error.®^ 


paper  is  required,  the  decree  must  di- 
rect the  person  appointed  to  make  the 
sale  to  so  advertise  the  sale.  Gauley 
Coal  Land  Assn.  v.  Spies,  61  W.  Va. 
19,  55  S.  E.  903;  Duncan  v.  Custard,  24 
W.  Va.  730. 

[b]  Wliere  No  Newspaper  in  County. 
If  the  court  enters  into  an  inquisition 
and  finds  there  is  no  newspaper  in  the 
county,  the  decree  should  state  that  fact 
and  the  other  notice  required  by  law 
must  be  provided  for.  Gauley  Coal 
Land  Assn.  v.  Spies,  61  W.  Va.  19,  55 
S.  E.  903. 

[c]  Lands  in  Several  Counties. — ^If 
the  land  to  be  sold  is  composed  of 
several  tracts  not  contiguous  lying  in 
more  than  one  county,  advertising  must 
be  directed  in  each  county.  Gauley  Coal 
Land  Assn.  v.  Spies,  61  W.  Va.  19,  55 
S.  E.  903. 

86.  Beaty  v.  Veon,  18  W.  Va.  291. 

87.  Graves  v.  Long,  87  Ky.  441,  9  S. 
W.  297,  it  is  the  commissioner's  duty 
to  have  it  done  without  such  direction. 

As  to  appraisement  generally,  see 
infra,  VI. 

88.  As  to  time  and  place  of  sale, 
see  mfra,  IX,  A. 

89.  Ark. — Stout  v.  Brown,  64  Art. 
312,  42  S.  W.  415,  attachment  sale. 
Cal.— Jji  re  Dorsey,  75  Cal.  258,  17  Pac. 
209.  Ga. — Title  Guarantee  &  L.  Co.  v. 
Holverson,  95  Ga.  707,  22  S.  E.  533. 
Mass. — Osborn  v.  Baxter,  4  Cush.  406. 
Minn. — Maki  v.  Maki,  106  Minn.  357, 
119  N.  W.  51.  Miss. — See  Yerger  v. 
Ferguson,  55  Miss.  190. 

[a]  Specifying  Day. — The  decree 
must  order  the  sale  to  be  made  on  a 
certain  day  when  the  sale  is  to  be  made 
on  the  premises;  when  it  is  to  be  made 
at  the  courthouse  door  it  is  suf3cient 
to  direct  the  sale  to  be  held  on  the  first 
day  of  some  court  to  be  held  for  the 
county.  Owsley  v.  Cook,  1  Ky.  Op. 
518. 

[b]  A  decree  for  sale  "on  some 
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day  fixed  by  law  for  judicial  sales"  ii 
error.  McClaskey  v.  O'Brien,  16  W. 
Va.  791,  860. 

As  to  executor's  sales,  see  6  Standard 
Peoc.  563. 

As  to  time  of  sale,  see  infra,  TX,  A. 

90.  Ala. — ^Bozeman  v.  Bozeman,  82 
Ala.  389,  2  So.  732;  Brown  v.  Brown's 
Admrs.,  41  Ala.  215.  Ark. — Stout  v. 
Brown,  64  Ark.  312,  42  S.  W.  415,  at- 
tachment sale.  Ky. — ^Underwood's 
Admr.  v.  Cartwright,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
S09,  47  S.  W.  580.  Mass.— Osborn  v. 
Baxter,  4  Cnsh.  406.  Miun. — ^Maki  v. 
Maki,  106  Minn.  357,  119  N.  W.  51. 
Miss. — ^Vannerson  v.  Cord,  Smed.  &  M. 
Ch.  345. 

As  to  place  of  sale,  see  infra,  TX,  A. 

[a]  Where  Decree  Is  Silent. — ^A  sale 
will  not  be  set  aside  merely  because 
the  decree  is  silent  as  to  the  place  where 
it  is  to  be  made,  when  in  fact  it  was 
at  the  courthouse  door  osE  the  county 
where  the  land  lay.  Hooper  v.  Young, 
58  Ala.  585. 

[b]  An  order  of  sale  authorizing  a 
sale  "according  to  law"  based  on  a 
petition  to  sell  at  a  certain  place  is  a 
direction  for  sale  in  accordance  with 
the  petition.  Jemison  v.  Gaston,  21 
Tex.  266. 

91.  Scott  v.  Graves,  153  Ky.  221, 
154  S.  W.  1084;  Long  v.  Perine,  41  W. 
Va.  314,  23  S.  E.  611. 

92.  Ky. — Scott  v.  Graves,  153  Ky. 
221,  154  S.  W.  1084,  the  judge  may 
fix  some  other  day.  Mo. — ^Fatten  v, 
Hanna,  46  Mo.  314,  the  failure  of  the 
order  to  direct  whether  the  sale  should 
be  had  at  a  term  of  the  circuit  or  coun- 
ty court  will  not  vitiate  the  title  under 
the  sale,  but  the  order  should  be 
amended.  W.  Va. — ^Long  v.  Perine,  41 
W.  Va.  314,  23  S.  E.  611. 

But  see  Mobley  v.  Nave,  67  Mo.  546; 
McClurg  V.  Dollarhide,  51  Mo.  347, 
holding  that  a  sale  not  made  during 
the  session  of  the  probate  court  is  void, 
and  the  deed  passes  no  title. 
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10.  Terms  of  Sale.  —  The  decree  should  specify  the  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  sale,^^  but  an  omission  to  do  so  will  be  cured  by  the  con- 
firmation of  the  sale.'* 

11.  Order  in  Which  Property  Is  To  Be  Sold.  — If  the  property 
'  of  several  parties  not  equally  liable  for  the  debt  is  to  be  sold,  the 

decree  should  direct  the  order  in  which  the  property  is  to  be  sold."® 

12.  Dispensing  With  Confirmation.  —  Where  statute  requires  that 
the  sale  be  confirmed  before  conveyance  of  the  property,  a  decree  of 
sale  dispensing  with  this  requirement  is  fatally  erroneous.** 

13.  Disposition  of  Funds.  —  The  decree,  it  has  been  held,  should 
direct  the  officer  what  disposition  he  shall  make  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale.*^ 

14.  Putting  Purchaser  in  Possession.  —  The  decree  should  not 
authorize  the  purchaser  to  be  put  in  possession  prior  to  the  confirma- 
tion of  the  sale  ;'*  but  such  a  direction  does  not  vitiate  it.*' 

B,  Nature  and  Effect.  —  An  order  or  decree  of  sale  is  inter- 
locutory,'^ and  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  undue  advantage  is  eon- 
elusive  upon  the  parties  and  all  other  courts  as  to  the  merits  of  the 


93.  Ala.— Weakley  v.  Gurley's 
Admr.,  60  Ala.  399.  Ajk. — Stout  v. 
Brown,  64  Ark.  312,  42  S.  W.  415.  la 
Harding  v.  Le  Moyne,  114  111.  65,  29 
N.  E.  188;  Sowards  v.  Pritchett,  37  111. 
517;  Molina  W.  P.  &.  Mfg.  Co.  «.  Web- 
ster, 26  ni.  233.  Ky. — ^Underwood's 
Admr.  v.  Cartwright,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
809,  47  S.  W.  580.  Mont.— Plains  L. 
&  I.  Co.  V.  Lynch,  38  Mont.  271,  99 
Pac.  847,  189  Am.  St.  Kep.  645.  Tex. 
McBee  v.  Johnson,  45  Tex.  634.  W.  Va. 
Building  &  Loan  Assn.  v.  Westfall,  55 
W.  Va.  305,  47  S.  E.  74,  decree  must 
direct  whether  sale  is  for  cash  or  credit, 
and  terms,  as  provided  in  §1,  eh.  132, 
Code. 

[a]  Whether  for  Clash  or  Credit. 
Where  the  notice  of  sale  provided  for 
a  cash  sale,  the  objection  that  the 
order  of  sale  does  not  direct  a  sale  for 
cash  is  immaterial  where  in  effect  it 
implies  a  cash  sale  by  directing  that  it 
shall  be  free  from  the  liens.  Cressler 
V.  Tri-State  L.  &  T.  Co.,  182  Ind.  572, 
107  N.  E.  68.  See  also  Weakley  v. 
Gurley's  Admr.,  60  Ala.  399. 

As  to  terms  and  conditions  of  sale, 
see  infra,  IX,  D. 

94.  Neely  v.  Lee  Wilson  &  Co. 
(Ark.),  190  S.  W.  431;  Plains  L.  &  I. 
Co.  V.  Lynch,  38  Mont.  271,  99  Pae. 
847,  129  Am.  St.  Eep.  645. 

Effect  of  conflimation  on  irregulari- 
ties generally,  see  infra,  XI,  O. 


95.  Horton  v.  Bond,  28  Gratt.  (69 
Va.)  815,  825. 

As  to  the  order  of  sale,  see  infra, 
IX,  C,  3. 

96.  TTnited  States  Bank  v.  Ritchie,  8 
Pet.  (XJ.  S.)  128,  8  L.  ed.  890. 

As  to  confirmation  generally,  see  in- 
fra, XL 

97.  Arnold  «.  Casner,  22  W.  Va.  444. 

As  to  collection  and  distribution  of 
proceeds,  see  infra,  2CVII. 

[a]  Disposition  of  Proceeds. — The 
decree  of  sale  should  direct  that  tne 
cash  payment  shall  be  retained  by  the 
commissioner  making  the  sale,  or  be 
paid  into  bank  to  the  credit  of  the 
suit,  subject  to  the  order  of  the  court. 
The  money  then  will,  upon  confirmation 
of  the  report  or  upon  setting  the  sale 
aside,  be  disposed  of  in  the  way  that 
shall  then  seem  proper.  Arnold  v.  Cas- 
ner, 22  W.  Va.  444. 

98.  Adler  v.  Meyer,  73  Miss.  863, 19 
So.  893. 

99.  Vicksburg  &  M.  E.  R.  Cfo.  V.  Me- 
Cutchen,  52  Miss.  645,  it  simply  anti- 
cipates what  would  be  done  after  the 
sale. 

1.  Ala.— Bland  v.  Bowie,  53  Ala.  152, 
and  kept  alive  by  the  continuance  of  ■ 
the  cause.  Ind.— Simpson  v.  Pearson, 
31  Ind.  1,  99  Am.  Dec.  577.  Va.— South- 
western  Va.  Mineral  L.  Co.  v.  Chase, 
95  Va.  50,  27  S.  E.  826. 
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controversy.^  The  decree  of  sale,  not  the  process  or  order  of  sale 
issued  thereon,  is  the  authority  empowering  the  officer  to  make  the 
sale,°  but  where  the  court  makes  an  order  of  sale  without  a  formal 
decree  the  order  of  sale  is  the  sheriff's  warrant  of  authority.* 

F.  Entry  op  Oedee  Nunc  Peo  Txtntc.  —  An  order  of  sale  may  be 
entered  by  the  court  nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  the  time  it  was  actually  made, 
where  by  mistake  or  inadvertence  it  was  not  entered  when  made.° 

G.  Amendment  and  Modification.  —  The  order  may  be  amended 
nunc  pro  tunc  when  it  is  necessary  to  make  the  record  speak  the 
truth,^  and  the  court  has  the  inherent  right  to  modify  the  time  or 
manner  of  its  enforcement  by  a  subsequent  order.^ 


2.  U.  S.— Green  v.  Bogue,  158  TJ.  S. 
478,  15  Sup.  Ct.  975,  39  L.  ed.  1061; 
Shriver's   Lessee  v.  Lynn,  2  How.  43, 

■  11  L.  ed.  172;  Whiting  v.  United  States 
Bank,  13  Pet.  6,  10  L.  ed.  33.  Ala. 
Morrison  v.  Morrison,  105  Ala.  637,  17 
So.  109.  CaL^Estate  of  Leonis,  138 
Cal.  194,  71  Pac.  171.  Md.— Slingluff 
V.  Stanley,  66  Md.  220,  7  Atl.  261. 

3.  U.  S. — Seamen  v.  Northwestern 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  493,  30  C.  C. 
A.  212.  IU.-^uick  v.  Collins,  197  111. 
391,  64  N.  B.  288;  Wilson  v.  Ford,  190 
HI.  614,  60  N.  E.  876;  BCarnes  v.  Har- 
per, 48  111. '527;  Augustine  v.  Doud,  1 
111.  App.  588.  Neb. — Stephenson  v. 
Murdoek,  89  Neb.  818,  132  N.  W.  406; 
Passumpsic  Savings  Bank  v.  Maulick, 
60  Neb.  469,  83  N.  W.  672,  83  Am.  St. 
Eep.  539;  Johnson  v.  Colby,  52  Neb. 
387,  72  N.  W.  313;  Parrat  v.  Neligh,  7 
Neb.  456;  Eeetor  v.  Eotton,  3  Neb. 
177. 

But  see  Kellogg  v.  Tout,  65  Ind.  146, 
holding  the  copy  of  the  decree  is  the 
proper  authority  of  the  sheriff  to  make 
the  sale. 

4.  Plains  L.  &  I.  Co.  V.  Lynch,  38 
Mont.  271,  99  Pae.  847,  129  Am.  St. 
Rep.  645;  Broadwater  v.  Eichards,  4 
Mont.  80,  2  Pac.  546;  Dipff  v.  Heder, 
6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  685,  26  S.  W.  118. 

[a]  The  order  of  sale(l)  is  the  war- 
rant  of  authority  by  which  the  admin- 
istrator acts,  and  without  it  he  cannot 
sell.  Plains  L.  &  I.  Co.  v.  Lynch,  38 
Mont.  271,  99  Pae.  847,  129  Am.  St. 
Eep.  645;  Broadwater  v.  Eichards,  4 
Mont.  80,  2  Pac.  546.  (2)  But  after 
all,  it  is  but  a  determination  that  the 
sale  is  necessary  and  an  authority  to 
make  the  sale.  Plains  L.  &  I.  Co.  v. 
Lynch,  supra. 

[b]  Compared  to  Execution  Sale. 
The  order  of  sale  occupies  the  same 
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relation  to  a  sale  by  an  administrator 
that  a  judgment  or  decree  does  to  an 
execution  sale  by  a  sheriff.  Evans  v. 
Snyder,  64  Mo.  516. 

5.  Ark. — ^Bouldin  v.  Jennings,  92 
Ark.  299,  122  S.  W.  639.  Ga.— Atta- 
way  V.  Carswell,  89  Ga.  343,  15  S.  E. 
472.  N.  J. — In  re  Voorhees'  Case,  57 
N.  J.  Eq.  291,  42  Atl.  567.  N.  Y.— Pal- 
mer V.  Terwilliger,  95  App.  Div.  35, 
88  N.  Y.  Supp.  526.  N.  O.— Maxwell  v. 
Blair,  95  N.  C.  317.  VTia.—In  re 
Streiff's  Estate,  146  Wis.  230,  131  N. 
W.  358. 

6.  Butler  v.  Emmett,  8  Paige  (N.  Y.) 
12. 

[a]  But  a  decree  not  actually  meant 
to  be  made  in  final  form  cannot  be  en- 
tered as  such  nunc  pro  tune  in  order  to 
give  validity  to  an  act  done  by  a  ju- 
dicial of&cer  under  a  supposition  that 
the  decree  was  final  instead  of  interloc- 
utory. Gray  v.  Brignardello,  1  Wall. 
(U.  S.)  627,  17  L.  ed.  692. 

_[b]  Where  a  decree  refers  to  a  com- 
missioner's report  for  the  priorities  of 
the  creditors,  and  the  decree  and  the 
report  can  'be  safely  amended  to  avoid 
uncertainty,  an  amendment  will  be  al- 
lowed. MeCleary  v.  Grantham,  29  W. 
Va.  301,  11  S.  E.  949. 

[e]  Where  a  decree  by  mistake  re- 
quired an  advertisement  of  six  months 
instead  of  six  weeks  the  court  refused 
to  amend  it.  Guise  v.  Middleton,  Smed. 
&  M.  Ch.   (Miss.)   89. 

7.  Mootry  v.  Grayson,  104  Fed.  613, 
44  C.  C.  A.  83;  Ehodes  v.  Bell,  230  Mo. 
138,  130  S.  W.  465. 

[a]  The  court  may  modify  the  order 
by  changing  the  terms  of  sale  from  a 
private  to  a  public  sale.  Ehodes  v. 
Bell,  230  Mo.  138,  130  S.  W.  465. 

[b]  Extension  of  Time  To  Comply 
With  Bid, — The  court  may  make  an 
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H.  Vacation  and  Revocation.  —  The  order  of  sale  may  be  set 
aside  or  vacated  by  the  court  in  the  same  manner  as  other  decrees.^ 
And  if  the  court  was  without  jurisdiction  to  make  it,  the  order  should 
be  revoked,^  which  may  be  done  by  the  issuance  of  a  second  order.^° 

I.  Appeal.  —  An  order  directing,^^  or  refusing  to  direct^^  a  sale 
may  generally  be  appealed.  A  reversal  of  the  decree  or  judgment 
after  the  sale  is  had  does  not  invalidate  the  sale,  if  the  court  had 
jurisdiction  to  render  the  judgment  or  decree.^^ 

J.  Revivor  and  Renewal.  —  Generally  a  decree  rendered  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  parties  may  be  executed  without  revivor  after  the 
death  of  the  sole  defendant,"  and  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  after  a 
decree  but  before  sale^^  does  not  abate  the  suit  and  invalidate  the 


order  extending  the  time  of  payment. 
Idaha. — In  re  Great  Western  Beet 
Sugar  Co.,  22  Idaho  328,  125  Pac.  799, 
43  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  671.  Tenn.— See 
Munson  v.  Payne,  9  Heisk.  672.  Va. 
Long  V.  "Weller's  Exr.,  29  Gratt.  (70 
Va.)  347.  See  Tebbs  v.  Iiee,  76  Va.  744. 
Eng. — Saunders  v.  Gray,  4  Myl.  &  Cr. 
519,  41  Eng.  Eeprint  198;  Tanner  v. 
Eadford,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  518,  41  Eng.  Ee- 
print 198.  See  Eobertson  v.  Skelton,  13 
Beav.  91,  19  L.  J.  Ch.  (N.  S.)  561,  51 
Eng.  Eeprint  36.  Can. — Langevin  v. 
Garon,  2  L.  C.'E.  125;  Denison  v.  Deni- 
son,  4  Ch.  Chamb.  37. 

8.  See  6  Standaed  Peoc.  564. 

[a]  The  Vendee  of  the  Purchaser 
Is  a  Necessary  Party. — Eamey  v.  Fran- 
cis Day  &  Co.,  169  .Ky.  469,  184  S.  W. 
380. 

9.  WaU  V.  Clark,  19  Tex.  321. 

[a]  Insufficient  Description  as 
Ground. — The  fact  that  the  property 
liable  under  the  decree  is  not  described 
in  the  execution  or  order  of  sale  is 
sufleient  to  authorize  the  court  to  re- 
call the  order  of  sale,  and  set  aside  the 
appraisement  made  thereunder.  Beat- 
rice Paper  Co.  v.  Beloit  Iron  Works,  46 
Neb.  900,  65  N.  W.  1059. 

10.  Pace  V.  Pishback,  10  Tex.  CSv. 
App.  450,  31  S.  W.  424. 

11.  See  2  So^ANDASD  Pboc.  181;  6 
Standard  Proc.  568. 

12.  See  6  Standard  Pboc.  568. 

13.  U.  S.— McGoon  v.  Scales,  9  Wall, 
23,  19  L.  ed.  545.  111.— Fergus  v.  Wood- 
worth,  44  HI.  374.  Ind. — Doe  ex  dem. 
Noble  V.  Swiggett,  5  Blackf.  328.  Miss. 
Henderson  v.  Herrod,  23  Miss.  434.  Neb. 
Hollister  «.  Mann,  40  Neb.  572,  58  N. 
W.  1126.  Okla. — Threadgill  v.  Coleord, 
16  OUa.  447,  85  Pac.  703. 


[a]  When  the  plaintiff  is  the  pur- 
chaser, the  reversal  of  an  erroneous 
judgment  will  not  set  aside  a  sale  or 
render  it  void  ipso  facto.  Blake  v. 
Wolfe,  111  Ky.  840,  1143,  64  S.  W. 
910,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  434.  See  also 
Gossom  •».  Donaldson,  18  B.  Mon.  (Ky.) 
230,  68  Am.  Dee.  723;  Benningfield  v. 
Seed,  8  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  102;  Yocum  v. 
Foreman,  14  Bush  (Ky.)  494;  Dist.  of 
Clifton  V.  Pfirman,  33  Ky.  L.  Eep.  529, 
110  S.  W.  406. 

As  ground  for  setting  aside  the  sale, 
see  infra,  XII,  D,  7. 

14.  U.  S.— Whiting  v.  United  States 
Bank,  13  Pet.  6,  10  L.  ed.  33.  Ind. 
Kellogg  V.  Tout,  65  Ind.  146,  150.  N.  Y. 
Hays  V.  Thomas,  56  N.  Y.  521,  affirm- 
ing Harrison  v.  Simons,  3  Edw.  Ch. 
394. 

[a]  Death  of  the  mortgagor  after 
confirmation  of  the  sale  but  before  de- 
livery of  the  deed  does  not  necessitate 
a  revival  of  the  action  under  an  ex- 
press statute  in  Kentucky.  Johnson's 
Admr.  v.  Haskins,  18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  852, 
38  8.  W.  687.  ' 

As  to  revivor  generally,  see  the  title, 
"Judgments  and  Decrees,  Bevlvai 
Of." 

15.  Lynde  v.  O'Donnell,  12  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  T.)  286,  21  How.  Pr.  34;  Laidley 
v.  Jasper,  49  W.  Va.  526,  39  S.  E.  169, 
death  of  the  plaintiff  after  verdict  does 
not  necessitate  a  revival. 

[a]  Similar  to  Execution- Sale. — The 
copy  of  the  decree  or  order  of  sale  are 
in  the  nature  of  a  fl.  fa.  and  if  put  into 
the  hands  of  the  ofScer  before  the 
death  of  the  plaintiff,  there  is  no  neces- 
sity for   a  revivor.     Lynde  v.  O'Don- 
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subsequent  sale,  though  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary.^'  Some 
statutes  provide  that  when  a  sale  is  not  made  by  reason  of  failure  of 
the  term  or  otherwise,  the  order  of  sale  must  be  renewed.^^  ^ 

V.  PROCESS  TO  THE  OFFICER.  — A  judgment  or  decree  for 
the  sale  of  certain  specific  property  is  not  carried  into  effect  by  a 
writ  of  execution  as  in  the  case  of  common-law  judgments  generally.^^ 
Instead  thereof,  the  person  directed  to,  make  the  sale  is  furnished  a 
copy  of  the  decree  of  sale,^*  or  under  statute,  a  process  directing  the 
sale.^"  There  is  no  absolute  necessity  of  issuing  a  copy  of  the  decree 
or  an  order  of  sale  to  the  officer  to  empower  him  to  act,^^  unless  the 
statute  requires  it.^^    An  order  of  sale  cannot  lawfully  limit  the  power 


nell,  12  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  T.)  286,  21  How. 
Pr.  34;  Craig's  Admx.  v.  Fox,  16  Ohio 
563. 

As  to  sale  on  execution  after  death 
of  plaintiif,  see  the  title  "Judgments 
and  Decrees,  Enforcement  of." 

[b]  But  an  order  of  sale  cannot 
issue  on  a  decree  after  the  death  or 
marriage  of  the  plaintiff.  Craig's 
Admx.  V.  Fox,  16  Ohio  563. 

16.  Glenn  v.  Clapp,  11  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  1;  Wheatley's  Lessee  v.  Harvey, 

1  Swan  (Tenn.)  484.  But  see  Bryant 
V.  McCoUum,  4  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  511. 

[a]  If  before  confirmation  of  the 
sale,  the  sole  plaintiff  die,  a  subsequent 
confirmation  without  revivor  is  void. 
Wheatley's  Lessee  v.  Harvey,  1  Swan 
(Tenn.;   484. 

17.  See  generally  the  statutes,  an3 
Walser  v.  Gilchrist,  220  Mo.  314,  119  S. 
W.  413;  Carson  v.  Hughes,  90  Mo.  173, 

2  S.  W.  127;  Hughes  v.  Hughes,  72  Mo. 
136.  See,  however,  Hamer  v.  Cook,  118 
Mo.  476,  24  S.  W.  180,  holding  the  judg- 
ment was  ample  authority  to  sell  until 
all  the  land  was  sold  and  a  renewal 
order  was  not  necessary. 

[a]  A  sale  without  a  renewal  when 
one  is  required  by  the  statute  is  void. 
Walser  v.  Gilchrist,  220  Mo.  314,  119  S. 
W.  413;  Carson  v.  Hughes,  90  Mo.  173, 
2  S.  W.  127;  Hughes  v.  Hughes,  72  Mo. 
136. 

18.  Southern  Cal.  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Ocean 
Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal.  217,  29  Pac. 
627,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  115;  Kellogg  v. 
Tout,  65  Ind.  146. 

19.  Southern  Cal.  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Ocean 
Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal.  217,  29  Pae. 
627,  28  Am.  St.  Bep.  115. 

[a]  Where  a  decree  directing  a 
sheriff  to  sell  "upon  receiving  an  order 
therefor"  was  remanded  to  another 
court  for  execution,  and  thereupon  the 
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clerk  of  the  latter  court  issued  merely 
a  certified  copy  of  the  decree  to  sell, 
containing  no  description  of  the  land, 
except  by  reference  to  other  parts  of 
the  record  a  sale  made  thereunder  was 
irregular  and  properly  set  aside.  Ehone- 
mus  V.  Corwin,  9  Ohio  St.  366. 

20.  Southern  Cal.  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Ocean 
Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal.  217,  29  Pae. 
627,  28  Am.  St.  Bep.  115;  Martin  v. 
Hostetter  (Okla.),  158  Pae.  1174. 

[a]  Not  a  Writ  of  Execution.— The 
process  referred  to  in  the  California 
Code  of  Civ.  Proe.,  §684;  which  provides 
that  when  the  judgment  requires  the 
sale  of  property,  the  same  may  be  en- 
forced by  "  a  writ ' '  reciting  such  judg- 
ment, etc.,  is  neither  styled  an  execu- 
tion, nor  is  it  such  in  nature.  Southern 
Cal.  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Ocean  Beaeh  Hotel 
Co.,  94  Cal.  217,  29  Pae.  627,  28  Am. 
St.  Kep.  115. 

[b]  An  order  of  sale  issued  on  a  de- 
cree directing  a  sale  is  a  written  com- 
mand under  the  seal  of  the  court  au- 
thorizing and  directing  the  officer  to 
whom  it  is  directed  to  execute  its  judg- 
ment. Burkett  v.  Clark,  46  Neb.  466, 
64  N.  W.  1113,  biting  Kelley  v.  Vin- 
cent, 8  Ohio  St.  415. 

21.  Karnes  v.  Harper,  48  111.  527; 
Jarrett  v.  Hoover,  54  Neb.  65,  74  N. 
W.  429;  Johnson  v.  Colby,  52  Neb. 
327,  72  N.  W.  313;  Fried  v.  Stone,  14 
Neb.  898,  15  N.  W.  698;  Parrat  «.  Ne- 
ligh,  7  Neb.  456;  Rector  v.  Eotton,  3 
Neb.  171. 

[a]  The  failure  of  the  clerk  to  at- 
tach his  seal  to  the  order  of  sale  until 
after  the  sale  has  taken  place  is  a  de- 
feet  curable  by  amendment.  Wheldon 
V.  Cornett,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  421,  94  N. 
W.  626. 

22.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
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cpnferred  by  the  decree,^'  but  if  any  illegal  limitation  is  put  in  the 
order,  it  has  no  binding  force,^*  and  if  the  defendant  is  not  prejudiced 
thereby,  the  sale  may  be  confirmed  notwithstanding  the  limitation.^' 

VI.  APPRAISEMENT.  — A.  Necessity  op.  — Before  a  judicial 
sale  of  property,  it  is  frequently  required  that  the  property  be  first 
appraised,^^  but  this  requirement  may  be  waived.^'    Where  an  ap- 


Martin  v.  Hostetter  (Okla.),  158  Pae. 
1174. 

[a]  Seal. — (1)  Where  the  statute 
prescribes  that  the  order  must  be  un- 
der seal,  such  direction  is  mandatory, 
and  an  order  of  sale  without  the  seal 
of  the  court  is  void;  and  the  court  has 
no  power  to  allow  the  process  to  be 
amended  by  attaching  the  seal  after  the 
sale  has  been  made.  Gordon  v.  Bod- 
well,  59  Kan.  51,  51  Pae.  906,  68  Am. 
St.  Eep,  341.  See  also  White  v.  Tay- 
lor, 46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  471,  102  S.  W. 
747.  (2)  The  impression  of  the  seal 
on  the  certificate  to  the  cost  bill  at- 
tached to  the  order  of  sale  and  made 
a.  part  of  it  does  not  constitute  an  at- 
testation of  the  order  of  sale.  White 
«.  Taylor,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  471,  102 
8.  W.  747. 

fb]  An  order  not  styled  as  statute 
requires  is  void.  Martin  v.  Hostetter 
(Okla.),  158  Pae.  1174;  Richmond  v. 
Eobertson   (Okla.),  151  Pae.  203. 

[c]  Failure  to  name  the  parties 
against  whom  the  judgment  was  rend- 
ered does  not  render  the  order  invalid. 
White  V.  Taylor,  46  Tex.  Civ.  App.  471, 
102  S.  W.  747. 

23.  Stephenson  v.  Murdoek,  89  Neb. 
818,  132  N.  W.  406;  Jarrett  v.  Hoover, 
54  Neb.  65,  74  N.  W.  429. 

[a]  If  the  decree  does  not  fix  a  pe- 
riod within  which  it  shall  be  executed, 
the  clerk  has  no  authority  to  designate 
in  the  order  a  date  when  the  order  shall 
be  returned.  If  he  does  so  it  has  no 
binding  force.  Jarrett  v.  Hoover,  54 
Neb.  65,  74  N.  W.  429. 

24.  Stephenson  v.  Murdoek,  89  Neb. 
818,  132  N.  W.  406. 

25.  Stephenson  v.  Murdoek,  89  Neb. 
818,  132  N.  W.  406. 

[a]  A  copy  of  the  deqree  should  be 
attached  to  or  embodied  in  the  order  of 
sale.  Burkett  v.  Clark,  46  Neb.  466, 
64  N.  W.  1113. 

26.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following  cases:  Ky. — Meddis  v. 
Fenley,    98    Ky.    432,   33    S.   W.    197; 


Phelps  V.  Jones,  91  Ky.  244,  250,  15  S. 
W.  668;  Graves' r.  Long,  87  Ky.  441,  9 
8.  W.  297;  Vivien's  Adlnr.  v.  Vivion, 
21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  103,  50  S.  W.  984.  La. 
Curley's  Succession,  18  La.  Ann.  728. 
Mo. — Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181, 
26  S.  W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  572.  Neb. 
Burkett  v.  Clark,  46  Neb.  466,  64  N. 
W.  1113;  Jones  v.  Davis,  6  Neb.  33 
(holding  statute  constitutional).  Ohio. 
Wiles  V.  Baylor,  1  Ohio  509.  Tex. 
ChifClet  V.  Willis,  74  Tex.  245,  11  S. 
W.  1105. 

[a]  In  Kentucky  (1)  where  no  right 
to  redeem  exists,  an  appraisement  is 
not  required.  McKee  v.  Stein's  Guard- 
ian, 91  Ky.  240,  16  S.  W.  583;  Wiggin- 
ton  V.  Nehan,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep.  617,  76 
S.  W.  196.  (2)  But  where  property  is 
sold  for  purpose  of  division  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  owners,  an  appraisement 
is  not  necessary.  Graves  v.  Long  Assn., 
87  Ky.  441,  9  S.  W.  297;  Southwick  v. 
Grenzenbach,  12  Ky.  L.  Eep.  263,  14 
S.  W.  344. 

[b]  Before  a  guardian's  sale,  an  ap- 
praisement is  not  necessary.  Wool- 
dridge  v.  Jacob's  Guardian,  79  Ky.  250. 

[c]  In  Iowa  judicial  sales  made  to 
satisfy  judgments  rendered  since  the 
code  must  be  made  without  appraise- 
ment.   Babcock  v.  Gurney,  42  Iowa  154. 

[d]  Statute  Not  Eetrospective, 
The  statute  requiring  appraisement  does 
not  apply  to  a  sale  for  a  debt  created 
before  the  statute  took  effect.  Sulli- 
van V.  Berry's  Admr.,  83  Ky.  198,  4 
Am.  St.  Eep.  147;  Tichenor  v.  Wood, 
24  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1109,  70  S.  W.  837. 

Where  infant's  property  is  to  be 
sold,  see  12  Standard  Peoc.  824. 

[e]  If  an  appraisement  has  been 
set  aside,  the  property  cannot  be  sold. 
Carstens  v.  Eller,  60  Neb.  460,  83  N. 
W.  743. 

27.  Ky. — Gravitt  v.  Mountz,  27  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  945,  87  S.  W.  304.  La.— Weber 
V.  Gorsueh,  24  La.  Ann.  615;  Broadwell 
V.  Rodrigues,  18  La.  Ann.  68.  Wash. 
See  Dennis  v.  Moses,  18  Wash.  537,  52 
Pae.  333,  40  L.  K.  A.  302. 
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praisement  is  required  and  is  not  waived,  an  omission  thereof  will  be 
ground  for  setting  aside  the  sale  in  a  direct  proceeding,  but  will  not 
render  the  sale  void  in  a  collateral  proceeding  after  confirmation."' 

B.  Object.  —  The  object  of  an  appraisement  is  to  give  the  party 
whose  property  is  sold  the  right  to  redeem  if  it  sells  for  less  than 
two-thirds  of  the  appraised  value,"®  and  to  advise  the  court  of  the 
value  of  the  realty  to  assist  it  in  exercising  its  discretion  in  approving 
or  disapproving  the  sale.^" 

C.  When  Made.  —  As  a  general  rule  the  appraisement  should  be 
made  after  the  decree  of  sale,'^  though  in  some  jurisdictions  it  is  a 
jurisdictional  prerequisite  to  an  order  of  sale.^^  It  must  of  course  be 
made  before  the  property  is  sold.'' 

D.  Appraisers.  —  1.  Number  of.  —  The  statutes  provide  for  the 
number  of  appraisers,'*  which  is  generally  three.'* 

2.  Qualifications  of.  —  It  is  required  that  the  appraisers  be  dis- 
interested freeholders,'^  and  that  they  be  sworn.''  The  oath  may  be 
administered  by  a  deputy  sheriff,"  or  by  the  person  designated  to 
make  the  sale.'®    "Where  the  statute  directs  the  sheriff  and  two  others 


28.  Ark. — Apel  v.  Kelsey,  47  Ark. 
413,  2  S.  W.  102;  Bell  v.  Green,  38  Ark. 
78.  Mo.— Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo. 
181,  26  S.  W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Eep. 
572.  Nell. — Wheldon  v.  Cornett,  4  Neb. 
(ITnof.)  421,  94  N.  W.  626  (the  entire 
omission  of  the  appraisement  is  not 
jurisdictional,  but  a  mere  irregularity) ; 
Neligh  V.  Keene,  16  Neb.  407,  20  N. 
W.  277. 

As  to  setting  aside  sale  generally, 
see  infra,  211. 

As  to  collateral  attack,  see  infra, 
XIX. 

29.  Mastin  v.  Zweigart,  24  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1920,  72  S.  W.  750. 

30.  Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181, 
26  S.  "W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  572. 

31.  Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181, 
26  S.  W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  572. 

[a]  An  appraisement  made  at  the 
time  of  the  filing  the  petition' for  sale 
is  not  such  an  irregularity  as  to  ren- 
der a  sale  void  on  collateral  attack  es- 
pecially after  confirmation.  Noland  v, 
Barrett,  122  Mo.  181,  26  S.  W.  692,  48 
Am.  St.  Eep.  572. 

32.  See  12  Standard  Peoc.  824. 

33.  Smith  v.  Biscailuz,  83  Cal.  344, 
358,  21  Pac.  15,  23  Pao.  314;  Strouse 
v.  Drennan,   41   Mo.   289. 

34.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
Terry  v.  Swinford,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  712, 
41  S.   W.  553. 
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35.  Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181, 
26  S.  W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  572. 

36.  See  the  statutes  generally,  and 
Phoenix  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Williams, 
3  Neb.  (Uuof.)  79,  90  N.  W.  756;  Lom- 
bard V.  Pasusta,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  496,  89 
N.  W.  255;  Unland  v.  Crane,  63  Neb. 
451,  88  N.  W.  667;  Johnson  v.  Colby, 
52  Neb.  327,  72  N.  W.  313. 

fa]  A  husband  is  a  freeholder,  who 
lives  with  his  wife  on  land  of  which 
she  has  the  title,  when  occupied  by 
them  jointly  as  a  homestead.  Salisbury 
V.  Murphy,  63  Neb.  415,  88  N.  W.  764. 

[b]  A  distant  relationship  of  an  ap- 
praiser to  one  of  the  creditors  of  a  cor- 
poration, whose  interest  is  comparative- 
ly small  does  not  disqualify  him.  Lake 
Superior  Iron  Co.  v.  Brown  &  Co.,  44 
Fed.  539. 

[c]  Previous  Witnesses  for  Party. 
The  fact  that  two  of  the  appraisers 
had'  testified  for  plaintiff  as  to  the 
value  of  the  property  at  the  trial  in 
which  the  sale  is  ordered  does  not  dis- 
qualify them  to  act  as  appraisers.  Ad- 
ler  &  Sons  Clothing  Co.  v.  Hellman,  4 
Neb.   (Unof.)   557,  95  N.  W.  467. 

37.  Phelps  V.  Jones,  91  Ky.  244,  15 
S.  W.  668;  La  Flume  v.  Jones,  5  Neb. 
256. 

38.  Lambert  v.  He  Santos,  10  La. 
Ann.  725. 

39.  George  v.  Keuiston,  57  Neb.  313, 
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to  make  the  appraisement,  his  deputy  may  act  for  him.*" 

E,  Notice  of  Appraisement.  —  The  owner  of  real  estate  about  to 
be  sold  under  a  decree  of  foreclosure  is  not  entitled  to  notice  of  the 
time  and  place  of  making  the  appraisement.*^  But  some  statutes  re- 
quire notice  to  the  parties  to  appoint  appraisers.*^ 

F.  Duties  of  Appraisers.  —  1.  Requirement  of  Viiew.  —  Gen- 
erally the  appraisement  must  be  made  upon  an  actual  view,  and  not 
perfunctorily,*^  but  if  the  appraisers  are  familiar  with  the  property 
and  its  value,  an  appraisement  made  without  an  actual  view  will  be 
upheld.** 

2  Deduction  of  Liens.  —  The  appraisers  are  required  to  deduct 
all  prior  liens  in  making  the  appraisal,*^  but  as  this  requirement  is 


77  N.  W.  772;  Northwestern  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Mulvihill,  53  Neb.  538,  74 
N.  W.  78. 

[a]  Even  though  he  himself  had  not 
been  sworn.  George  v.  Keniston,  57 
Neb.  313,  77  N.  W.  772;  Northwestern 
Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mulvihill,  53  Neb. 
538,  74  N.  W.  78. 

[b]  Special  Commissioner. — ' '  Con- 
ceding that  a  special  commissioner 
when  properly  qualified,  could  sweat 
the  appraisers,  yet  he  certainly  cannot 
do  so  if  he  himself  has  not  qualified." 
Phelps  V.  Jones,  91  Ky.  244,  15  S.  W. 
668. 

40.  TTnion  Trust  Co.  v.  King,  3  Neb. 
(tJnof.)  155,  91  N.  W.  190;  Wells  v. 
Frazier,  64  Neb.  370,  89  N.  "W.  1033; 
Eichardson  v.  Hahn,  63  Neb.  294,  88  N. 
W.  527;  Young  v.  Wood,  63  Neb.  291, 
88  N.  W.  528;  Carstens  v.  BUer,  60  Neb. 
460,  83  N.  W.  743;   Johnson  v.  Colby, 

52  Neb.  327,  72  N.  W.  313. 

41.  Elgutter  v.  Northwestern  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  500,  30  C.  C.  A. 
218;  Seaman  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  493,  30  C.  C.  A.  212 
(Nebraska  cases; ;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Clark,  1  Neb.  (TJnof.)  844,  95  N.  W. 
1056;  Green  v.  Paul,  60  Neb.  7,  82  N. 
W.  98;  Maguin  v.  Pickard,  57  Neb. 
642,  78  N.  W.  295;  Mills  v.  Hamer,  55 
Neb.  445,  75  N.  W.  1105;  Hamer  v. 
McFeggan,  51  Neb.  227,  70  N.  W.  937. 

42.  Crowley  Bank  &  Trust  Co.  V. 
Hurd,  138  La.  978,  71  So.  128. 

43.  Miller  v.  Loving,  59   Kan.  485, 

53  Pac.  476;  Lambert  v.  De  Santos,  10 
La.  Ann.  725. 

[a]  The  mere  entry  on  one  corner  of 
a  240  acre  tract  at  a  distance  of  a 
half  mile  from  the  house  and  buildings 
is   not  a  substantial  compliance  with 


the    law.     Miller    v.   Loving,    59    Kan. 
485,  53  Pac.  476. 

[b]  The  fact  that  the  appraisers 
did  not  examine  the  interior  of  a  house 
to  be  sold  is  not  proof  that  the  ap- 
praisement was  fraudulently  made. 
Levy  V.  Hinz,  3  Neb.  (Unof.)  11,  90 
N.  W.  640. 

44.  Pierce  v.  Reed,  3  Neb.  (TJnof.) 
874,  93  N.  W.  154;  Iowa  Loan  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Estate  of  Devall,  63  Neb.  826, 
89  N.  W.  381;  Reynolds  v.  Fagan,  2 
Neb.  (TJnof.)  415,  89  N.  W.  170;  Bost- 
wick  V.  Keller,  62  Neb.  815,  87  N.  W. 
1060;  Globe  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Wood, 
58  Neb.  395,  78  N.  W.  721;  Burkett  v. 
Clark,  46  Neb.  466,  64  N.  W.  1113. 

45.  Medland  v.  Van  Etten,  75  Neb. 
794,  106  N.  W.  1022;  Johnson  v.  Colby, 
52  Neb.  327,  72  N.  W.  313;  American 
Inv.  Co.  V.  McGregor,  48  Neb.  779,  67 
N.  W.  785;  Eosenfield  v.  Chada,  10  Neb. 
421,  6  N.  W.  630;  Sessions  v.  Irwin,  8 
Neb.  5.  Compare  EUenbogen  v.  Grif- 
fey, 55  Ark.  268,  18  S.  W.  126. 

fa]  Appraising  Defendant's  Inter- 
est Only. — Appraisers  must  appraise 
the  property  at  its  value  in  money,  and 
deduct  the  liens  therefrom,  specifically 
enumerating  each  lien  and  the  amount 
due  thereon.  It  is  not  sufScient  to  ap- 
praise the  interest  of  the  debtor  there- 
in. Eosenfield  v.  Chada,  10  Neb.  421, 
6  N.  W.  630;  Sessions  v.  Irwin,  8  Neb. 
5. 

[b]  An  error  In  the  appraisement 
whereby  a  tax  lien  was  deducted  twice 
is  without  prejudice  to  the  defendant 
when  the  land  sold  for  more  than  two- 
thirds  of  the  appraised  value.  La  Selle 
V.  Nicholls,  56  Neb.  458,  76  N.  W.  870. 

[c]  In  Nebraska  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  officer  after  calling  an  inquest  of 
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for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintif?,  a  failure  to  do  so  is  not  ground,  for 
vacating  the  appraisement,*"  or  objecting  to  confirmation.*' 

3.  Appraisal  in  Parcels  or  En  Masse.  —  Although  distinct  tracts 
of  land  should  be  separately  appraised,*^  it  is  within  the  discretion 
of  the  court  to  provide  for  appraisem'ent  of  the  premises  in  parcels 
or  en  masse  as  the  best  interests  of  the  parties  may  require.*^ 

4.  Ascertaining  Interest  of  Individual  Defendants.  —  Appraisers 
are  not  required  to  ascertain  the  respective  interests  of  the  different 
defendants  in  the  land  appraised.*" 

6.  Rettjen  or  Ebport.  —  After  the  appraisement,  the  appraisers 
must  make  their  return  or  report**  in  which  the  value  of  the  property 
to  be  sold  must  be  stated.*^  The  appraisers  themselves  may  amend 
their  report  before  it  is  filed,*'  and  may  do  so  by  leave  of  court  after- 
wards.** 


two  disinterested  freeholders  to  apply 
in  writing  to  the  county  elerk  and  other 
named  officials  requesting  them  to  cer- 
tify to  him  the  amount  and  character 
of  all  liens  existing  against  the  realty 
to  be  sold,  prior  to  the  lien  under 
which  he  desires  to  sell.  Burkett  v. 
Clark,  46  Neb.  466,  64  N.  W.  1113. 

46.  Ballou  V.  Sherwood,  58  Neb.  20, 
78  N.  W.  383;  American  Inv.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Gregor, 48  Neb.  779,  67  N.  W.  785; 
Smith  V.  Foxworthy,  39  Neb.  214,  57 
N.  W.  994;  Craig  v.  Stevenson,  15  Neb. 
362,   18   N.   W.   510. 

47.  Ballou  V.  Sherwood,  58  Neb.  20, 
78  N.  W.  383;  American  Inv.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Gregor, 48  Neb.  779,  67  N.  "W.  785; 
Smith  V.  Foxworthy,  39  Neb.  214,  57 
N.  W.  994;  Craig  v.  Stevenson,  15  Neb. 
362,  18  N.  W.  510. 

48.  Kane  v.  Jonasen,  55  Neb.  757,  76 
N.  W.  441;  Laughlin  v.  Schuyler,  1  Neb. 
409. 

[a]  Where  two  lots  constitute  one 
tract  and  have  been  used  as  such,  they 
may  be  appraised  and  sold  together. 
Elgutter  V.  Northwestern  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  500,  30  C.  C.  A.  218; 
Johnson  v.  Colby,  52  Neb.  827,  72  N. 
W.  313. 

49.  Kane  v.  Jonasen,  55  Neb.  757, 
76  N.  W.  441;  Craig  v.  Stevenson,  15 
Neb.  362,  18  N.  W.  510. 

50.  Union  Trust  Co.  V.  King,  8  Neb. 
(Unof.)  155,  91  N.  W.  190;  Wells  v. 
Frazier,  64  Neb.  370,  89  N.  W.  1033. 

[a]  An  appraisement  Is  not  Inval- 
idated because  the  names  of  the  own- 
ers of  the  equity  of  redemption  are 
not  stated  other  than  by  the  designa- 
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tion  "et  al"  after  the  name  of  the 
principal  defendant.  Union  Trust  Co. 
V.  King,  3  Neb.  (Unof.;  155,  91  N.  W. 
190;  Wells  v.  Frazier,  64  Neb.  370,  89 
N.  W.  1033. 

61.  See  Campbell  v.  Clay,  6  Bush 
(Ky.)  498;  Woodcock  v.  Bowman,  4 
Mete.  (Ky.)  40;  Gravitt  v.  Mountz,  27 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  945,  87  S.  W.  304;  Tom- 
linson  v.  McKaig,  5  Gill  (Md.)  256.  And 
see  12  Standard  Pboc.  825. 

[a]  In  Nebraska,  (1)  a  true  copy  of 
the  appraisal  must  be  filed  prior  to 
the  advertisement  of  sale  and  notice, 
with  the  clerk  of  the  court.  Emory  v. 
Boyer,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  1,  95  N.  W.  1061; 
Bostwick  V.  Keller,  62  Neb.  815,  87  N. 
W.  1060;  Walker  v.  Patch,  52  Neb.  763, 
73  N.  W.  228;  Burkett  v.  Clark,  46 
Neb.  466,  64  N.  W.  1113.  (2)  A  copy 
of  the  appraisal  is  deposited  "forth- 
with" within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute, if  filed  the  day  following  the  ap- 
praisal. Wheldon  v.  Cornett,  4  Neb. 
(Unof.)  421,  94  N.  W.  626.  See  also 
Hubbard  v.  Hennessey,  2  Neb.  (Unof.) 
816,  90  N.  W.  220,  four  days. 

52.  Gravitt  v.  Mountz,  27  Ky.  'L. 
Eep.  945,  87  S'.  W.  304. 

[a]  A  report  whicli  fails  to  fls  any 
value  to  the  land  is  a  nullity,  but  ex- 
ceptions filed  long  after  confirmation 
of  the  sale  and  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase price  come  too  late.  Gravitt  v. 
Mountz,  27  Ky.  L.  Eep.  945,  87  S.  W. 
304. 

53.  Ashley  v.  First  Nat.  Bk.,  3  Neb. 
(Unof.)  18,  90  N.  W.  639. 

54.  Ashley  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  3 
Neb.   (Unof.)  18,  90  N.  W.  639. 
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H.  Conclusiveness.  —  The  valuation  placed  by  appraisers  is  con- 
elusive  unless  it  .be  set  aside  for  some  valid  reason.^^ 

1.  Objections.  —  An  appraisement  may  be  set  aside  and  a  new 
one  ordered  upon  a  proper  showing,"*  which  must  be  done,  as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  before  sale,"^  by  a  motion  to  vacate,"^  but  it  cannot  be  done 
in  a  collateral  proceeding."^  If  made  after  sale,  the  objection  can  be 
made  only  on  the  ground  of  fraud.*"  The  objections  must  be  stated 
with  reasonable  certainty.*^ 

Grounds.  —  Mere  irregularities  in  the  appraisement,*^  such  as  a  pre- 
mature,** or  tardy**  appraisement,  irregularity  as  to  the  oath,*"  or 


55.  Wood  V.  Clark,  58  Neb.  115,  78 
N.  W.  396;  Jarrett  v.  Hoover,  54  Neb. 
65,  74  N.  W.  429;  Nye  &  Schneider  Co. 
V.  Fahrenholz,  49  Neb.  276,  68  N.  W. 
498,  59  Am.  St.  Eep.  540;  Vought  v. 
Foxworthy,  38  Neb.  790,  57  N.  W.  538. 
See  also  the  following:  Ky. — Miles  v. 
Lyons,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1727,  50  S.  W. 
15.  La. — Brwin  v.  Chaffe,  51  La.  Ann. 
41,  24  So.  596.  Neb.— Adler  &  Sons 
Clothing  Co.  v.  Hellman,  4  Neb. 
(Unof.)  557,  95  N.  "W.  467;  Hartwiek  v. 
Woods,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  103,  93  N.  W. 
415;  Taylor  v.  Eeis,  2  Neb.  (Unof.) 
533,  89  N.  W.  374;  Cole  v.  WiUard,  62 
Neb.  839,  88  N.  "W.  134;  Omaha  Loan  & 
Trust  Co.  V.  Fitzpatriek,  59  Neb.  303, 
80  N.  W.  907;  Lockwood  v.  Cook,  58 
Neb.  304,  78  N.  W.  1118;  Nelson  v.  Ail- 
ing, 58  Neb.  606,  79  N.  "W.  162. 

56.  Amato  v.  Ermann,  47  La.  Ann. 
967,  17  So.  505;  Ashley  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  3  Neb.  (Unof.)  18,  90  N.  W. 
639. 

[a]  But  where  no  attack  has  been 
made  on  an  appraisement,  and  no  legal 
reasons  existed  therefor,  the  court  is 
not  authorized  in  setting  it  aside. 
Kampman  v.  Nicewaner,  60  Neb.  208, 
82  N.  W.  623. 

57.  Ky. — Harris  v.  Gunnell,  10  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  419,  9  S.  W.  376.  La.— Lam- 
bert V.  De  Santos,  10  La.  Ann.  725. 
Neb. — ^Lewis  v.  Morearty,  75  Neb.  316, 
106  N.  W.  447;  Nebraska  Loan  &  Trust 
Co.  1}.  Diekerson,  1  Neb.  (Unof.)  622, 
95  N.  W.  774;  Emory  v.  Boyer,  2  Neb. 
(Unof.)  1,  95  N.  W.  1061;  Unland  v. 
Crane,  63  Neb.  451,  88  N.  W.  667  (that 
appraiser  was  not  disinterested) ;  Ins. 
Co.  of  North  America  v.  Ackerman,  61 
Neb.  312,  85  N.  W.  287;  Scottish  Am. 
Mort.  Co.  V.  Nye,  58  Neb.  661,  79  N. 
W.  553;  Smith  Bros.  Co.  v.  Weiss,  56 
Neb.  210,  76  N.  W.  564;  Burkett  v. 
Clark,  46  Neb.  466,  64  N.  W.  1113. 

47 


58.  See  United  States  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Hanson,  1  Neb.  (Unof.)  87,  95  N.  W, 
364. 

[a]  Motion    To    Vacate    iU>pralse- 

ment.— The  objection  that  liens  were 
erroneously  deducted  must  be  raised  be- 
fore the  sale  by  motion.  United  States 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Hanson,  1  Neb.  (Unof.) 
87,  95  N.  W.  364. 

[b]  Objection  that  an  appraisal  la 
too  low  must  be  made  by  motion  to 
vacate  the  appraisement  filed  before 
the  sale  takes  place.    Hartsuflf  v.  Huss, 

2  Neb.  (Unof.)  145,  95  N.  W.  1070; 
Hamer  v.  MeFaggan,  51  Neb.  227,  70 
N.  W.  937;  Overall  v.  McShane,  49  Neb. 
64,  68  N.  W.  383. 

59.  Trowbridge  v.  Cunningham,  63 
Kan.  847,  6^6  Pac.  1015. 

60.  Harris  v.  Gunnell,  10  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  419,  9  S.  W.  376;  Lewis  v.  Mo- 
rearty, 75  Neb.  316,  106  N.  W.  447; 
Phoenix  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Williams, 

3  Neb.  (Unof.)  79,  90  N.  W.  756; 
Omaha  L.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Borders,  3  Neb. 
(Unof.)  3,  90  N.  W.  642;  Ins.  Co.  of 
North  America  v.  Ackerman,  61  Neb. 
312,  85  N.  W.  287;  Mills  v.  Hamer,  55 
Neb.  445,  75  N.  W.  1105;  Best  v.  Zu- 
tavern,  53  Neb.  619,  74  N.  W.  81.  See 
Booker  v.  Louisville,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
497,  76  S.  W.  18. 

61.  Union  Savings  Bank  v.  Lincoln 
N.  University,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  70,  93 
N.  W.  408. 

62.  See  Terry  v.  Swinford,  19  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  712,  41  S.  W.  553. 

[a]  That  the  appraisers  were  not  as 
well  acquainted  with  the  land  as  they 
should  have  been,  will  not  invalidate 
the  sale.  Terry  v.  Swinford,  19  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  712,  41  8.  W.  553. 

63.  Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181, 
26  8.  W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  572. 

64.  Bobb  V.  Barnum,  59  Mo.  394. 

65.  Moore  v.  Wingate,  53  Mo.  398; 
McVey  v.  McVey,  51  Mo.  406. 
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in  the  selection  of  an  appraiser,^^  or  an  irregularity  in  that  the  ap- 
praisal was  not  made  by  the  statutory  number  of  appraisers,®^  are 
not  sufficient  to  invalidate  the  sale,  and  set  it  aside. 

J.  New  Appraisement.  —  A  new  appraisement  may  sometimes  be 
awarded  when  the  ofBcer  is  unable  to  sell  for, the  price  required.'^ 
Some  statutes,  however,  provide  that  a  new  appraisement  can  be  made 
only  where  land  has  been  twice  offered  for  sale  and  not  sold  for 
want  of  bidders,^®  or  unless  the  first  appraisement  has  been  vacated 
by  the  eourt.^"  If  the  court  in  setting  aside  a  sale  retains  the  first 
appraisement  and  directs  a  sale  under  it,  a  new  appraisement  is  not 
necessary.'^, 

VII.  ADVERTISEMENT  OR  NOTICE  OP  SALE.  —  A.  Necessity 
FOE.  —  Inasmuch  as  the  object  of  the  notice  is  to  inform  the  public 
that  a  sale  of  certain  property  will  occur,  to  invite  them  to  the  sale,'^ 
and  to  secure  the  best  possible  price  for  the  property,^*  it  is  gen- 
erally required  that  a  proper  notice  of  a  judicial  sale  must  be  given.''* 


66.  Brockway  v.  Pomeroy,  75  Neb. 
704,  106  N.  W.  781,  where  no  injury  or 
prejudice  is  shown.  ' 

67.  Terry  v.  Swinford,  19  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  712,  41  S.  W.  553;  Johnson  v. 
Beazley,  65  Mo.  250,  27  Am.  Eep.  276. 

68.  Schulz  V.  Hasse,  227  111.  156,  81 
N.  E.  50. 

[a]  In  a  partition  suit,  where  the 
master  was  unable  to  sell  for  the  price 
named  in  the  decree,  the  court  should 
adopt  sqine  plan  to  sell  the  property 
that  will  be  just  and  fair.  It  may  in 
its  discretion  appoint  commissioners  to 
partition  the  property,  or  if  the  prop- 
erty cannot  be  partitioned  without  preju- 
dice, to  make  a  new  appraisement. 
Schulz  V.  Hasse,  227  111.  156,  81  N.  E. 
50. 

[b]  When  a  purchaser  at  a  judicial 
sale  falls  to  pay  his  sale  bonds  and  a 
second  sale  is  made  to  satisfy  them, 
an  appraisement  before  the  second  sale 
is  not  necessary.  Wigginton  v.  Nehan, 
25  Ky;  L.  Eej.  617,  76  8.  W.  196;  Mo- 
Kee  V.  Stein's  Guardian,  91  Ky.  240,  16 
S.  W.  383. 

69.  Wilson  ■».  New,  4  Neb.  (TJnof.) 
348,  93  N.  W.  941;  Lombard  v.  Pasusta, 
2  Neb.  (Unof.)  496,  89  N.  W.  255; 
Thompson  v.  Purcell,  63  Neb.  445,  88 
N.  "W.  778;  Garstens  v.  Eller,  60  Neb. 
460,  83  N.  W.  743;  Kampman  v.  Nice- 
waner,  60  Neb.  208,  82  N.  W.  623; 
Johnson  v.  Colby,  52  Neb.  327,  72  N, 
W.  313;  Burkett  v.-  Clarke,  46  Neb.  466, 
64  N.  W.  1113. 

70.  Thompson  v.  Purcell,   63   Neb, 
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445,  88  N.  W.  778;  Beardsley  v.  Hig- 
man,  58  Neb.  257,  78  N.  W.  510. 

[a]  On  Alias  Order  of  Sale. — Where 
land  was  sold  under  an  order  of  sale 
and  the  sale  vacated  for  irregularities, 
and  the  court  issued  an  alias  order 
of  sale  on  which  there  was  a  new  and 
higher  appraisement,  the  making  of  the 
second  appraisement  was  not  a  valid 
objection  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagor 
to  the  confirmation  of  the  sale.  Ne- 
braska Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Hamer,  40 
Neb.  281,  58  N.  W.  695. 

71.  Beardsley  v.  Higman,  58  Neb. 
257,  78  N.  W.  510, 

72.  Ky. — Jarboe  v.  Colvin,  4  Bush 
70.  Neb.— State  v.  HoUiday,  35  Neb. 
327,  53  N.  W.  142.  S.  C— BaUy  v. 
BaUy,  9  Eieh.  Eq.  392. 

73.  Palmour  v.  Eoper,  119  Ga.  10, 
45  S.  E.  790;  Sowards  v.  Pritehett,  37 
111.  517. 

74.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  XJ.  S. — Evers  v.  Wat- 
son, 156  TJ.  8.  527,  15  Sup.  Ct.  430,  39 
L.  ed.  520;  United  States  Bank  v. 
Eitchie,  8  Pet.  128,  8  L.  ed.  890.  CaL 
Halleck  «.  Moss,  17  Gal.  339.  111.— So- 
wards V.  Pritehett,  37  111.  517;  Eeynolds 
V.  Wilson,  15  111.  394,  60  Am.  Dee. 
753.  Ky.— Clark  v.  Bell,  4  Dana  15; 
Terry  v.  Swinford,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  712, 
41  8.  W.  553.  Me.  — Tracy  v. 
Eoberts,  88  Me.  310,  34  Atl.  68, 
51  Am.  St.  Eep.  394.  Md.— Glenn 
V.  Wootten,  3  Md.  Ch.  514.  Mass. 
Thomas  v.  Le  Baron,  8  Mete.  355.  Minn. 
McCord  V.  Sullivan,  85  Mion,  344,  88 
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This  prerequisite  cannot  be  dispensed  with  by  any  provision  in  the 
decree,'"  nor  can  a  non-compliance  with  it  be  subsequently  cured  by 
statuteJ^ 

B.  "Who  Mat  Give  Notice.  —  It  has  been  held  that  the  notice 
should  be  given  by  the  person  directed  to  make  the  sale/'' 

C.  Form  of  Notice.'^s  —  1.  Title  of  Court  and  Cause.  —  The  ad- 
vertisement of  the  sale  should  give  a  short  style  of  the  cause,'*  but 
an  omission  thereof  will  not  render  the  sale  irregular.*" 

2.  Description  of  Property.  —  The  notice  should  give  a  short  de- 
scription of  the  property  to  be  sold  sufficient  to  identify  it,*^  but  a 
description  pointing  out  the  property  with  reasonable  certainty  is  all 


N.  W.  989,  89  Am.  St.  Eep.  561;  Hart- 
ley V.  Croze,  38  Minn.  325,  37  N.  W. 
449.  Miss. — ^Laughman  v.  Thompson,  6 
Smed.  &  M.  259;  Smith  v.  Denson,  2 
Smed.  &  M.  326.  Mo. — Valle  v.  Flem- 
ing, 19  Mo.  454,  61  Am.  Dec.  566.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Philip,  95  Misc.  709,  160  N.  Y. 
Supp.  49.  Pa. — Taylor  v.  Hoyt,  2 
Monag.  206,  15  Atl.  892.  S.  C— Baily 
V.  Baily,  9  Rich.  Eq.  392.  Tenn. — ^Eucker 
V.  Moore,  1  Heisk.  726.  Utah. — In  the 
matter  of  Walker's  Estate,  6  Utah  369, 
23  Pae.  930.  W.  Va. — Thompson  v. 
Buffalo  L.  &  C.  Co.,  88  S.  E.  1040; 
Seott  V.  Ludington,  14  W.  Va.  387. 
See  12  Standard  Pkoc.  827. 

[a]  Where  Sale  Is  Private. — ^In  In- 
diana, under  statute,  when  the  sale  is 
private  no  notice  is  necessary.  Max- 
well V.  Campbell,  45  Ind.  360;  Worth- 
ington  V.  Duncan,  41  Ind.  515;  Bice  v. 
Cleghorn,  21  Ind.  80. 

[b]  Advertisement  of  Property  Not 
Sold. — ^But  the  failure  of  the  sheriff  to 
legally  advertise  and  offer  for  siale 
property  which  was  not  sold  for  want 
of  bidders  will  not  invalidate  a  subse- 
quent sale  made  under  another  order 
to  which  no  objection  is  made.  Empkie 
«.  McLean,  15  Neb.  629,  19  N.  W.  593. 

[e]  Whether  the  want  of  notice  pre- 
vented competition  or  not,  or  was  by 
design  or  accident,  can  make  no  dif- 
ference. Sowards  v.  Pritchett,  37  111. 
517. 

As  to  effect  of  failure  to  give,  and 
defects  in,  see    infra,  VII,  F, 

As  to  notice  of  adjourned  sale,  see 
infra,  IX,  A,  3,  b. 

Directing  notice  in  decree,  see  supra, 
IV,  D,  7. 

75.  United  States  Bank  v.  Biteble, 
8  Pet.  (U,  a)  128,  8  L.  ed.  890, 


76.  McCord  v.  Sullivan,  85  Minn. 
344,  88  N.  W.  989,  89  Am.  St.  Eep. 
561,  since  it  is  jurisdictional. 

77.  Price  v.  Simpson,  8  Ky.  L.  Eepi 
327. 

[a]  It  Is  the  duty  of  the  commis- 
sioner to  advertise  the  property,  and 
the  practice  of  employing  others  to 
post  the  advertisements  directed  by  the 
court  ought  not  to  be  tolerated.  If 
he  has  not  done  so  himself  he  must  be 
able  when  he  makes  his  report  to  state 
from  his  own  knowledge  that  the  ad- 
vertising was  properly  done.  Price  v. 
Simpson,  «  Ky.  L.  Eep.  327. 

78.  Form  of  notice  of  sale  under 
foreclosure  or  partition,  see  9  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  750. 

79.  Baxter  v.  Finlay,  1  Ch.  Cham- 
bers (U.  C.)  230.  See  Springer  v.  Iiaw, 
185  111.  542,  57  N.  E.  435,  76  Am.  St. 
Eep.  57. 

80.  Bay  v.  Oliver,  6  Paige  (N.  T.) 

489. 

[a]  Where  Name  of  Parties  Was 
Omitted. — Cunningham  v.  Schley,  6  Gill 
(Md.)  207.  See  Farr  v.  Sims,  Eich.  Eq. 
Gas.  (S.  C.)  122,  24  Am.  Dec.  396. 

81.  Ky.— Terry  v.  Swinford,  19  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  712,  41  S.  W.  553.  Mass.— New 
England  Hospital  v.  Sohier,  115  Mass. 
50.  Mich. — Griswfld  v.  Fuller,  33 
Mich.  268.  Mo.— Noland  v.  Bank  of 
lice's  Summit,  129  Mo.  57,  31  S.  W. 
341.  Neb. — ^Morrison  v.  Lincoln  Sav. 
Bank  &  S.  D.  Co.,  1  Neb.  (Unof.)  449, 
96  N.  W.  230;  Leigh  v.  Green,  64  Neb. 
533,  90  N.  W.  255,  101  Am.  St.  Eep. 
592.  S.  C. — Farr  v.  Sims,  Eich.  Eq. 
Cas.  122,  24  Am.  Dec.  396.  Tex. 
lexas  Savings  Loan  Assn.  v.  Seitzler, 
12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  551,  34  S.  W.  348. 
W.  Va.— Bradford  v.  McConihay,  15  W. 
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that  is  required.*^  It  is  generally  sufficient  to  describe  the  property 
as  it  is  described  in  the  decree  or  mortgage  under  which  the  sale  is 
made.*'    Abbreviations  mjay  be  used.** 

Facts  Affecting  Value  of  Property. —  All  improvements  on  the  prop- 
erty,*^ other  facts  tending  to  enhance  its  value  and  attract  bidders,*' 
and  easements  to  which  it  is  subject,*^  should  be  set  out  in  the  notice, 
but  it  has  been  held  unnecessary  to  state  the  several  deeds  creating 
incumbrances  on  it.** 

3.  Amormt  of  Debt.  —  The  amount  of  the  debt  for  which  the  land 
is  to  be  sold  should  be  stated,*^  but  in  the  absence  of  statute  requiring 
it,  an  omission  of  this  requirement  will  not  invalidate  the  sale.^" 


Va.  732.    Can.— Baxter  v.  Finlay,  1  Ch, , 
Chamb.  (U.  C)  230. 

[a]  Description  Held  Sufficient, 
Wyman  v.  Hooper,  2  Gray  (Mass.)  141. 

[b]  A  description  whicli  gives  no- 
tice vrtiere  the  property  is  and  enables 
a  prospective  purchaser  to  find  it  for 
examination  is  sufficient.  Mahoney  v. 
Maekubin,  52  Md.  357. 

fc]  An  advertisement  showing  tliat 
the  property  was  situated  in  a  particular 
district  in  a  named  county,  that  it  con- 
tained 200  acres  more  or  less,  and  was 
called  "Pleasant  Prospect,"  and  as- 
sessed in  the  name  of  J.  d.  is  a  suffi- 
cient description.  Cooper  v.  Holmes, 
71  Md.  20,  17  Atl.  711. 

[d]  The  failure  of  the  notice  of  sale 
to  properly  describe  the  land  was  a 
mere  irregularity,  and  did  not  deprive 
the  court  of  .iurisdiction  to  make  the 
sale.  Robertson  v.  Johnson,  57  Tex. 
62,  64;  Davis  v.  Touchstone,  45  Tex. 
490;  Pitzwilliams  v.  Davie,  18  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  81,  43  S.  W.  840. 

82.  StuU  V.  Seymour,  63  Neb.  87,  88 
N.  W.  174;  Pearson  v.  Badger  Lumber 
Co.,  60  Neb.  167,  82  N.  W.  374. 

83.  Cal. — Anglo-Calif ornian  Bank  v. 
Cerf,  142  Cal.  303,  75  Pac.  902.  Mass. 
Model  Lodging  House  Assn.  v.  Boston, 
114  Mass.  133.  Neb. — Miller  v.  Lan- 
ham,  35  Neb.  886,  53  N.  W.  1010. 

84.  Bansemer  v.  Mace,  18  Ind.  27, 
81  Am.  Dec.  344. 

[a]  An  abbreviation  "w.  hf.  of  the 
n.  w.  qr.  of  sec.  35,  in  t.  23,  n.,  of  r. 
4,  w.,  etc."  is  a  sufSteient  description. 
Bansemer  v.  Mace,  18  Ind.  27,  81  Am. 
Dec.  344. 

85.  Howard  ■».  Eidbut,  1  Ch.  Chamb. 
(U.  C.)  244;  Baxter  v.  Finlay,  1  Ch. 
Chamb.   (U.   C.)    230. 

[a]  If  all  the  Improvements  are  not 
set  out,  the  advertisement  will  be  "re- 
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f erred  to  a  master  for  resettlement  and 
a  new  dav  appointed.  Howard  v.  Bid- 
out,  1  Ch.  Chamb.  (U.  C.)  244. 

86.  See  Chadwick  v.  Patterson,  14 
Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  132,  2  Phila.  275;  Me- 
Alpine  v.  Young,  2  Ch.  Chamb.  (U.  C.) 
171. 

[a]  Existence  of  Lease. — The  omis- 
sion in  an  advertisement  to  state  that 
the  premises  are  leased  advantageously 
is  good  ground  for  staying  the  sale. 
McAlpine  v.  Young,  2  Ch.  Chamb.  (U. 
C.)    171. 

[b]  An  outlet  on  an  alley  is  an  im- 
portant advantage  which  should  be 
described.  Chadwick  v.  Patterson,  2 
Phila.    (Pa.)    275. 

87.  In  re  Estate  of  Whiteman,  36 
Leg.  Int.   (Pa.)   286,  13  Phila.  249. 

[a]  A  notice  at  the  sale  that  the 
property  will  be  sold  free  of  incum- 
brances is  calculated  to  mislead  and 
will  be  ground  for  setting  aside  the  sale 
where  the  property  is  subject  to  an 
easement  not  referred  to  in  the  notice. 
But  an  omission  to  designate  the  ex- 
istence of  an  easement  to  which  the 
land  is  subject  is  not  such  a  misdescrip- 
tion as  will  avoid  the  sale  where  the 
existence  of  the  easement  is  ascertain- 
able by  recourse  to  the  public  records 
and  actual  measurement.  In  re  Estate 
of  Whiteman,  36  Leg.  Int.  (Pa.)  286, 
13  Phila.   249. 

88.  Cunningham  v.  Schley,  6  Gill 
(Md.)'  207;  Gibbs  v.  Cunningham,  1 
Md.  Ch.  44. 

89.  Terry  v.  Swinford,  19  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  712,  41  S.  W.  553.  See  Springer 
V.  Law,  185  111.  542,  57  N.  E.  435,  76 
Am.  St.  Rep.  57. 

90.  Iowa  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Estate 
of  Devall,  63  Neb.  826,  89  N.  W.  381; 
Dederick  v.  Gillespie,  63  Neb.  422,  88 
N.  W.  659;  Amoskeag  Savings  Bank  v. 
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4.  Statement  as  to  Sale  Itself.  —  The  time,"  giving  the  hour 
thereof,"^  the  place,®^  and  the  terms  of  the  sale,"*  must  be  stated  in 
the  notice,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  state  that  the  land  will  be  sold 
in  parcels,  even  when  the  decree  has  directed  it  to  be  sold  in  that 
manner."^ 

5.  Signature.  —  The  notice  should  be  signed.*^ 


Bobbins,  53  Neb.  776,  74  N.  W.  261; 
Stratton  v.  Eeisdorph,  35  Neb.  314,  53 
N,  W.  136.  See  Dewitz  v.  Joyce-Pruitt 
Co.,  20  N.  M.  572,  151  Pae.  237. 

[a]  The  informality  in  a.  notice  by 
reason  of  a  failure  to  state,  in  terms, 
the  amount  of  principal  and  interest, 
■where  the  sum  is  stated  as  the  amount 
for  which  the  property  will  be  sold,  is 
not  sufficient  to  avoid  the  sale.  De- 
witz V.  Joyee-Pruitt  Co.,  20  N.  M.  572, 
151  Pac.  237. 

91.  Blodgett  V.  Hitt,  29  Wis.  169. 
[a]    A  notice  dated  Dee.  7  and  stajt- 

ing  that  the  sale  would  take  place  on 
the  28th  -day  of  Dee.  next  is  valid. 
Gray  v.  Shaw,  14  Mo.  341. 

92.  Bondurant  v.  Bondurant,  251  HI. 
324,  96  N.  E.  306;  Trustees  of  Schools 
V.  Snell,  19  III.  156,  68  Am.  Dec.  586; 
Coxe  V.  Halsted,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  311. 

[a]  The  omission  to  name  the  hour 
did  not  vitiate  the  sale  where  it  was 
fairly  conducted  at  the  usual  hour  for 
foreclosure  sales,  there  being  no  fraud- 
ulent intent  and  no  injury.  Thorwarth 
V.  Armstrong,  20  Minn.  464. 

[b]  That  (1)  the  sale  will  be  made 
between  certain  named  hours  of  the 
business  portion  of  the  day  is  a  sufl- 
cient  statement  of  the  time  (Burr  v, 
Borden,  61  III.  389;  Trustees  of  Schools 
V.  Snell,  19  111.  156,  68  Am.  Deo.  586; 
Coxe  V.  Halsted,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  311),  al- 
though (2)  it  would  be  more  proper  to 
state'  the  exact  hour.  Ooxe  t).  Halsted, 
2  N.  J.  Eq.  811. 

93.  Minn. — ^Bottineau  v.  Aetna  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  31  Minn.  125,  16  N.  W.  849. 
N.  Y. — Burnet  v.  Denniston,  5  Johns. 
Ch.  35.  Wis. — Midlothian  Iron  Min. 
Co.  V.  Dahlby,  108  Wis.  195,  84  N.  W. 
152;  Blodgett  v.  Hitt,  29  Wis.  169. 

fia]  Naming  City. — A  notice  desig- 
nating "Duluth,  in  the,  county  of  St. 
Louis,"  the  place  not  being  otherwise 
designated,  is  insufScient,  and  the  sale 
thereunder  void.  Hartley  v.  Croze,  38 
Minn.  325,  37,  N.  W.  449. 

[b]    Illustrations. — (1)  A  notice  des- 


ignating the  place  as  "in  front  of  the 
office  of  the  register  of  deeds  in  the 
county  of  Fillmore"  sufSpiently  desig- 
nates the  place.  Merrill  v.  Nelson,  18 
Minn.  366.  (2)  "At  the  front  door 
of  the  courthouse,  in  the  city  of  St. 
Paul"  sufficiently  designates  the  place. 
Thorwarth  v.  Armstrong,  20  Minn.  464; 
Golcher  v.  Brisbin,  20  Minn.  453.  (3J 
A  notice  stating  the  sale  would  be  held 
at  the  courthouse  where  the  statute  re- 
quires the  sale  to  be  at  the  auditor's 
office  is  valid  in  the  absence  of  a  show- 
ing that  anyone  was  misled.  Whitney 
V.  Bailey,  88  Minn.  247,  92  N.  W.  974. 
[c]  The  designation  of  an  impos- 
sible place,  such  as  "the  front  door  of 
the  courthouse"  when  there  was  in 
fact  no  courthouse  in  the  village,  or 
place  known  as  such,  amounts  to  no 
notice  at  all,  and  such  notice  and  a 
sale  thereunder  is  void.  Bottineau  v. 
Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.,  31  Minn.  125,  16 
N.  W.  849.   , 

94.  Abell  «.  Duparey,  1  Kj.  Op.  40; 
Farr  v.  Sims,  Eich.  Eq.  Cas.  (S.  C.) 
122,  24  Am.  Dec.  396.  Contra,  Paine  v. 
Fox,  16  Mass.  129. 

95.  Hoffman  v.  Burke,  21  Hun  (N. 
Y.)    580. 

[a]  Notice  of  Separate  Sale. — Where 
the  decree  requires  the  lots  to  be  sold 
separately,  the  published  notice  need 
not  specially  state  that  the  lots  will 
thus  be  sold,  when  the  notice  does  con- 
tain the  information  that  the  lots  will 
be  sold  in  the  manner  provided  by  the 
decree.  Carstens  v.  EUer,  60  Neb.  460, 
83  N.  W.  743. 

[b]  If  an  interested  party  wishes 
such  specification  he  must  request  it  in 
good  season.  Hoffman  v.  Burke,  21 
Hun  (N.  T.)  580. 

96.  Coxe  V.  Halsted,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  311. 
[a]    Failure  of  the  commissioner  to 

sign  his  name  above  the  words  "Mas- 
ter Commissioner"  on  the  posted  no- 
tices, if  the  notices  were  otherwise 
sufficient,  is'  not  ground  for  setting 
aside  the  sale.    AUsop  v.  Deposit  Bank 
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D.  Manner  of  Giving  Notice.  —  1.  In  Greneral.  —  The  manner 
of  giving  notice  is  generally  regulated  by  statute,^^  or  by  the  order 
or  decree  of  sale.®®  Notice  may  be  given  by  publication  in  news- 
papers,^ by  posting  the  notice  in  conspicuous  places,^  in  places  desig- 
nated by  the  order^  and  sometimes  by  personal  service.* 

2.  Publication.  ^  a.  In  General.  —  In  some  jurisdictions,  there 
being  no  statute  regulating  the  time  and  manner  of  giving  notice,  such 
matters  are  within  the  discretion  of  the  court  granting  the  decree  of 
sale,"  and  are,  as  a  rule,  stated  in  the  decree."  Where  such  is  the 
case,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  ofiicer  directed  to  make  the  sale  to  proceed 
in  pursuance  to  the  decree,'    If  the  statute  regulates  the  time  and 


of  Owensboro,  24  Ky.  L.  Rep.  762,  69 
S.  W.  1102. 

[b]  Whether  the  name  is  signed  by 
himself,  or  printed,  or  signed  by  an- 
other is  immaterial.  Coze  v.  Ealsted, 
2  N.  J.  Eq.  311. 

98.  See  the  statutes. 

99.  See  notes  and  cases  following. 

1.  Parrat  v.  Neligh,  7  Neb.  456.  See 
infra,  VII,  D,  2. 

2.  ni.— Quick  V.  Collins,  197  111.  391, 
64  N.  B.  288;  Wilson  v.  Ford,  190  IB. 
614,  60  N.  E.  876.  Ind.— Meredith  v. 
Chancey,  59  Ind.  466.  Ky. — Harris  v. 
Gunnell,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  419,  9  S.  W. 
376.  Mich. — Dexter  v.  Cranston,  41 
Mich.  448,  2  N.  W.  674.  Tenn.— God- 
dard  v.  Cox,  1  Lea  112. 

[a]  Posting  Out  of  Ward. — A  sale 
duly  confirmed  will  not  be  set  aside  in 
a  collateral  proceeding  because  the  no- 
tices of  sale  were  not  posted  in  three 
public  places  in  the  ward  as  provided 
by  statute,  but  were  posted  in  three 
public  places  just  outside  the  ward. 
Averill  v.  Jackson  City  Bank,  114 
Mich.  20,  72  N.  W.  15. 

[b]  Publication  as  Posting. — ^Where 
the  decree  orders  that  notice  be  pub- 
lished by  posting,  publication  in  a 
newspaper  does  not  satisfy  this  re- 
quirement. Halleck  v.  Moss,  17  Cal. 
339;  Augustine  v.  Doud,  1  HI.  App. 
588. 

[c]  In  Kentucky,  posting  of  notices 
is  not  required  when  the  sale  is  by  a 
master  commissioner.  Scott  v.  Graves, 
153  Ky.  221,  154  S.  W.  1084. 

3.  Wilson  V.  Ford,  190  HI.  614,  60 
N.  E.  876;  Watson's  Admr.  v.  Violett, 
2  Duv.   (Ky.)   332. 

[a]  Three  Public  Places. — A  re- 
quirement that  the  notice  of  foreelos- 
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ure  sale  be  put  up  in  three  public 
places  means  that  it  shall  be  put  in  the 
places  best  calculated  to  bring  the  no- 
tice home  to  the  mortgagor  and  to  all 
persons  most  likely  to  attend  as  pur- 
chasers. Denning  v.  Smith,  3  Johns. 
Ch.   (N.  Y.)   332. 

4    See  infra,  VU,  D,  3. 

5.  m.— Quick  V.  ColUns,  197  111.  391, 
64  N.  E.  288;  Gould  v.  Garrison,  48  HI. 
258;  Sowards  v.  Pritchett,  37  111.  517, 
524.  Ky.— Scott  v.  Graves,  153  Ky. 
221,  154  S.  W.  1084.  Miss.— See  Guise 
V.  Middleton,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch.  89,  desig- 
nation by  counsel  subject  to  approval 
of  court.  N.  J. — Parker  v.  Allen  (N, 
J.  Eq.;,  4  Atl.  300.  S.  O.—Ex  parte 
Alexander,  35  S.  C.  409,  14  S.  E.  854; 
Bulow  V.  Witte,  8  S.  C.  308;  BaUy  v. 
Baily,  9  Rich.  Eq.  392. 

[a]  The  statute  as  to  notice  under 
execution  sales  does  not  apply  to  judi- 
cial sales.  Gould  v.  Garrison,  48  HI. 
258;  Threadgill  v.  Colcord,  16  Okla. 
447,  85  Pac.  703. 

[b]  In  Kentucky  the  code  provides 
that  judicial  sales  shall  be  made  after 
such  notice  as  the  court  may  direct. 
The  only  limitations  on  the  power  of 
the  court  are  §14a  of  Ky.  Sts.  and  the 
requirement  that  the  advertisement 
shall  be  reasonably  sufllcient  to  proper- 
ly advertise  the  sale.  Scott  v.  Graves. 
153  Ky.  221,  154  8.  W.  1084. 

6.  Whether  decree  must  direct  no- 
tice, see  supra,  IV,  D,  7. 

7.  HI.— Quick  V.  Collins,  197  HI.  391, 
64  N.  E.  288;  Gould  v.  Garrison,  48  111. 
258;  Reynolds  v.  Wilson,  15  ill.  394, 
60  Am.  Dee.  753;  Augustine  v.  Doud, 
1  111.  App.  588.  la.— Frazier  v.  Steen- 
rod,  7  Iowa  339,  71  Am.  Dee.  447.  Ky. 
Williams   v.   Woodruff,    1    Duv.    257; 
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manner  of  giving  notice,*  the  statute  must  be  complied  with,"  and  the 
officer  has  no  power  to  sell  until  such  compliance."  But  it  is  im- 
material if  a  longer  notice  be  given.^^ 

b.  The  Newspaper.  —  A  newspaper  in  which  a  notice  of  sale  may 
be  published  has  been  defined  to  be  a  publication,  usually  in  sheet 
form,  intended  for  general  circulation,  and  published  regularly  at 
short  intervals,  containing  intelligence  of  current  events  and  news  of 
general  interest.^^    The  selection  of  the  newspaper  in  the  absence  of 


Hahn  v.  Pindell,  1  Bush  538;  Terry  v. 
Swinford,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  712,  41  S.  W. 
553.  Md.— Conroy  v.  Carroll,  82  Md. 
127,  33  Atl.  423;  Glenn  v.  "Wootten,  3 
Md.  Ch.  514.  Okla.— Threadgill  v.  Ool- 
cord,  16  Okla.  447,  85  Pae.  703.  S.  O. 
Baily  v.  Baily,  9  Rich.  Eq.  392. 

8.  See  generally  the  statutes,  aid 
Gleason  v.  Boone,  123  Ark.  523,  185 
S.  W.  1093. 

[a]  The  mode  of  giving  notice  pre- 
scribed in  the  deed  of  trust  takes  the 
place  of  that  prescribed  by  the  statute. 
Atkinson  v.  Washington,  etc.  College, 
54  W.  Va.  32,  46  8.  E.  253. 

9.  U.  S. — Guaranty  Trust  Oo.  ■». 
Green  Cove  Spring  E.  Co.,  139  IT.  S. 
137,  148,  11  Sup.  Ct.  512,  35  L.  ed. 
116;  Early  v.  Doe  ex  dem.  Eomans,  16 
How.  610,  14  L.  ed.  1079.  Cal.— Hell- 
man  V.  Merz,  112  Cal.  661,  44  Pao. 
1079.  Iia. — Gernon  v.  Bestick,  15  La. 
Ann.  697.  Minn. — ^Hartley  v.  Croze,  38 
Minn.  325,  37  N.  W.  449.  Neb.— Law- 
son  V.  Gibson,  18  Neb.  137,  24  N.  W. 
447.  N.  M.—ilompeo'e,  however,  Dewitz 
V.  Joyce-Pruitt  Co.,  20  N.  M.  572,  151 
Pac.  237.  Wis. — ^Pinkerton  v.  Gates 
Land  Co.,  118  Wis.  514,  95  N.  W.  1089; 
Chippewa  Eiver  L.  Co.  v.  Gates  Land 
Co.,  118  Wis.  345,  94  N.  W.  37,  95  N. 
W.  954;  McCrubb  1?.  Bray,  36  Wis. 
333. 

[a]  Variance  Between  Order  and 
Statute. — ^Where  the  statute  required 
the  publication  to  be  in  a  daily  news- 
paper printed  in  the  county  and  cir- 
culating in  the  town  of  New  Haven, 
and  the  order  of  the  court  only  re- 
quired the  publication  in  a  newspaper 
published  in  the  county,  but  such  no- 
tice was  in  fact  inserted  in  a  daily 
paper  published  in  New  Haven,  the 
actual  compliance  with  the  law  ren- 
dered the  sale  valid,  in  spite  of  the 
defect  in  the  order.  Lawrence's  Ap- 
peal, 49  Conn.  411. 

10.  Vaughn  V.  Newman,  221  HI.  576, 
77  N.  E.  1.106,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  203; 


Eeyn»lds  v.  Wilson,  15  HI.  394,  60  Am. 
Dec.  753. 

11.  Morton  v.  Carroll,  68  Miss.  699, 
9  So.  896;  Taylor  v. ,  Coots,  32  Neb. 
30,  48  N.  W.  964,  29  Am.  St.  Eep. 
426. 

12.  Hull  V.  King,  38  Minn.  349,  37 
N.  W.  792;  Hanscom  v.  Meyer,  60  Neb. 
68,  82  N.  W.  114,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  507, 
48  L.  E.  A.  409. 

[a]  "The  daily  and  weekly  news- 
papers common  to  all  parts  of  the 
country,  of  general  circulation  among 
the  people,  without  regard  to  class, 
vocation  or  calling,  devoted  to  the 
gathering  and  dissemination  of  news 
of  current  events  of  interest  to  all, 
and  usually  espousing  and  advocating 
principles  of  some  political  party  with 
persistency,  if  not  at  all  times  with 
consistency,  are,  without  doubt,  news- 
papers within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute." But  publications,  such  as  lit- 
erary, scientific,  religious,  medical,  and 
legal  journals,  that  are  obviously  for 
but  one  class  of  people  and  that  class 
always  but  a  small  part  of  the  entire 
public,  are  not  newspapers,  within  the 
legal  and  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
word.  If,  however,  the  paper  in  ques- 
tion has  the  distinguishing  features  re- 
quired to  make  a  newspaper,  as  ordi- 
narily defined,  the  fact  that  it  also 
makes  a  specialty  of  some  particular 
class  of  business,  and  conveys  intel- 
ligence of  particular  interest  to  those 
engaged  in  such  business  will  not  de- 
prive it  of  its  general  classification  as 
a  newspaper.  Hanscom  v.  Meyer,  60 
Neb.  68,  82  N.  W.  114,  83  Am.  St. 
Eep.  507,  48  L.  E.  A.  409. 

[b]  Public  Newspaper. — A  secular 
newspaper  of  general  circulation  is  a 
"public  newspaper."  Maass  v.  Hess, 
140  in.  576,  29  N.  E.  887. 

[c]  Law  Journal. — A  small  publica- 
tion in  point  of  size  containing  no 
news  of  a  political,  religious,  commer- 
cial, or  social  nature,  but  only  a  few 
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a  statutory  designation,^'  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  eourt,^*  or 
officer  conducting  the  sale,^^  though  it  has  been  held  that  it  should 
not  be  in  an  obscure  paper  where  the  probabilities  are  that  it  will 
be  seen  by  a  few  persons  only.^^  Where  it  is  required  that  the  notice 
be  published  in  a  newspaper  printed  in  the  county  where  the  land 
lies  the  paper  must  circulate  therein,^'  but  the  circulation  need  not 
be  general  in  any  particular  city  or  portion  of  the  county.^* 

In  What  Language.  —  Unless  otherwise  directed  in  the  order,  it  is 
always  intended  that  the  advertisement  be  inserted  in  a  newspaper 
in  the  English  language.^^  Some  statutes  in  addition  to  advertise- 
ment in  an  English  newspaper,  require  an  advertisement  in  a  paper 
in  a  foreign  language  also  if  there  is  one,^°  but  even  under  such  statute 
it  has  been  held  that  the  notice  must  be  printed  in  Bnglish.^^ 

c.  Time  of  Puhlication.  —  In  the  absence  of  statute  prescribing  the 
length  of  time  notice  of  the  sale  shall  be  given,  a  reasonable  notice 
should  be  given,^^  and  what  constitutes  a  reasonable  notice  is  left  to 


advertisements  and  notices  of  convey- 
ances of  real  estate,  building  permits, 
court  docket,  and  commissioners'  sales 
is  not  a  newspaper  of  general  circula- 
tion. Reagan  v.  Buddy,  25  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1664,  78  S.  W.  430.  See  also  the 
following:  111. — Pentzel  v.  Squire,  161 
111.  346,  43  N.  E.  1064,  52  Am.  St. 
Eep.  373;  Kerr  v.  Hitt,  75  111.  51. 
Neb. — Hanscom  v.  Meyer,  60  Neb.  68, 
82  N.  W.  114,  83  Am.  St.  Eep.  507,  48 
L.  E.  A.  409.  Ohio.— Bigalke  v.  Bigalke, 
19  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  331. 

[d]  A  religious  weekly  containing 
a  column  devoted  to  news  of  the  day 
is  a  "newspaper."  Hull  v.  King,  38 
Minn.  349,  37  N.  "W.  792. 

13.  See  Euffin  v.  Johnson,  5  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  604. 

[a]    Designation   by   Governor. — An 

act  of  the  legislature  providing  for 
a  designation  by  the  governor  of  the 
newspaper  in  which  legal  advertise- 
ments should  be  inserted  applied  only 
to  public  sales  made  by  officers  of  the 
court,  and  not  to  private  sales  made 
by  trustees  and  others.  Euffln  v.  John- 
son, 5  Heisk.   (Tenn.)   604. 

14.  Sessions  v.  Peay,  23  Ark.  39. 

15.  See  State  v.  HoUiday,  35  Neb. 
327,  53  N.  W.  142. 

[a]  Mandamus. — The  court  will  not 
by  mandamus  direct  the  of&cer  making 
the  sale  to  advertise  the  same  in  any 
particular  newspaper.  State  v.  HoUi- 
day, 35  Neb.  327,  53  N.  W.  142. 

16.  State  V.  Holliday,  35  Neb.  327, 
53  N.  W.  142.    See,  however,  St.  Joseph 
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Mfg.  Co.  V.  Daggett,  84  HI.  556,  hold- 
ing the  law  does  not  require  proof  of 
any  specific  notoriety  or  extent  of  cir- 
culation, to  make  a  valid  medium  for 
notice  by  publication. 

17.  Dexter  v.  Cranston,  41  Mich. 
448,  2  N.  "W.  674. 

[a]  The  notice  of  sale  is  not  in- 
valid because  the  newspaper  in  which 
it  was  inserted,  although  published  in 
the  proper  county  was  partly  printed 
outside.  Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Worta- 
szewski,  63  Neb.  636,  88  N.  W.  855; 
Nebraska  L.,  S.  &  I.  Co.  v.  McKinley- 
Lanning  L.  &  T.  Co.,  52  Neb.  410,  72 
N.  W.  357. 

18.  Smith  V.  Foxworthy,  39  Neb, 
214,  57  N.  W.  994. 

19.  Graham  v.  King,  50  Mo.  22,  II 
Am.  Eep.  401. 

[a]  An  English  advertisement  in  a 
German  newspaper  is  had.  Graham  v. 
King,  50  Mo.  22,  11  Am.  Eep.  401. 

20.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

21.  Tappan  v.  Dayton,  51  N.  J.  Eq. 
260,  28  Atl.  1. 

22.  Crosby  v.  Kiest,  135  HI.  458,  26 
N.  E.  589  (three  weeks'  notice  by  pub- 
lication is  reasonable);  Sowards  v. 
Pritchett,  37  111.  517;  Trustees  «).  Snell, 
19  III.  155,  68  Am.  Dee.  586;  Daily 
V.  Daily,  9  Eich.  Eq.   (S.  C.)   392. 

[a]  Requiring  Notice  as  in  Case  of 
Execution  Sales. — "While  it  would  be 
a  good  practice  to  require,  by  decree, 
the  master  to  give  the  same  notice  that 
a  sheriff  is  required  to  give,  still,  a 
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the  discretion  of  the  court.^^  But  statutes  sometimes  regulate  this 
matter.^*  The  courts  are  divided  on  the  question  whether  a  require- 
ment of  advertisement  for  a  certain  number  of  weeks  successively 
intends  that  the  first  appearance  of  the  advertisement  shall  be  that 
number  of  full  weeks  before  the  day  of  sale,  some  adhering  to  the 
affirmative,^  and  some  to  the  negative^*  of  the  proposition.  Such  a 
statute  requires  also  that  the  notice  appear  in  each  successive  issue  of 
the  newspaper  up  to  the  time  of  sale.^' 

Whether  notice  must  be  advertised  up  to  and  including  the  day 
of  sale  depends  on  the  statute  or  decree  directing  the  giving  of  notice.^^ 
Some  statutes  have  express  provisions  as  to  the  timie  between  the  last 
advertisement  and  the  day  of  sale.^" 


failure  to  prescribe  such  notice  in  the 
decree,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute,  is 
not  erroneous."  Crosby  v.  Kiest,  135 
HI.  458,  26  N.  E.  589.  To  same  effect, 
Baily  v.  Baily,  9  Rich.  Eq.  (S.  C.) 
392. 

23.  Gould  «.  Garrison,  48  111.  258; 
Baily  v.  Baily,  9  Eich.  Eq.  (S.  C; 
392. 

24.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

25.  lU.— Quick  v.  Collins,  197  111. 
391,  64  N.  E.  288.  Ind.— Meredith  v. 
Chaneey,  59  Ind.  466.  Mich.— Bacon  v. 
Kennedy,  56  Mich.  329,  22  N.  "W.  824. 
N.  J. — Parsons  v.  Lanning,  27  N.  J.  Eq. 
70.  Wis.— MeCrubb  v.  Bray,  86  Wis. 
333, 

[a]  The  phrase  "three  weeks  suc- 
cessively" evidently  means  the  same 
thing  as  "three  successive  weeks." 
171,  re  Cunningham,  73  Cal.  558,  15  Pac. 
136. 

26.  la. — Frazier  v.  Steenrod,  7  Iowa 
339,  71  Am.  Dec.  447;  Morrow  v.  Weed, 
4  Iowa  77,  66  Am.  Dec.  122.  N.  M. 
Dewitz  V.  Joyce-Pruitt  Co.,  20  N.  M. 
572,  151  Pac.  237.  N.  Y.— Wood  v. 
Terry,  4  Lans.  80.  S.  C.—Ex  parte 
Alexander,  35  S.  C.  409,  14  S.  E.  854. 

27.  Hellman  v.  Merz,  112  Cal.  661, 
666,  44  Pac.  1079;  In  re  O 'Sullivan's 
Estate,  84  Cal.  444,  24  Pac.  281;  Hart- 
ley V.  Croze,  38  Minn.  325,  37  N.  W. 
449. 

[a]  Where  publication  is  in  a  daily 
paper,  a  notice  of  a  sale  to  be  had 
on  Thursday,  April  21,  must  appear  in 
the  issue  of  April  20.  Hellman  v. 
Merz,  112  Cal.  661,  666,  44  Pac.  1079. 

[b]  Where  notice  is  given  in  a 
weekly  paper  the  last  advertisement 
must  appear  not  more  than  seven  days 
before  the  sale.  Hartley  v.  Croze,  38 
Minn.  325,  37  N.  W.  449;  Tappan  v. 


Dayton,  51  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  28  Atl.  1. 
Contra,  Dexter  v.  Cranston,  41  Mich. 
448,  2  N.  W.  674,  which  holds  that 
when  a  part  of  a  week  intervenes  be- 
tween the  regular  day  of  publication 
notice  need  not  be  inserted  on  the  last 
day  of  publication  previous  to  the  sale 
if  the  full  notice  has  been  given. 
Each  week  commences  to  run  on  the 
day  of  publication,  so  that  where  no- 
tice is  inserted  in  the  issue  of  Feb- 
ruary 23d,  the  week  following  there- 
after will  not  end  until  the  next  day 
of  publication  which  is  March  2.  A 
notice  given  on  that  day  of  a  sale  to 
take  place  on  March  4th  is  not  one 
published  one  week  next  before  the 
sale  and  it  cannot  be  counted  as  part 
of  the  statutory  number  of  weeks  re- 
quired. If  the  last  notice  of  a  sale 
to  take  place  on  March  4th,  then  falls 
on  February  23d,  the  notice  is  suffi- 
cient. 

28.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Melton  V.  Fitch,  125  Mo.  281,  28  S.  W, 
612. 

[a]  Once  Eacli  Week. — Under  a 
statute  requiring  notice  "once  each 
week  for  four  consecutive  weeks  prior 
to  the  sale,"  the  notice  need  not  be 
continuous  up  to  the  day  of  sale.  Wat- 
kins  V.  Inge,  24  Kan.  612. 

[b]  Thirty  Days  Before  Sale, — But 
where  statute  requires  notice  to  be 
given  "for  at  least  thirty  days  before 
sale,"  it  is  otherwise,  the  word  "for" 
being  equivalent  to  "during."  Notice 
need  not  be  published  on  the  day  of 
the  sale,  however.  Whitaker  v.  Beach, 
12  Kan.  492;  Mallory  v.  Patterson,  63 
Neb.  429,  88  N.  W.  686.  See  also  First 
Nat,  Bank  v.  Kennedy  (Kan.),  157 
Pac.  417. 

29.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
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In  computing  time,  either  the  day  of  first  publication  or  the  day  of 
sale  tjhould  be  included  and  the  other  excluded.'"  Sundays  and  holidays 
are  included  when  notice  for  a  certain  time  is  prescribed.'^ 

d.  Frequency.  —  A  statute  or  decree  requiring  notice  to  be  given 
for  a  certain  number  of  weeks,^^  or  a  certain  number  of  days,''  does 
not  require  daily  notice;  a  weekly  notice  for  the  prescribed  time  is 
suiifieient.'*  But  the  notice  must  appear  in  every  regular  issue  during 
the  required  period.'^  But  the  court  is  sometimes  authorized  to  direct 


Davis  V.  Magoun,  109  Iowa  308,  80 
N.  W.  423,  under  statute  requiring  last 
notice  to  be  given  at  least  a  week 
before  the  day  of  sale. 

[a]  Publication  on  Day  of  Sale. 
Where  the  statute  provides  that  "the 
last  publication  to  be  not  more  than 
seven  days  prior  to  the  time  appointed 
for  selling  the  same"  the  statute  is 
not  complied  with  by  publication  on 
the  day  of  sale.  Trenton  Trust,  etc. 
Co.  ■».  Fitzgibbon  &  Crisp  Carriage,  etc. 
Co.,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  1,  84  Atl.  1042. 

[b]  A  requirement  of  ten  days' 
notice  of  sale  does  not  require  that 
the  last  notice  shall  be  published  ten 
days  before  sale.  St.  Joseph  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Daggett,  84  111.  556. 

30.  Smith  v.  Eowles,  85  Ind.  264; 
Meredith  v.  Chaneey,  59  Ind.  466;  Gray 
V.  Worst,   129  Mo.  122,  31  S.  W.  585. 

[a]  An  advertisement  of  a  sale  to 
occur  June  18,  published  in  a  weekly 
paper  beginning  May  19  and  ending 
June  16,  is  a  compliance  with  a  re- 
quirement of  sale  after  advertising 
thirty  days.  Gray  v.  Worst,  129  Mo. 
122,  31  S.  W.  585. 

.31.  Schenck  v.  Schenek,  52  La.  Ann. 
2102,  28  So.  802. 

32.  Cal.—In  re  O 'Sullivan's  Estate, 
84  Cal.  444,  24  Pac.  281.  Md.— John- 
son V.  Dorsey,  7  Gill  269.  R.  I. — In  re 
Harris,  Petitioner,  14  R.  I.  637. 

[a]  Successively. — Where  the  stat- 
ute provides  for  publication  "three 
weeks  successively,"  it  simply  indi- 
cates the  time  and  not  the  manner  of 
publication;  the  word  "successively" 
refers  to  weeks  and  not  the  publication 
of  the  paper.  In  re  Cunningham,  73 
Cal.  558,  15  Pac._^  136. 

33.  Md. — ^White  «.  Malcomb,  15  Md. 
529.  Mo. — German  Bank  v.  Stumpf, 
73  Mo.  311.    Neb.— Cuyler  v.  Tate,  67 

I  Neb.    317,   93   N.   W.   675;    Lawson   v. 
Gibson,  18  Neb.  137,  24  N.  W;  447. 
[a]    Under  statute  requiring  tbirty 
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days'  notice,  notice  is  sufficient  where 
the  first  publication  in  a  weekly  paper 
was  on  April  26,  the  last  May  24,  and 
where  sale  was  on  May  28.  Cuyler  v, 
Tate,  67  Neb.  317,  93  N.  W.  675. 

[b]  But  where  the  decree  directs  a 
sale  "after  ten  days'  advertising," 
notice  must  be  published  at  least  ten 
times  on  ten  distinct  days.  While  a 
direction  for  sale  after  giving  notice 
for  ten  days  might  be  construed  to 
mean  the  same  thing,  the  language  of 
the  decree  is  stronger.  Maxwell  «. 
Burns   (Tenn.),  59  S.  W.  1067. 

34.  lU.— Garrett  v.  Moss,  20  HI.  549. 
la. — Frazier  v.  Steenrod,  7  Iowa  339, 
71  Am.  Dec.  447;  Morrow  v.  Weed,  4 
Iowa  77,  132,  66  Am.  Dec.  122.  Kan. 
Tidd  V.  Grimes,  66  Kan.  401,  71  Pac. 
844;  Watkins  v.  Inge,  24  Kan.  612. 
Md. — Johnson  v.  Dorsey,  7  Gill  269. 
Mass. — ^Frothingham  v.  March,  1  Mass. 
247.  Mich. — Munroe  v.  Winegar,  128 
Mich.  309,  87  N.  W.  896.  Mo.— Gray 
V.  Worst,  129  Mo.  122,  31  S.  W.  585. 
Neb.— Cuyler  v.  Tate,  67  Neb.  317,  93 
N.  W.  675;  Lawson  v.  Gibson,  18  Neb. 
137,  24  N.  W.  447.  N.  Y.— Chamber- 
lain V.  Dempsey,  22  How.  Pr.  356,  13 
Abb.  Pr.  421;  fioward  v.  Hatch,  29 
Barb.  297;  Wood  v.  Terry,  4  Lans.  80. 
Ore. — Walker  v.  Goldsmith,  14  Ore.  125, 
12  Pac.  537.  S.  C.—Ex  parte  Alex- 
ander, 35  S.  C.  409,  14  S.  E.  854. 
W.  Va. — Atkinson  v.  Washington  &  Jef- 
ferson College,  54  W.  Va.  32,  46  S.  E. 
253;  Benwood  v.  Wheeling  R.  Co.,  53 
W.  Va.  465,  44  S.  E.  271. 

[a]  Semi-weekly.  —  Publication  in 
each  issue  of  a  semi-weekly  publication 
for  thirty  days  is  a  compliance  with 
the  statute.  Omaha  Loan  &  Trust  Co. 
V.  Lynch,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  798,  90  N. 
W.  217. 

35.  Oal.— Hellman  v.  Merz,  112  Cal. 
661,  44  Pae.  1079;  In  re  O 'Sullivan's 
Estate,  84  Cal.  444,  24  Pac.  281.    Kan. 
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a  publication  a  less  number  of  times  than  each  issue.'^  And  the  notice 
need  not  appear  in  all  the  editions  of  the  paper  issued  on  the  days  of 
publication.^'  A  requirement  that  publication  be  had  at  least  once  a 
week  for  a  certain  number  of  weeks  successively  means  that  there 
must  be  that  number  of  publications  not  more  than  seven  days  apart.^* 

e.  Position  of  Notice  in  Paper.  —  The  notice  should  appear  in  an 
appropriate  place  in  the  newspaper.^^ 

f .  Matters  Relating  to  Printing  and  Circulation  of  Paper.  —  An 
advertisement  in  a  daily  paper  is  not  vitiated  by  the  fact  that  the 
paper  is  regularly  not  printed  on  Sunday  or  some  other  specified  day 
of  the  week.*"  Nor  is  the  notice  invalidated  because  of  incomplete- 
ness of  a  particular  issue  of  the  paper,  if  it  reaches  all  the  regular 
subscribers.*^ 

3.     Personal  Notice.  —  Unless  the  statute  requires  personal  service 


Whitaker  v.  Beach,  12  Kan.  492;  Me- 
Curdy  v.  Baker,  11  Kan.  111.  Mo.— Ger- 
man Bank  v.  Stumpf,  73  Mo.  311.  Neb. 
Mallory  v.  Patterson,  63  Neb.  429,  88 
N.  W.  686;  Lawson  v.  Gibson,  18  Neb. 
137,  24  N.  W.  447.  Tenn. — 'Allen  v. 
Kerr,  13  Lea  256. 

[a]  But  see  Petition  of  Harris,  14 
R.  I.  637,  under  a  statute  requiring  no- 
tice to  be  published  for  four  _  suc- 
cessive weeks,  notice  may  be  published 
weekly  in  a  daily  paper.  But  it  would 
be  otherwise  if  the  publication  is  di- 
rected in  a  daily  paper. 

[b]  Effect  of  Intermittent  Publica- 
tion.— ^Where  notice  has  not  appeared 
in  every  issue  from  its  first  insertion 
to  the  day  of  sale  and  the  omission 
to  make  continuous  publication  is  of 
such  a  character,  or  is  attended  by 
such  circumstances  as  to  mislead  the 
public  and  work  injury  to  the  party 
whose  property  is  sold,  the  sale  may  be 
set  aside.  German  Bank  v.  Stumpf,  73 
Mo.  311. 

Where  paper  is  not  printed  on  certain 
days,  see  infra,  Til,  D,  2,  f . 

[e]  One  Insertion  of  the  statutory 
number  of  days  before  sale  is  not  a 
compliance.  Whitaker  v.  Beach,  12 
Kan.  492;  McCurdy  v.  Baker,  11  Kan. 
Ill;  Lawson  v.  Gibson,  18  Neb.  137, 
24  N.  W.  447,  disapproving  Craig's 
Admx.  V.  Fox,  16  Ohio  563.  See  Max- 
well V.  Burns  (Tenn.),  59  S.  W.  1067, 
where  the  court  says  by  way  of  dictum 
"an  advertisement  on  one  day  pub- 
lished ten  days  prior  to  the  sale  might 


well  be  an  advertising  ten  days  before 
the  sale,  but  it  would  not  be  ten  days' 
advertisement. ' ' 

36.  In  re  Cunningham,  73  Cal.  558, 

15  Pac.  136. 

[a]  A  statute  requiring  notice  for 
three  weeks  successively  does  not  de- 
prive the  court  of  this  power.  In  re 
Cunningham,  73  Cal.  558,  15  Pac.  136. 

37.  Everson  v.  Johnson,  22  Hun  (N. 
Y.)   115. 

38.  Early  •».  Doe  ex  dem.  Homans, 

16  How.  (U.  S.;  610,  14  L.  ed.  1079; 
Hernandez  v.  Creditors,  57  Cal.  333. 

39.  See  State  Eealty,  etc.  Co.  v.  Vil- 
laume,  121  App.  Div.  793,  106  N.  Y. 
Supp.  698. 

[a]  Printing  Notice  Under  Mislead- 
ing Heading. — The  fact  that  Me  of  the 
published  notices  appeared  in  the  news- 
paper under  the  heading  "Surrogate's 
Notices, ' '  there  being  in  addition  there- 
to six  other  propei*  publications  of  the 
notice,  even  if  a  technical  irregularity, 
is  immaterial  where  no  one  is  shown  to 
have  been  injured,  misled,  or  deceived 
thereby.  State  Eealty,  etc.  Co.  v.  Vil- 
laume,  121  App.  Div.  793,  106  N.  Y. 
Supp.  698. 

40.  Weld  V.  Rees,  48  HI.  428;  Ger- 
man Bank  v.  Stumpf,  73  Mo.  311,  6 
Mo.  App.  17;  Kellogg  v.  Carrico,  47  Mo, 
157. 

41.  Cowles  v.  Phoenix  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.,  63  Kan.  883,  65  Pac.  217,  where 
the  paper  was  not  sent  to  other  pub- 
lishers to  whom  it  is  sent  in  exchange. 
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of  notice  of  sale  on  the  defendant,  as  is  sometimes  the  case,*^  no  per- 
sonal notice  need  be  served.*"  ' 

E.  Peoof  of.  —  Proof  of  publication  may  be  made  by  the  pub- 
lisher or  his  agent,**  by  the  person  conducting  the  sale,*^  or  by  any 
person  having  knowledge  of  the  fact.*'  A  recital  in  the  record  is  evi- 
dence of  the  giving  of  notice.*' 

F.  Failure  To  Give  and  Defects  in.  —  The  failure  to  give  proper 
notice  of  sale  is  always  ground  for  refusing  to  confirm  or  for  setting 
aside  the  sale,*'  and  the  failure  to  give  any  notice  renders  the  sale 
void  for  want  of  jurisdiction.*^  A  failure  to  publish  the  notice  for 
the  required  length  of  time  is  by  some  courts  regarded  as  a  fatal 
defect,'"  and  by  others  as  a  mere  irregularity  which  is  cured  by  con- 


42.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
Lewis  V.  Woodall,  4  Houst.  (Del.)  543; 
Wolf  V.  Heathers,  4  Harr.   (Del.)   325. 

43.  111. — Springer  v.  Jj&vr,  185  111. 
542,  57  N.  E.  435,  76  Am.  St.  Eep. 
57;  Princeton  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Munsen,  60  111.  371;  Crumpton  v.  Bald- 
win, 42  111.  165.  Kan. — Keene  Five- 
Cent  Savings  Bank  v.  Marsh,  31  Kan. 
771,  3  Pae.  511.  W.  Va.— Atkinson  v. 
Washington  &  JefEerson  College,  54  W. 
Va.  32,  46  S.  B.  253. 

44.  ni.— Maass  v.  Hess,  140  HI.  576, 
29  N.  B.  887.  Mich.— See  Dexter  v. 
Cranston,  41  Mich.  448,  2  N.  W.  674. 
Neb.— Taylor  v.  Coots,  32  Neb.  30,  48 
N.  W.  964,  29  Am.  St.  Eep.  426. 

[a]  Proof  of  puhlication  is  not 
necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  decree 
of  confirmation.  Yerger  i).  Ferguson, 
55  Miss.  190. 
_  [b]  Suflcient  Certificate. — The  cer- 
tificate of  publication  by  an  agent  of 
a  corporation  publisher  is  sufficient 
where  it  is  shown  by  the  minutes  of 
the  board  of  directors  that  the  agent 
was  authorized  to  make  certificates  of 
publication.  Pentzel  v.  Squire,  161  111. 
346,  43  N.  E.  1064,  52  Am.  St.  Eep. 
373. 

45.  Frazier  v.  Steenrod,  7  Iowa  339, 

71  Am.  Dec.  447,  by  afidavit  with  a 
copy  of  the  advertisement. 

46.  Johnson  v.  Colby,  52  Neb.  327, 

72  N.  W.  313;  Taylor  v.  Coots,  32  Neb. 
30,  48  N.  W.  964,  29  Am.  St.  Sep. 
426;  Miller  v.  Lefever,  10  Neb.  77,  4 
N.   W.  929. 

47.  See  cases  and  notes  following, 
and  generally  the  title  "Judgments." 

[a]  An  allegation  in  the  report  of 
sale  that  the  sale  was  advertised  "ac- 
cording to  law,"  followed  by  a  con- 
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firmation  of  the  sale  is  prima  facie 
proof  of  publication  of  the  notice  re- 
quired by  the  statute.  Cooper  v.  Sun- 
derland, 3  Iowa  114,  66  Am.  Dec.  52. 
See  Bobbins  v.  Boulware,  190  Mo.  33, 
88   S.   W.   674,   109   Am.   St.   Eep.   746. 

[b]  Effect  of  Eecital  in  Record. 
Where  the  statute  prescribes  notice, 
but  not  personal  service,  a  recital  in 
the  record  that  the  court  was  satisfied 
that  the  notice  ~^required  by  law  had 
been  given,  is  sufS.cient  to  show  juris- 
diction of  the  court  until  contradicted. 
Little  V.  Sinnett,  7  Iowa  324;  Cooper 
V.  Sunderland,  3  Iowa  114,  66  Am.  Dec. 
52. 

[o]  Collateral  Attack. — A  record  re- 
cital that  proper  notice  was  given  can- 
not be  impeached  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding in  another  court.  Sargeant  v. 
State  Bank,  12  How.  371,  13  L.  ed. 
1028.  As  to  coUaterral  attack,  see 
infra,  XIX,  and  the  title  "Judg- 
ments." 

48.  lU.— Reynolds  v.  Wilson,  15  HI. 
394,  60  Am.  Dee.  753.  Ky.-— Clark  v. 
Bell,  4  Dana  15;  Williams  v.  Woodruff, 
1  Duv.  257;  Fink  v.  Herriek,  28  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  763,  90  S.  W.  268;  Terry  v. 
Swinford,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  712,  41  S.  W. 
553;  Harris  v.  Gunnell,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
419,  9  S.  W.  376.  Md.— Glenn  v.  Woot- 
en,  3  Md.  Ch.  514.  Minn. — Hartley  v. 
Croze,  38  Minn.  325,  37  N.  W.  449. 
S.  a— Baily  v.  Baily,  9  Rich.  Bq.  392, 

See  12  Standard  Peoc.  827. 

49.  Me.— Tracy  v.  Eoberts,  88  Me, 
310,  34  Atl.  68,  51  Am.  St.  Eep.  394. 
Md.— Bolgiauo  v.  Cooke,  Id  Md.  375. 
Minn.— MeCord  v.  Sullivan,  85  Minn. 
344,  88  N.  W.  989,  89  Am.  St.  Eep. 
561.  Wis.— Blodgett  v.  Hitt,  29  Wis. 
169. 

50.  Cal.— Hellman  v.  Merz,  112  Oaf, 
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firmation.^'  Defects  in  the  notice  which  do  not  deter  or  mislead  bid- 
ders or  depreciate  the  vahie  of  the  property  or  prevent  it  from  bring- 
ing  a  fair  price,  do  not  make  it  necessary  to  order  a  re-advertisement, 
and  are  not  ground  for  setting  aside  the  sale.^'^  Thus  a  mistake  in 
the  date  which  misleads  no  one  will  not  invalidate  the  proceedings.^^ 


661,  44  Pae.  1079;  'in  re  O 'Sullivan 's 
Estate,  84  Cal.  444,  24  Pac.  281.  See 
also  Halleck  v.  Moss,  17  Cal.  339.  Kan. 
Wheatley  v.  Terry,  6  Kan.  427.  La. 
Curley's  Succession,  18  La.  Ann.  728. 
N.  J. — Tappan  v.  Dayton,  51  N.  J.  Eq. 
260,  28  Atl.  1. 

51.  Ala. — ^Doe  ex  dem.  Hudgens  v. 
Jackson,  51  Ala.  514.  111. — Moffitt  v. 
Moffitt,  69  111.  641.  Mo.— Bobbins  v. 
Boulware,  190  Mo.  33,  88  S.  W.  674, 
109  Am.  St.  Rep.  746.  S.  C.—Ex  parte 
Alexander,  35  S.  C.  409,  14  S.  E.  854, 
distinguishing  Baily  v.  Baily,  9  Rich. 
Eq.  392. 

As  to  effect  of  confinnation,  see 
infra,  XI,  O. 

As  to  collateral  attack  on  the  sale, 

see  infra,  XIX. 

52.  Ga.— "Wylly   v.    Gazan,    69    Ga. 

506.  HI.— Field  v.  Brokaw,  59  111.  App. 
442,  where  defendant's  name  was  given 
as  Cornelia  instead  of  Cornelius  E. 
Field.  La. — Wadsworth  's  Succession, 
2  La.  Ann.  966.  Minn. — Richardson  v. 
Parwell,  49  Minn.  210,  51  N.  W.  915. 
Mo. — Noland  v.  Bank  of  Lee's  Summit, 
129  Mo.  57,  31  S.  W.  341;  Matney  v. 
Graham,  50  Mo.  559.  Neb. — Pierce  v. 
Reed,  8  Neb.  (Unof.)  874,  93  N.  W. 
154;  Nebraska  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Hamer,  40  Neb.  281,  58  N.  "W.  695. 
N.  Y.— Kingsland  v.  Fuller,  157  N.  Y. 

507,  52  N.  E.  562.  Ohio. — Kotch,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Sieplein,  4  Ohio  Dec.  88.  E.  I. 
Horton  v.  Bassett,  16  B.  I.  419,  16 
Atl.  715,  where  plaintiff's  name  was  giv- 
en as  Bartlett  instead  of  Bassett. 

[a]  Misdescription. — ^Where  the  ad- 
vertisement described  the  property  as 
"lot  3  in  block  4,  and  it  was  described 
in  the  petition  to  sell  at  "lot  3,  block 
3,"  the  error  was  held  to  be  such  as 
could  not  be  cured  without  a  new  ad- 
vertisement. Stoffel  V.  Reiners,  3  Mo. 
App.  33. 

[b]  Where  the  property  is  so  de- 
scribed that  one  disposed  to  bid  can 
easily  identify  it,  the  transposition  of 
the  numbers  of  the  streets  is  immate- 
rial where  the  estate  was  an  impos- 
sible one  as  described  by  the  numbers. 


New  England  Hospital  v.  Sohier,  115 
Mass.  50. 

[c]  If  matters  not  called  for  by  the 
statute  but  calculated  to  mislead  the 
public  and  prevent  bidding,  are  stated 
in  the  notice,  the  sale  will  be  void, 
but  if  inserted  by  mistake  and  cor- 
rected before  it  could  be  presumed 
to  influence  persons  desiring  to  bid, 
the  mistake  will  not  vitiate  the  pro- 
ceedings. Hubbell  V.  Sibley,  5  Lans. 
51,  affirmed,  50  N.  Y.  468. 

53.  N.  y. — Mowry  v.  Sanborn,  68  N. 
Y.  153,  where  the  notice  was  dated 
1858  instead  of  1868.  W.  Va.— Long 
V.  Perine,  44  "W.  Va.  243,  28  S.  E.  701, 
where  the  date  was  stated  to  be  1996 
instead  of  1896.  Wis. — Jensen  v.  Wein- 
lander,  25  Wis.  477,  where  the  date 
given  was  1761   instead  of  ■  1861. 

[a]  Mistake  of  One  Year. — ^Where 
by  mistake  in  the  advertisement  the 
sale  is  advertised  to  be  made  in  one 
year  and  was  meant  to  be  made  and 
actually  was  made  in  the  succeeding 
year,  a  sale  thereunder  is  invalid.  Fen- 
ner  v.  Tucker,  6  R.  I.  551. 

[b]  Mistake  as  to  Day. — Where  the 
advertisement  fixed  the  date  of  sale 
for  Oct.  12,  and  it  was  recited  it  was 
to  be  made  on  county  court  day,  which 
was  Oct.  10,  and  the  sale  took  place 
on  Oct.  10,  on  proof  that  the  owner 
was  misled  and  the  property  sold  for 
a  very  low  price,  the  sale  should  be 
set  aside.  Hendrix  v.  Nesbitt,  9*6  Ky. 
652,  29  S.  W.  627. 

[c]  Wrong  Name  of  Day. — Where 
the  notice  fixed  the  day  of  sale  as 
Friday,  Aug.  9,  the  sale  is  valid  even 
though  August  9  fell  on  Saturday. 
First  State  Bank  v.  Day,  188  Mich.  228, 
154  N.  W.  101. 

[d]  Effect  of  Correction  in  Last 
Publication. — Where  the  advertisement 
gave  the  day  of  the  month  correctly 
but  named  the  wrong  day  of  the  week, 
and  the  mistake  was  corrected  in  the 
published  notice  on  the  day  before  the 
sale,  it  was  held  that  no  one  could 
have  been   misled.     Chandler   v.   Cook, 
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A  contradiction  between  the  advertised  and  posted  notice  as  to  a 
matter  not  required  by  law  to  be  stated  is  not  ground  for  equitable 
relief.^* 

G.  Objections  and  Waiver.  —  Objections  to  the  notice  and  pub- 
lication must  be  promptly  made.^^  The  debtor  by  his  conduct  may 
waive  any  defect  in  the  advertisement"® 

VIII.  ENJOINING  AND  STAYING  SALE."  — A  judicial  sale 
which  is  about  to  be  made  may,  in  a  proper  case,  be  enjoined"^  or 
stayed.""  A  purchaser  who  has  failed  to  comply  vnth  his  bid  cannot 
enjoin  a  subsequent  sale  of  the  property.®" 

IX.  THE  SALE.  — A.    Time  and  Place.  — 1.    Time.  — The  time 

of  sale  is  sometimes  fixed  by  statute,®^  or  in  the  absence  thereof,  by 


2  McArtliur  (D.  C.)  176.    Contra,  Well- 
man  v.  Lawrence,  15  Mass.  326. 

54.  Watt  V.  McGalliard,  67  111.  513. 

[a]  Where  there  was  no  require- 
ment that  the  notice  should  state  that 
the  sale  would  be  with  or  without  re- 
demption, and  two  forms  of  notices 
were  given,  one  by  posted  notices  stat- 
ing the  sale  would  be  subject  to  re- 
demption and  one  by  publication  in 
a  newspaper  that  it  would  be  without 
redemption,  and  the  land  was  decreed 
to  be  sold  and  was  sold  subject  to  re- 
demption, the  fact  of  the  publication 
in  the  newspaper  did  not  furnish 
grounds  for  equitable  relief.  Watt  v. 
McGalliard,  67  Dl.  513. 

55.  McBride  v.  Gwynn,  33  Fed.  402. 

56.  Howard  V.  Schmidt,  29  La.  Ann. 
129. 

[a]  By  appointing  an  appraiser  the 
debtor  cures  any  defect  in  the  adver- 
tisement of  a  judicial  sale.  Howard 
V.  Schmidt,  29  La.  Ann.  129. 

57.  As  to  enjoining  execution  sale, 
see  the  title  "Judgments  and  Decrees, 
Enforcement  of." 

58.  People  v.  Gilmer,  10  HI.  242. 

[a]  Form  of  Writ. — Where  an  in- 
junction is  sought  to  restrain  a  sale  on 
the  ground  that  the  full  amount  of 
the  mortgage  note  is  not  due,  the  writ 
should  be  so  worded  as  to  prevent  the 
collection  of  the  amount  disputed  and 
allow  the  sale  to  be  made  to  satisfy 
the  undisputed  debt,  or  Buspend_  the 
executory  proceedings  until  the  injunc- 
tion suit  is  tried.  Crowley  Bk.  &  Tr. 
Co.  V.  Kurd,  137  La.   787,  69  So.  17g. 

[b]  Ootenants  who  were  parties  to  a 
partition  suit  cannot  enjoin  a  sale  of 
the  property,  in  the  absence  of  fraud 
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or  undue  advantage.    Morrison  v.  Mor- 
rison, 105  Ala.  637,  17  So.  109. 

59.  See  Brown  v.  Lawson,  86  Va. 
284,  9  S.  E.  1014. 

As  to  Stay  of  proceedings  generally, 
see  the  title  "Supersedeas  and  Stay 
of  Proceedings." 

[a]  The  pendency  of  an  action  of 
unlawful  detainer,  which  appears  to 
be  a  mere  contrivance  to  secure  delay 
is  not  ground  for  staying  a  sale. 
Brown  v.  Lawson,  86  Va.  284,  9  S.  E. 
1014. 

[b]  Notice  to  Oflcer  Necessary  To 
Bind  Him. — (1)  The  person  conducting 
the  sale  is  not  bound  by  an  order  _ 
staying  the  sale  of  which  he  had  no 
notice.  Monell  v.  Lawrence,  12  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  521,  529;  Freehold  Permanent 
Bldg.  Society  v.  Choate,  3  Ch.  Chamb. 
(U.  C.)  440.  (2)  Wherfe  an  order 
staying  the  sale  three  weeks  had  been 
granted  on  the  day  of  sale,  but  notice 
thereof  did  not  reach  the  master  until 
after  the  sale,  but  before  the  purehkse 
money  had  been  paid,  the  court  re- 
fused to  set  aside  the  sale.  Freehold 
Permanent  Bldg.  Society  c.  Choate,  3 
Ch.  Chamb.  (U.  C.)  440. 

60.  Boyer  v.  Cannon,  46  La.  Ann. 
767,  15  So.  86. 

[a]  Where  a  resale  has  been  or- 
dered because  of  failure  to  pay  the 
purchase  money,  the  purchaser  cannot 
enjoin  the  resale  on  the  ground  that 
he  has  in  fact  paid,  his  proper  remedy 
being  an  objection  to  the  report,  and 
a  motion  or  petition  for  confirmation 
of  the  original  sale^  Haralson  v. 
George's  Exr.,  56  Ala.  295;  Morrow  V, 
McGregor,  49  Ark.  67,  4  S.  W.  49. 

61.  See  generally  the  statutes. 
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the  decree  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.*^  In  so  far  as  the  officer  di- 
rected to  sell  is  not  limited  by  the  law  or  decree,  he  is  vested  with 
a  reasonable  discretion  in  regard  to  the  time  when  the  sale  should  be 
made.^^  The  sale  must  take  place  at  the  time  designated  in  the 
notieej^*  but  it  may  be  made  after  return  day  of  the  writ  directing 
the  sale.^® 

2.    Place.  —  If  not  restricted  by  statute,  the  court  may  prescribe 
the  place  of  sale.^*    The  officer  must  sell  the  property  at  the  place 


62.  Macfarlane  v.  Maefariane,  50 
Fla.  570,  39  So.  995. 

[a]  The  court  should  fix  the  time 
of  a  decretal  sale  and  not  leave  it 
to  the  commissioner.  The  time  there- 
of should  be  fixed  by  at  least  some 
general  designation,  such  as  the  first 
day  of  some  county  or  circuit  court. 
Perry  v.  Seitz,  2  Duv.  (Ky.)   122. 

[b]  The  deck  has  discretion  in  fix- 
ing the  day  on  which  a  decree  will 
be  executed,  and  this  discretion  can 
only  be  controlled  in  a  clear  case  of 
its  abuse.  Myers  v.  James,  4  Lea 
(Tenn.)    370. 

[c]  Sale  Before  Time  Fixed  in  De- 
cree.— ^Where  a  decree  directed  a  sale 
at  the  expiration  of  a  year  from  the 
date  of  the  master's  report,  a  sale  a 
year  from  the  date  of  the  decree  was 
allowed  where  there  was  unavoidable 
delay  in  obtaining  the  report  and  in 
the  meantime  the  defendant  had  aban- 
doned the  premises  and  it  was  going 
to  waste,  as  the  decree  was  equivalent 
in  effect  to  a  judgment  at  law.  Porte 
V.  Irwin,  8   Ont.  Prac.   (€an.)    40. 

[d]  Objection  to  Time  Fixed. — ^A 
party  objecting  to  the  time  fixed  should 
apply  with  all  convenient  speed  for  a 
change  of  time  or  he  will  be  held  to 
have  waived  the  objection.  Cohen  v. 
Wagner,  6  Gill  (Md.)  236.  See  Pewabic 
Min.  Co.  r.  Mason,  145  U.  S.  349,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  887,  36  L.  ed.  732. 

63.  Southern  California  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Ocean  Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal.  217, 
29  Pae.  627,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  115  (re- 
ferring to  former  practice) ;  Head  V. 
Clark,  88  Ky.  362,  11  S.  W.  203. 

[a]  The  time  of  day  when  he  will 
sell  is  ordinarily  left  to  the  oficer. 
Head  v.  Clark,  88  Ky.  362,  11  S.  W. 
203. 

64.  Colo. — ^Brown  «.  Belles,  17  Colo. 
App.  529,  16  Pac.  275.  Kan.— Wheat- 
ley  V.  Terry,  6  Kan.  427.  Tex. — Trous- 
dale V,  Trousdale's  Bxr.,  35  Tex,  756. 


[a]  A  sale  (1)  made  on  auotber 
day  than  that  stated  in  the  notice,  and 
different  from  the  time  stated  in  the 
report  may  be  set  aside  if  done  fraud- 
ulently. McConnel  v.  Gibson,  12  111. 
127.  (2)  A  sale  made  after  the  time 
designated  in  the  notice  is  void.  Brown 
V.  Belles,  17  Colo.  App.  529,  69  J'ae. 
275. 

[b]  Where  the  sheriff  sold  a  few 
ouinutes  before  the  time  advertised, 
and  at  a  grossly  inadequate  price  the 
sale  may  be  set  aside  on  motion  of  de- 
fendant. Pickett  V.  Pickett,  31  Kan. 
?27,  3  Pac.  549. 

[c]  Sale  During  Hour  Advertised. 
Where  the  advertisement  of  the  sale 
stated  the  property  would  be  sold  at 
eleven  o'clock,  a  sale  made  between 
11:30  o'clock  and  noon  was  valid  be- 
cause it  is  eleven  o'clock  until  it  is 
twelve.  McGovern  v.  Union  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  109  m.  151. 

65.  Southern  Cal.  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Ocean  Beach  Hotel  Co.,  94  Cal.  217,  29 
Pae.  627,  28  Am.  St.  Eep.  115;  Norton 
V.  Reardon,  67  Kan.  302,  72  Pae.  861, 
100   Am.   St.   Bep.  459. 

As  to  execution  sale  after  return 
day,  see  the  title  "Judgments  and  De- 
crees, Enforcement  of." 

66.  Sessions  v.  Peay,  23  Ark.  39; 
Ladd  V.  Craig,  94  Miss.  659,  47  So. 
777. 

[a]  Where  the  coiut  (],)  directs  a 
sale  to  be  had  at  a  place  other  than 
that  provided  in  the  statute,  the  sale 
is  not  void.  The  decree  may  be  er- 
roneous but  it  is  binding  unless  re- 
versed on  appeal.  Godchaux  v.  Morris, 
121  Ted.  482,  57  C.  C.  A.  434.  But 
see  Home  v.  Eodgers,  113  Ga.  224,  38 
8.  E.  768,  holding  (2)  that  an  order 
granting  leave  to  sell  "on  the  prem- 
ises" is  invalid  where  the  statute  re- 
quires the  sale  to  be  made  at  the  court 
house  door. 
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prescribed  by  law  or  in  the  decree  and  named  in  the  notice,*^  or  the 
sale  will  be  void.*^  If  compliance  with  the  law  in  this  respect  is  im- 
possible the  officer  should  so  report  to  the  court.*'  The  court  vvitb 
the  consent  of  all  the  parties  may  change  the  place  of  sale." 

It  is  generally  required  that  the  sale  be  made  in  the  county  where 
the  land  is  situated.''^  And  where  tracts  of  land  decreed  to  be  sold 
lie  in  different  counties,  in  the  absence  of  contrary  statute/^  each  tract 
must  be  sold  in  the  county  in  which  it  is  situated.^^  In  some  states 
it  is  required  that  the  sale  take  place  at  the  court  house,'*  or  at  the 
court  house  door,'^  but  in  others  there  is   no    such    requirement.™ 


67.  U.  S. — See  Blossom  v.  Milwau- 
kee, etc.  R.  Co.,  3  Wall.  196,  208,  18 
L.  ed.  43.  Ky.— Bethel  v.  Bethel,  6 
Bush  65,  99  Am.  Dec.  655.  Tex.— Brown 
V.  Christie,  27  Tex.  73,  84  Am.  Dec. 
607;  Peters  v.  Caton,  6  Tex.  554.  Va. 
Talley  v.  Starke's  Admr.,  6  Gratt.  (47 
Va.)   339. 

[a]  Substantial  Compliance. — ^Where 
a  sale  advertised  to  be  on  the  premises 
is  held  within  eighty  yards  of  the  house 
in  full  view  thereof  and  within  fifteen 
or  twenty  yards  of  the  premises,  the 
sale  is  valid.  Ferguson  v.  Franklins, 
6  Munf.  (20  Va.)  305. 

68.  Whitney  v.  Bailey,  88  Minn.  247, 
92  N.  W.  974;  Grace  v.  Garnett,  38 
Tex.  156;  Peters  v.  Caton,  6  Tex.  554. 

69.  Talley  v.  Starke's  Admx.,  6 
Gratt.  (47  Va.)  339. 

70.  The  San  Jose  Indiano,  2  Gall. 
311,   21   Fed.    Cas.   No.   12,323. 

71.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Unless  good  cause  be  shown  to 
induce  the  court  to  direct  otherwise, 
the  court  should  order  the  sale  to  be 
made  on  the  premises  or  at  the  court- 
house of  the  county  in  which  the  land 
is  situated.  Sessions  v.  Peay,  23  Ark. 
89. 

[b]  Where  a  county  had  been  di- 
vided into  two  districts,  a  sheriff  can- 
not sell  land  in  one  district  for  taxes 
at  the  courthouse  of  the  other  district. 
Cramer  v.  Sides,  &J  Miss.  241,  39  So. 
693. 

,      72.    See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  A  statute  providing  that  in  case 
lands  are  situated  In  different  counties, 
suit  may  be  brought  in  any  one  by 
implication  authorizes  a  sale  in  the 
county  where  the  proceeding  is  launched. 
Morris  v.  Wayne  Cire.  Judge,  130 
Mich.  336,  89  N.  W.  963. 

73.    Holmes  v.  Taylor,  48  Ind.  169. 
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74.  Gager  v.  Henry,  5  Sawy.  237,  9 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,172;  Home  v.  Bodgers, 
113  Ga.  224,  38  S.  E.  768. 

[a]_  A  sale  (1)  at  the  courthouse 
door  is  a  sale  at  the  courthouse  with- 
in the  statute.  Smith  v.  Burnes,  8  Kan. 
197.  (2)  A  sale  advertised  to  take 
place  at  the  "south  door  of  the  court- 
house" is  "at  the  courthouse,"  al- 
though it  is  not  the  door  of  general 
access  to  the  courthouse.  Peck  v. 
Starks,  64  Neb.  341,  89  N.  W.  1040. 

[b]  Where  the  courthouse  had  been 
destroyed  by  fire,  and  a  place  rented 
and  designated  as  the  courthouse,  a 
sale  made  at  the  latter  place  is  not 
void.  Thayer  v.  Hartman,  78  Miss. 
590,  29  So.  396. 

[c]  Where  Church  Is  Used  as  Court- 
house.— It  is  a  sufficient  compliance 
where  the  sale  was  made  at  a  near  by 
church  used  as  a  courthouse,  the  lat- 
ter being  occupied  by  troops  of  sol- 
diers.    Kane  v.  McCown,  55  Mo.  181. 

[d]  Where  the  decree  is  silent,  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  officer  to  make  the 
sale  at  the  courthouse.  Hooper  v. 
Young,  58  Ala.  585;  Matheson's  Heirs 
V.  Hearin,  29  Ala.  210. 

75.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  A  sale  is  substantially  at  the 
courthouse  door  where  the  officer  stand- 
ing in  front  of  the  outer  door  of  the 
courthouse  announced  to  the  persons 
attending  the  sale  that  while  crying 
said  sale,  he  would  stand  inside  the 
door,  on  account  of  inclemency  of  the 
weather;  whfereupon  he  went  into  the 
courthouse  about  fifty  feet  from  the 
door  on  the  same  floor  in  full  view 
and  hearing  of  the  persons  at  the  door. 
Patterson  v.  Eeynolds,  19  Ind.  148. 

76.  Sessions  v.  Peay,  23  Ark.  39; 
Cressler  v.  Tri-State  L.  &  T.  Co.,  182 
Ind.  572,  107  N.  E.  68.  But  see 
Holmes  v.  Taylor,  48  Ind.  169. 
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Where  the  statute  directs  a  sale  at  the  court  house  or  such  place  as 
the  court  may  direct,  the  sale  should  be  made  at  the  court  house  in 
the  absence  of  a  designation  in  the  decree,'"  but  a  sale  at  another  place 
will  be  upheld  when  confirmed  by  the  eourt/^ 

3.    Adjournment  or  Postponement.  —  a.  Generally.  — By  the  Court. 
The  court  may  postpone  a  sale"*  upon  an  ex  parte  application,^"  and 
in  a  proper  case,  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  it  to  do  so.®^ 

By  the  Officer.  —  The  officer  directed  to  make  a  sale  is  vested  with 
a  reasonable  discretion  to  adjourn  a  sale  to  another  time  and  place 
when  the  circumstances  demand  it,*^  but  he  cannot  arbitrarily  do  so.^* 
Nor  can  he  delegate  his  power  to  another.**    A  master  need  not  post- 


77.  Kan. — Thompson  v.  Burge,  60 
Kan.  549,  555,  57  Pac.  110,  72  Am. 
St.  Eep.  369.  Ky.— Eevill's  Heirs  v. 
Claxon's  Heirs,  12  Bush  558.  Miss. 
Ladd  V.  Craig,  9i  Miss.  659,  47  So. 
777.  Tex. — Peters  v.  Caton,  6  Tex. 
554. 

78.  Kjiu. — Thompson  v.  Burge,  60 
Kan.  549,  555,  57  Pac.  110,  72  Am. 
St.  Eep.  369.  Ky. — Eevill's  Heirs  v. 
Claxon's  Heirs,  12  Bush  558.  Miss. 
Ladd  V.  Craig,  94  Miss.  659,  47  So. 
777.  See  also  Tate  v.  Bush,  62  Miss. 
145.  Tex. — Peters  v.  Caton,  6  Tex. 
554. 

As  to  effect  of  confirmation,  see 
infra,  XI,  O. 

79.  Mass. — Old  Colony  Trust  Co.  «. 
Great  White  Spirit  Co.,  181  Mass.  413, 
63  N.  E.  945.  Mich. — Eoberts  v.  Kala- 
mazoo Judge,  122  Mich.  560,  81  N.  W. 
355.  Mont. — State  v.  Dist.  Court,  34 
Mont.  345,  86  Pac.  268.  Tex.— Butler 
V.  Stephens,  77  Tex.  599,  14  S.  W. 
202. 

[a]  A  motion  for  the  postponement 
of  the  sale  made  on  the  day  of  sale, 
when  the  facts  on  which  it  was  based 
had  been  on  file  in  the  court  for  a 
month,  may  be  summarily  dismissed. 
Cressler  v.  Tri-State  L.  &  T.  Co.,  182 
Ind.  572,  107  N.  E.  68. 

80.  Old  Colony  Trust  Co.  v.  Great 
White  Spirit  Co.,  181  Mass.  413,  63  N. 
E.  945. 

81.  Eoberts  v.  Kalamazoo  Judge,  122 
Mich.  560,  81  N.  W.  355. 

82.  U.  S. — ^Burbant  v.  Semmes,  99 
U.  S.  138,  25  L.  ed.  315;  Blossom  v. 
Milwaukee,  etc.  E.  Co.,  3  Wall.  196,  18 
L.  ed.  43;  Eichards  ■».  Holmes,  18  How. 
143,  15  L.  ed.  304;  Kearney  v.  Taylor, 
15  How.  494,  14  L.  ed.  787;  Gager 
V.  Henry,  5  Sawy.  237,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
5,172.    HI.— Gilbert  v.  Watts-De  Golyer 

48 


Co.,  169  m.  129,  48  N.  E.  430,  61  Am. 
St.  Eep.  154.  Ky. — ^Head  v.  Clark,  88 
Ky.  362,  11  S.  W.  203.  Md.— Compare, 
Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1  Md.  Ch.  331. 
Miss. — Mitchell  v.  Harris,  43  Miss.  314. 
Mo. — Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181, 
26  S.  W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  572; 
Wolff  V.  Ward,  104  Mo.  127,  16  S.  W. 
J61.  N.  J.— Bethlehem  Iron  Co.  v.  P. 
&  S.  S.  Ey.  Co.,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  356,  23 
Atl.  1077.  N.  Y.— Kelly  v.  Israel,  11 
Paige  147;  Collier  v.  Whipple,  13  Wend. 
224;  Moir  v.  Flood,  66  App.  Div.  544, 
73  N.  Y.  Supp.  364;  Angel  v.  Clark,  21 
App.  Div.  339,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  731. 
Wis.— Pier  v.  Storm,  37  Wis.  247. 

[a]  Adjourned  Sale. — A  sale  reg- 
ularly adjourned  so  as  to  give  notice 
to  all  persons  present  of  the  time  and 
place  to  which  it  is  made,  is,  when 
made,  in  effect  the  sale,  of  which  pre- 
vious public  notice  was  given.  Eich- 
ards V.  Holmes,  18  How.  (U.  S.)  143, 
15  L.  ed.  304.  As  to  notice  of  ad- 
journed sale,  see  section  following. 

[b]  Adjournment  to  Another  Boom. 
Where  so  many  prospective  bidders 
were  present  that  the  auditor's  office 
was  unable  to  accommodate  them  the 
sale  was  properly  adjourned  to  the 
courtroom  upstairs.  Whitney  v.  Bailey, 
^8  Minn.  247,  92  N.  W.  974. 

[c]  Adjournment  Is  Not  a  Judicial 
Act.— White  v.  Zust,  28  N.  J.  Bq.  107. 

[d]  On  appeal  a  receiver's  discretion 
refusing  to  adjourn  a  sale  will  not  be 
disturbed,  unless  there  has  been  an 
abuse  thereof.  Fleming  v.  Fleming 
Hotel  Co.,  70  N.  J.  Bq.  509,  61  Atl. 
739. 

83.  Gilbert  v.  Watts-De  Golyer  Co., 
169  111.  129,  48  N.  E.  430,  61  Am.  St. 
Eep.  154. 

84.  in.— Thornton  v.  Boyden,  31  HI. 
200.    la.— Wolf  V.  Van  Metre,  27  Iowa 
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pone  a  sale  at  the  request  of  a  mere  stranger,*^  or  if  no  reason  there- 
for is  given.*"  The  day  to  which  an  adjournment  is  made  should  be 
specified  at  the  time  of  adjournment.'^ 

Grounds. —  The  officer  may  adjourn  an  advertised  sale  to  a  different 
time  and  place  in  order  to  obtain  a  fair  price  for  the  property.'* 
Thus  he  may  adjourn  the  sale  where  it  is  necessary  to  prevent  a  great 
sacrifice  of  the  property,'®  or  if  a  reasonably  advantageous  price  can- 
not be  had,®"  if  there  is  a  lack  of  bidders,®*  or  if  the  day  fixed  for  the 
sale  falls  on  a  legal  holiday.®^  So  also  a  sale  may  be  adjourned  in  a 
proper  ease  to  permit  the  debtor  to  redeem.®^ 

b.  Notice  of  Adjourned  Sale.  —  Although  in  the  absence  of  a  stat- 
ute requiring  it,  a  notice  of  an  adjournment  of  sale  is  not  necessary,®* 
statutes  generally  require  such  notice,®^  which  must  be  the  same  as  was 


348.  Mo. — Graham  •».  King,  50  Mo. 
22,  11  Am.  Eep.  401.  N.  J.— But  see 
Hicks  V.  "Willis,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  515,  7 
Atl.  507. 

85.  Pewabie  Min.  Co.  v.  Mason,  145 
U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36  L.  ed. 
732. 

86.  Conniek  v.  HiU,  127  Cal.  162,  59 
Pac.  832. 

87.  La  Farge  v.  Van  Wagenen,  14 
How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  54. 

[a]  Variance  in  Date  as  Fixed  and 
as  Published. — There  is  no  statute  or 
rule  of  court  requiring  the  naming  of 
the  future  day,  and  ii  a  day  is  fixed 
the  sale  must  be  made  on  that  day. 
If  there  is  a  variance  between  the 
day  announced  at  the  adjournment  and 
that  published  in  the  newspaper  the 
sale  will  be  irregular.  La  Farge  v. 
Van  Wagenen,  14  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.) 
54;  Miller  v.  Hull,  4  Denio  (N.  Y.) 
104. 

88.  Head  v.  Clark,  88  Ky.  362,  11 
S.  W.  203. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  a  direction 
in  the  decree  the  officer  may  adjourn 
the  sale  to  another  hour  in  order  to 
obtain  a  fair  price,  or  determine 
which  property  shall  be  sold  first,  or 
owing  to  sham  bidding  or  lack  of  bid- 
ders refuse  to  sell  altogether  at  the 
time  fixed  in  the  notice.  Head  v. 
Clark,  88  Ky.  362,  11  S.  W.  203. 

89.  TX.  S.— Blossom  V.  Milwaukee, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  3  Wall.  209,  18  L.  ed.  43, 
111.— Thornton  V.  Boyden,  31  111  200. 
Mich. — Beaubien  v.  Poupard,  Harr.  Gh. 
206.  Mo. — Noland  v.  Barrett,  122  Mo. 
181,  26  S.  W.  692,  43  Am.  St.  Eep. 
572.     N.   Y.— Collier    v.    Whipple,    13 
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Wend.   224.     S.   C— Miller  v.  Law,  10 
Rich.   Eq.   320,   73   Am.  Dee.   92. 

90.  U.  S.— Eichards  v.  Holmes,  18 
How.  143,  15  L.  ed.  304;  Collier  v. 
Stanbrough,  6  How.  14,  12  L.  ed.  324. 
111.— Thornton  v.  Boyden,  31  111.  200. 
Ky. — Head  v.  Clark,  88  Ky.  362,  11 
S.  W.  203.  Mich.— Beaubien  v.  Poup- 
ard, Harr.  Ch.  206. 

91.  IT.  S.— Eichards  v.  Holmes,  18 
How.  143,  15  L.  ed.  304.  lU.— Cohen 
V.  Menard,  136  HI.  130,  24  N.  E.  604. 
Ky.— Head  v.  Clark,  88  Ky.  362,  11  S. 
W.  203.  Mass. — Norris  v.  Howe,  15 
Mass.  175.  Miss. — Mitchell  v.  Harris, 
43  Miss.  314. 

92.  White  v.  Zust,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  107. 

93.  Blossom  «.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E. 
Co.,    8    WaU.    (U.  a.)    196,    18   L.    ed. 

[a]  Where  the  decree  ordered  a  sale 
unless  the  mortgagors  should  previous- 
ly pay  the  mortgage  debt,  a  few  short 
adjournments  to  enable  the  mortgagors 
to  make  arrangements  to  pay  are  for 
sufficient  cause.  If  before  the  day  to 
which  the  sale  stands  adjourned  the 
amount  of  the  decree  is  paid  the  sale 
may  be  discontinued  altogether.  Blos- 
som V.  Milwaukee,  etc.  ,E.  Co.,  3"  Wall. 
(XJ.  S.)   196,  18  L.  ed.  43. 

94.  Coxe  V.  Halsted,  2  HT.  J.  Eq. 
311.  Compare,  Eichards  v.  Holmes,  18 
How.  (U.  S.)  143,  15  L.  ed.  304. 

95.  in.— Griffin  v.  Marine  Co.  of  Chi- 
cago, 52  111.  130;  Thornton  v.  Boyden, 
31  HI.  200.  La. — Montgomery  •».  Bar- 
row, 19  La.  Ann.  169;  Humphreys  v. 
Browne,  19  La.  Ann.  158.  Md. — Glenn 
V.  Wootten,  3  Md.  Ch.  514.  Neb.— Fraa- 
man  v.  Fraaman,  64  Neb.  472,  90  N,  W. 
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required  for  the  original  sale,  unless  the  statute  prescribes  other 
notiee."^^ 

B.  Who  May  Sell.  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  person  who  makes  the 
sale  must  have  received,  from  the  court  decreeing  it,  authority  to  offer 
the  property  for  sale,  to  receive  bids  for  it  and  to  sell  it.®°  The  sale 
must  be  made  by  the  person  designated  in  the  decree  of  sale  or  under 
the  immediate  direction  and  supervision.^' 

2.  Who  May  Be  Designated.  —  The  court  in  the  order^*  of  sale 
may  appoint  or  designate  any  competent  person  as  its  agent  in  making 


245,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  650.  Can.— See 
Thompson  v.  MiUiken,  15  Grant  Ch.  197, 
holding  that  where  a  sale  is  put  off 
a  note  of  such  postponement  at  the 
foot  of  the  old  adyertisement  will  snf- 
fiee  without  incurring  the  expense  of 
a  fresh  advertisement. 

[a]  In.  New  Jersey,  an  adjournment 
for  any  period  not  exceeding  a  week 
need  not  be  advertised  in  the  news- 
papers. Hewitt  V.  Montelair  E.  Co., 
25  N.   J.   Eq.    392. 

[b]  Adjournment  from  week  to 
week  for  nearly  three  years  without 
further  advertisement  is  unwarranted, 
and  where  the  owner  had  been  misled 
thereby  and  was  unaware  of  the  sale 
the  sale  might  be  set  aside  upon  equit- 
able terms.  Chamberlain  v.  Lamed,  32 
N.  J.  Eq.  295. 

95V2.  Griffin  v.  Chicago  Marine  Co., 
52  111.  130;  Thornton  v.  Boyden,  31  111. 
200;  Hewitt  v.  Montelair  By.  Co.,  25 
N.  J.  Eq.  392. 

[a]  Date. — ^Where  the  notice  of  ad- 
journment is  published  at  the  foot  of 
the  original  notice  of  sale,  the  fact 
that  it  bears  no  date  will  not  vitiate 
it.    Pier  v.  Storm,  37  Wis.  247. 

[b]  Description  of  Property. — ^In 
advertising  an  adjourned  sale  the  no- 
tice need  not  describe  the  lands  to  be 
sold.  Avon-by-the-Sea  Land  &  Imp. 
Co.  V.  Finn,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  808,  41  Atl. 
360. 

[c]  Adding  Notice  of  Postponement 
to  Notice  of  Sale. — ^Where  the  statute 
does  not  direct  any  form  of  adjourn- 
ment, unless  it  is  from  day  to  day,  it 
is  sufficient  where  on  the  day  before 
the  date  appointed  for  the  sale,  a  no- 
tice of  postponement  for  a  week  at  the 
same  hour  and  place  was  added  to  the 
notice  of  sale,  and  the  notice  of  sale 
and  postponement  appeared  in  each  is- 
sue of  the  paper  up  to  and  including 


the  day  of  sale.  In  re  Harris,  Petition- 
er, 14  E.  L  637. 

96.  Laurel  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  «.  Gal- 
breath  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  165  Fed.  162,  91 
C.  C.  A.  196. 

As  to  necessity  of  order  or  decree  of 
sale  generally,  see  supra,  IV,  A. 
As  to  process  to  officer,  see  supra,  V. 

97.  Blossom  v.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.)  196,  205,  18  L. 
ed.  43. 

[a]  Assigning  Reason  in  Order. 
Sometimes  the  statutes  provide  that 
the  court  in  appointing  certain  per- 
sons as  masters  to  sell  must  assign 
its  reason  therefor  in  the  order  of  ap- 
pointment. A  recitation  in  the  record, 
"good  cause  existing  therefor,"  with- 
out assigning  the  reason,  is  a  mere 
error  which  is  amendable  and  it  does 
not  invalidate  or  affect  the  decree  of 
sale.  Quinton  v.  Neville,  154  Fed.  432, 
83  C.  C.  A.  252. 

[b]  Sale    by    Agent    of    Guardian. 

Where  a  conservator's  sale  of  real  es- 
tate was  made  in  the  absence  of  the 
guardian  by  her  agent,  and  the  sale 
was  fair  and  for  a  good  price,  and 
she  adopted  the  ac]t  of  her  agent,  and 
the  court  approved  the  sale,  such  sale 
cannot  be  attacked  in  a  collateral  pro- 
ceeding, or  even  in  a  direct  proceed- 
ing, especially  where  no  exceptions 
were  made  to  the  manner  of  conduct- 
ing the  sale.  Wing  v.  Dodge,  80  lU. 
564. 

98.  Neb. — Omaha  L.  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Bertrand,  51  Neb.  508,  70  N.  W.  1120; 
American  Inv.  Co.  v.  Nye,  40  Neb. 
720,  59  N.  W.  355,  42  Am.  St.  Eep. 
692.  N.  C— McNeill  v.  Morrison,  63 
N.  G.  508.  Ohio. — Mayer  v.  Wick,  15 
Ohio  St.  548;  Wick  v.  Mayer,  2  Ohio 
Dec.  579.  S.  C. — Adams  v.  Kleckley, 
1  S.  C.  142;  Meetze  v.  Padgett,  1  S.  C. 
127, 

Vol,  XVI 


756 


JUDICIAL  SALES 


the  sale,  but  it  should  not  appoint  a  nonresident,*'  a  person  under 
disability,^  a  party  to  the  action,^  one  having  an  interest  in  the  judg- 
ment to  satisfy  which  the  suit  is  brought,''  or  any  of  its  own  officers 
or  others  whose  duties  may  be  incompatible  with  their  proper  atten- 
tion to  their  duties  as  agent  of  the  court  to  make  the  sale.* 

The  court  may  direct  a  sale  to  be  made  by  a  master,^  a  special  mas- 
ter or  auctioneer,"  a  commissioner,^  a   marshal    or    sheriff,*   or    hia 


[a]  A  woman  may  be  appointed, 
Gibson's  Case,  1  Bland  (Md.)  138,  17 
Am.  Dee.  257. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
attached  property  shall  be  sold  "by 
the  sheriff"  on  order  of  the  court 
having  control  of  property,  the  court 
may  direct  the  sheriff  of  the  county 
■where  the  court  is  held  to  sell  land 
in  another  county.  Smith  v.  Common- 
wealth L.  &  L.  Co.,  172  Ky.  607,  189 
S.  W.  912. 

99.  Gibson's  Case,  1  Bland  (Md.) 
138,  17  Am.  Deo.  257. 

1.  Gibson's  Case,  1  Bland  (Md.) 
138,  17  Am.  Dec.  257. 

2.  Smith  V.  Harrigan,  27  Abb.  N.  C. 
322,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  852,  40  N.  Y.  St. 
292. 

3.  Gibson's  Case,  1  Bland  (Md.) 
138,  17  Am.  Dec.  257;  Etter  ■$.  Scott, 

90  Va.  762,  19  S.  E.  776.  But  see  Teel 
V.  Yancey,  23  Gratt.  (64  ya.)_  691,  697 
(holding  it  to  be  no  objection  to  a 
sale  that  one  of  the  commissioners  was 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the  suit  in  his 
own  right);  Elworthy  v.  Billing,  10  L. 
J.  Ch.  (N.  S.)  176,  10  Sim.  98,  59  Eng. 
Eeprint  549. 

4.  Gibson's  Case,  1  Bland  (Md.V 
138,  17  Am.  I)ec.  257. 

5.  V.  S. — ^Pewabic  Min.  Co.  v.  Ma- 
son, 145  U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36 
L.  ed.  782;  Laurel  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  v. 
Galbreath  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  165  Fed.  162, 

91  C.  C.  A.  196.  na. — Mann  v,  Jen- 
nings, 25  Fla.  730,  6  So.  771.  Ga. 
Hall  V.  Taylor,  133  Ga.  606,  66  S.  E. 
478.  N.  Y. — ^Heyer  v.  Deaves,  2  Johns. 
Ch.  154.  S.  O. — Ex  parte  O'Bannon, 
65  S.  C.  487,  43  S.  E.  958. 

[a]  The  fact  that  a  master  was 
styled  a  commissioner  can  make  no 
difference,  when  the  authority  and 
duties  prescribed  in  the  appointment 
are  appropriate  to  the  function  given. 
Mann  v.  Jennings,  25  Fla.  730,  6  So. 
771. 

[b]  Nomination    by    Plaintiff.— The 
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master  should  be  selected  by  the  court, 
but  the  objection  that  he  was  nom- 
inated by  complainant's  counsel  can- 
not be  urged  against  the  purchaser. 
Knickerbocker  Trust  Co.  v.  Carteret 
Steel  Co.,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  130,  86  Atl. 
55. 

6.  Blossom  V.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E.  Co., 
3  Wall.  (U.  S.)  196,  18  L.  ed.  43; 
The  Monte  Allegro,  9  Wheat.  (U.  8.) 
616,  6  L.  ed.  174;  Magann  v.  Segal,  92 
Fed.  252,  34  C.  C.  A.  323;  Threadgill 
V.  Colcord,  16  Okla.  447,  85  Pac.  703. 

7.  Robertson  v.  McClintock,  86  Ark. 
255,  110  S.  W.  1052;  Hall  v.  Taylor,  133 
Ga.  606,  66  S.  E.  428. 

[a]  Special  Commissioner . —  Bowen 
V.  Evans,  1  Lea  (Tenn.)  107;  Williams 
V.  Bowman,  3  Head  (Tenn.)  678;  Mar- 
tin V.  Kester,  49  W.  Va.  647,  39  S.  E. 
599. 

[b]  Master  Commissioner. — Scott  «. 
Graves,  153  Ky.  221,  154  S.  W.  1084; 
Northwestern  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Mulvihill,  53  Neb.  538,  74  N.  W.  78; 
American  Inv.  Co.  v.  Nye,  40  Neb. 
720,  59  N.  W.  355,  42  Am.  St.  Eep. 
692;  State  v.  HoUiday,  35  Neb.  327, 
53   N.  W.   142. 

[e]  Special  Master  Commissioner. 
Jones  V.  Miller,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  582, 
92  N.  W.  201  (a  special  master  com- 
missioner may  be  appointed  to  enforce 
the  decree  after  the  sheriff  had  made 
two  abortive  attempts  to  do  so,  and 
the  appointment  may  be  made  with- 
out notice) ;  Mayer  v.  Wick,  15  Ohio 
St.  548;  Wick  v.  Mayer,  2  Ohio  Dee. 
579. 

8.  XT.  S.— Nalle  v.  Toung,  160  IT.  S. 
624,  6  Sup.  Ct.  420,  40  L.  ed.  560; 
Blossom  V.  Milwaukee,  etc.  B.  Co.,  3 
Wall.  196,  18  L.  ed.  43;  Minnesota 
Co.  V.  St.  Paul  Co.,  2  Wall.  609,  640,  17 
L.  ed.  886;  Laurel  Oil  &.  Gas  Co.  v. 
Galbreath  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  165  Fed.  162, 
91  C.  C.  A.  196.  Ind.— Smith  v.  Sparks, 
162  Ind.  270,  70  N.  E.  253.  Minn. 
Clossen  V.   Whitney,   39   Minn.   50,   38 
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deputy,*  a  referee,"  or  receiver,"  a  trustee,"  a  guardian,"  an  executor 
or  administrator,^*  or  by  the  clerk  of  court." 

No  notice  of  the  appointment  of  a  master  to  sell  is  necessary." 
If  the  person  appointed  to  sell  is  unacceptable  objection  should  be 
made  to  the  court  when  the  decree  is  rendered."  The  order  appoint- 
ing a  master  to  sell  can  be  attacked  only  in  a  direct  proceeding  to  set 
aside  the  order  of  appointment." 

3.  Eight  To  Delegate  Authority.  —  The  person  appointed  to  sell 
cannot  delegate  his  authority,^^  but  if  he  be  an  officer  having  a  deputy, 
the  latter  m!ay  make  a  sale  under  an  order  of  sale  directed  to  the 
former.^"  A  sheriff  cannot  appoint  a  special  deputy  to  make  the  sale, 
however.^^ 

4.  Right  To  Employ  Auctioneer.  —  The  person  directed  to  make 
the  sale  may  employ  an  auctioneer  to  conduct  the  sale  if  it  be  made 


N.  "W.  759.  Mo.— Hamer  v.  Cook,  118 
Mo.  476,  24  S.  "W.  180.  Neb.— State 
«.  HoUidayj  35  Neb.  327,  53  N.  W. 
142.  N.  Y.— Strauss  v.  Bendheim,  162 
N.  Y.  469,  56  N.  E.  1007,  reversing  44 
App.  Div.  82,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  398.  Ohio. 
Craig's  Admx.  v.  Fox,  16  Ohio  563. 
S.  C.-— Adams  v.  Kleckley,  1  S.  C.  143. 
Tex. — Buse  v.  Bartlett,  1  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  335,  21  S.  W.  52. 

[a]  Sheriff  of  Another  County. — ^But 
sheriff  of  one  county  cannot  execute 
an  alias  order  directed  to  sheriff  of 
another  county.  Terry  v.  Cutler,  4  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  570,  23  S.  W-  539. 

9.  Hotchkiss  v.  Cutting,  14  Minn. 
537;  Tatum  v.  HoUiday,  59  Mo.  422. 

10.  Sproule  v.  Davies,  171  N.  Y.  277, 
63  N.  E.  1106;  Strauss  v.  Bendheim, 
162  N.  Y.  469,  56  N.  E.  1007,  reversing 
44  App.  Div.  82,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  398. 

[a]  A  referee  appointed  to  sell  is 
an  administrative  and  not  a  judicial 
officer.  Sproule  v.  Davies,  171  N.  Y. 
277,  63  N.  E.  1106. 

11.  JEx  parte  O'Bannon,  65  S.  C.  487, 
43  S.  E.  958. 

12.  Gibson's  Case,  1  Bland  (Md.) 
138,  17  Am.  Dec.  257. 

13.  Laurel  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  v.  Gal- 
breath  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  165  Fed.  162,  91 
C.  C.  A.  196. 

14.  Matter  of  Georgi,  21  Mise.  419, 
47  K.  Y.  Supp.  1061. 

[a]  An  insolvent  administrator  may 
sell  provided  he  gives  the  bond  re- 
quired by  statute.  Matter  of  Georgi, 
21   Misc.   419,   47   N.   Y.   Supp.   1061. 

15.  McCrady  v.  Jones,  36  S. ,  C.  136, 
15  S.  E.  430;  Adams  v.  Kleekley,  1  S.  C. 
142. 


16.  Seaman  v.  Northwestern  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  493,  30  C.  C.  A. 
212. 

17.  Seaman  v.  Northwestern  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  493,  30  C.  C. 
A.  212. 

18.  Seaman  v.  Northwestern  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  493,  30  C.  C. 
A.  212;  Elgutter  v.  Northwestern  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  500,  30  C.  C.  A. 
218. 

[a]  A  collateral  attack  because  of 
ineligibility  of  the  appointee  cannot 
be  made.  Seaman  v.  Northwestern 
Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  493,  30 
C.  C.  A.  212;  Elgutter  v.  Northwestern 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  500,  30  C.  C. 
A.  218. 

19.  III.— Kellogg  v.  Wilson,  89  111. 
357;  Sebastian  v.  Johnson,  72  111.  282, 
22  Am.  Eep.  144.  Mo. — Graham  v. 
King,  50  Mo.  22,  11  Am.  Eep.  401.  Neb. 
Levara  «.  McNeny,  5  Nebv  (Unof.) 
318,  98  N.  "W.  679;  Myers  v.  McGav- 
oek,  39  Neb.  843,  58  N.  W.  522,  42 
Am.  St.  Eep.  627,  is  not  in  conflict 
with  this  rule,  because  while  the  sale 
was  not  actually  made  by  the  guard- 
ian it  does  not  appear  not  to  have 
been  made  under  his  personal  super- 
vision and  in  his  presence.  N.  J. 
Hicks  V.  Willis,  41  N.  J.  Bq.  516,  7 
Atl.  507.  N.  Y.— Heyer  v.  Deaves,  2 
Johns.  Ch.  154.  W.  Va.— Counell  v. 
Wilhelm,  36  W.  Va.  598,  15  S.  E. 
245. 

20.  Chambers  v.  Jones,  72  HI.  275; 
Heyer  v.  Deaves,  2  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.) 
154. 

21.  Meyer  v.  Patterson,  28  N.  J.  Eq. 
239. 
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in  his  prcsence.^^  And  it  has  been  held  to  be  no  objection  to  a  sale 
which  is  fairly  conducted,  that  the  person  entitled  to  the  proceeds 
employs  the  auctioneer.^^ 

5.  Where  Term  of  OflBce  Expires.  —  Inasmuch  as  the  duties  of  a 
master  or  commissioner  expire  with  his  term  of  office,  sales  ordered 
but  not  made  by  him  before  that  time  must  be  made  by  his  suc- 
cessor.^* '  V 

6.  Where  Person  Appointed  Dies.  —  Where  the  person  appointed 
to  make  the  sale  dies,  the  court  may  make  a  new  appointment:"" 

7.  Removal.  —  Before  removing  a  person  appointed  to  make  a  sale 
on  account  of  unusual  delay  in  executing  the  decree,  the  court  will 
ordinarily  award  a  rule  requiring  the  person  appointed  to  account  for 
the  delay."* 

8.  Bond  and  Oath.  —  In  the  absence  of  a  statute,  or  a  requirement 
in  the  decree,  the  officer  selling  need  not  give  a  bond,"'  or  take  an  oath 
of  office,"^  especially  where  he  is  an  officer  who  has  taken  an  oath 
of  office  and  filed  a  general  bond."*  But  as  this  matter  rests  in  the 
court's  discretion,  the  court  may  require  it  and  it  is  undoubtedly 
better  practice  to  do  so.*"    Statutes  sometimes  require  bond  and  oath 


22.  U.  S.— Williamson  v.  Berry,  8 
How.  495,  12  L.  ed.  1170;  Blossom  V. 
Milwaukee  E.  Co.,  3  Wall.  196,  18  L. 
ed.  43;  The  Monte  Allegre,  9  Wheat. 
616,  6  L.  ed.  174.  111.— Chambers  v. 
Jones,  72  111.  275;  Sebastian  v.  John- 
son, 72  111.  282,  22  Am.  Eep.  144.  Ky. 
Noland  v.  Noland's  Admr.,  12  Bush 
426.  Md.— Gibson's  Case,  1  Bland  138, 
17  Am.  Dec.  257.  Miss. — Swan  v. 
Smith,  58  Miss.  875.  Neb. — Levara  v. 
McNeny,  5  Neb.  (Unof.)  318,  98  N.  W. 
679;  Myers  v.  MeGavock,  39  Neb.  843, 
58  N.  W.  522,  42  Am.  St.  Eep.  627. 
Tenn. — Goodlett  v.  Campbell,  1  Tenn. 
Oh.  200.  W.  Va.— Bock  v.  Bock,  24  W, 
Va.  586. 

23.  Speer  v.  Skinner,  35  HI.  282,  in 
a  mortgage  sale   or  a  receiver's  sale. 

24.  Keith  v.  Gray,  Eich.  Eq.  Cas. 
(S.  C.)  227;  Hunt  v.  Elliott,  1  Bailey 
Eq.  (S.  C.)  90;  Tost  v.  Porter,  80 
Va.  855. 

[a]  The  office  of  a  master  or  com- 
missioner does  not,  Uke  a  sheiiS's  levy, 
vest  the  property  in  him  for  sale.  He 
is  merely  the  agent  of  the  court  to 
execute  a  decree  of  sale  and  he  must 
act  within  the  power  conferred  on  him. 
Keith  V.  Gray,  Eich.  Eq.  Cas.  (S.  C.) 
227. 

25.  Covas  V.  Bertoulin,  45  La.  Ann, 
160,  11  So.  874. 
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26.  Connell  v.  Wilhelm,  36  W.  Va. 
598,  15  S.  E.  245. 

27.  Elgutter  v.  Northwestern  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  500,  30  C.  C.  A. 
218;  Seaman  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  493,,  30  C.  G.  A. 
212;  Morton  v.  Carroll,  68  Miss.  699, 
9  So.  896. 

As  to  bond  of  personal  representative, 
see  6  Standard  Proc.  569. 

As  to  guardian's  bond,  see  12  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  825. 

28.  Elgutter  v.  Northwestern  Mut, 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  500,  30  C.  C.  A. 
218;   Mayer  v.  Wick,  15  Ohio  St.  548. 

As  to  oath  of  administrator,  see  6 
Standard  Proc.  568. 

29.  Elgutter  v.  Northwestern  Mut. 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  86  Fed.  500,  30  C.  C.  A. 
218;  Swofford  v.  Garmon,  51  Miss. 
348. 

[a]  A  master  specially  appointed 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  selling,  in  the 
absence  of  the  person  who  would  natur- 
ally make  the  sale  (a  receiver)  need 
neither  give  a  bond  nor  take  an  oath. 
Threadgill  v.  Colcord,  16  Okla.  447,  85 
Pac.  703. 

SO.  George  v.  Keniston,  57  Neb.  313, 
77  N.  W.  772;  Northwestern  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Mulvihill,  53  Neb.  538,  74 
N.  W.  78;  Omaha  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Bertrand,  51  Neb.  508,  70  N.  W.  1120; 
Mayer  v.  Wiek,  15  Ohio  St.  548. 
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before  a  sale  can  be  made,'^  and  this  requirement  cannot  be  waived 
by  the  plaintiff;*^  but  a  bond  may  be  waived  if  all  the  parties  inter- 
ested in  reqiiiring  it  entered  into  a  consent  decree  to  that  ef£eet.'^  In 
some  jurisdictions,  a  failure  to  give  the  required  bond  renders  the 
sale  erx'oneous  and  voidable,'*  but  in  others  the  sale  is  considered  to 
be  wholly  void.*" 


31.  See  geneially  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Ky. — ^Phelps  v.  Jones, 
91  Ky.  244,  15  S.  W.  668.  Mass.— Wil- 
liams V.  Bead,  5  Pick.  480.  Miss. 
Sharpley  v.  Plant,  79  Miss.  175,  28  So. 
799,  89  Am.  St.  Bep.  588;  State  v. 
Cox,  62  Miss.  786;  Terger  v.  Ferguson, 
55  Miss.  190.  W.  Va. — ^Parker  v.  Val- 
entine, 27  W.  Va.  677;  Neeley  v. 
Euleys,  26  W.  Va.  686.  See  MeClas- 
key  V.  O'Brien,  16  W.  Va.  791,  not 
referring  to  statute. 

[a]  Resales  are  included  in  statute. 
Tompkins  v.  Deyerle,  102  Va.  219,  46 
S.  £.  300. 

[b]  Time  of  Taking  Oath. — The  spe- 
cial oath  required  of  guardians,  execu- 
tors or  administrators  must  be  taken 
before  the  selection  of  the  time  and 
place  of  sale.  TJ.  S. — Gager  i).  Henry, 
5  Sa-wy.  237,  9  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,172.  la. 
Thornton  v.  Mulquinne,  12  Iowa  549, 
79  Am.  Dec.  548;  Cooper  v.  Sunderland, 
3  Iowa  114,  66  Am.  Deo.  52.  Me. 
Campbell  v.  Knights,  26  Me.  224,  45 
Am.  Dec.  107.  Mass. — Parker  v.  Nich- 
ols, 7  Kck.  111.  Mici.— Byder  v.  Tlan- 
ders,  30  Mich.  336.  Neb. — ^Bachelor  v. 
Korb,  58  Neb.  122,  78  N.  W.  485,  76 
Am.  St.  Bep.  70.  Ore. — ^Fuller  v.  Hager, 
47  Ore.  242,  83  Pac.  782,  114  Am.  St. 
Bep.  916.  Wis. — Wilkinson  v.  Filby, 
24  Wis.  441;  Blaekman  v.  Baumann,  22 
Wis.  611. 

[c]  Bond  With  Other  Commissioner 
as  Surety. — ^Where  two  commissioners 
are  appointed  to  sell  and  required  to 
execute  a  bond,  each  cannot  execute 
a,  separate  bond  with  the  other  as  his 
sole  surety.  Tyler  v.  Toms,  75  Va. 
116. 

Effect  of  failure  of  guardian  to  take 
oath,  see  12  Standard  Pace.  827. 

32.  Neeley  v.  Euleys,  26  W.  Va. 
686. 

33.  Neeley  v.  Buleys,  26  W.  Va. 
686. 

34.  Ala. — ^Wyman  v.  Campbell,  6 
Port.  219,  31  Am.  Dec.  677.  Ind. 
Davidson  v.  Bates,  111  Ind.  391,  12  N. 
E.    687,    after    running    of    statute    of 


limitations.  la. — Hamiel  v.  Donnelly, 
75  Iowa  93,  39  N.  W.  210;  Bunce  v. 
Bunce,  59  Iowa  533,  13  N.  W.  705. 
Mass. — Perkins  v.  FaiTfield,  11  Mass. 
227.  Ohio. — Arrowsmith  v.  Harmoning, 
42  Ohio  St.  254  {approved,  Arrowsmith 
V.  Gleason,  129  U.  S.  86,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
237,  32  L.  ed.  630);  Mauarr  v.  Parrish, 
26  Ohio  St.  636.  See,  however.  Car- 
penter V.  Sloane,  20  Ohio  327.  Pa. 
Dixey's  Exrs.  v.  Laning,  49  Pa.  143. 

[a]  Defective  Bond.  —  Where  the 
bond  had  been  duly  approved  by  the 
court,  the  fact  that  it  was  defective 
cannot  invalidate  the  sale.  Gibbs  v, 
Cunningham,  1  Md.  Ch.  44. 

[b]  The  court  may  confirm  a  sale 
though  the  trustee  may  have  omitted 
to  give  the  bond  required  by  the  de- 
cree. Speed  V.  Smith,  4  Md.  Ch.  299. 
See  Tyson  v.  Mickle,  2  Gill  (Md.)  376; 
Gibson's  Case,  1  Bland  (Md.)  138,  17 
Am.  Dec.  257. 

[c]  Sale  by  One  Commissioner  Giv- 
ing  Bond. — Where  the  decree  directs  a 
sale  by  three  commissioners  and  pro- 
vides that  those  giving  bond  may  sell 
alone,  a  sale  by  the  commissioner  who 
alone  gave  bond  is  valid.  The  fact 
that  he  joined  his  cp-commissioner  with 
him  in  the  advertisement  and  report 
does  not  invalidate  the  proceedings. 
Strayer  v.  Long's  Exr.,  89  Va.  471,  16 
S.  E.  357. 

35.  V.  S.— Bright  v.  Boyd,  1  Story 
478,  4  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,875.  Ky.— Bar- 
nett  V.  Bull,  81  Ky.  127;  Isert  v.  D^vis, 
17  Ky.  L.  Bep.  686,  32  S.  W.  294; 
Kelly  V.  Muir,  17  Ky.  L.  Bep.  167,  30 
S.  W.  653.  Me.— Snow  v.  Bussell,  93 
Me.  362,  45  Atl.  305,  74  Am.  St.  Bep. 
350.  Minn. — Babcock  v.  Cobb,  11  Minn. 
347.  IHiss. — Sharpley  v.  Plant,  79  Miss. 
175,  28  So.  799,  89  Am.  St.  Bep.  588; 
Heth  V.  Wilson,  55  Miss.  587;  Vander- 
burg  V.  Williamson,  52  Miss.  233.  Wis. 
Weld  V.  Johnson  Mfg.  Co.,  84  Wis. 
537,  54  N.  W.  335;  Wilkinson  v.  Fil- 
by,  24  Wis.  441.  See  also  McKinney 
V.  Jones,  55  Wis.  39,  11  N.  W.  606,  12 
N.  W.  381. 
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The  amount  of  the  bond  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  court,^®  but 
must  be  sufScient  to  cover  the  probable  amount  of  purchase  money.^' 
The  bond  must  be  approved  in  writing  by  the  court'^  whose  duty  it 
is  to  determine  its  sufSeiency.-''* 

C.  Manner  of  Sale.  —  1.  In  General.  —  In  making  the  sale,  the 
officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  sell,  mlist  follow  any  directions  in  the  decree 
or  order  authorizing  the  sale,*"  and  in  the  statute  regulating  it.*^ 
In  addition  thereto  the  officer  must  sell  in  pursuance  to  the  adver- 
tisement,*^ and  for  any  departure  therefrom  the  sale  will  be  set 
aside, *^  In  so  far  as  he  is  not  restricted  by  the  decree  or  general 
law,  he  has  a  reasonable  discretion  as  to  the  manner  of  conducting 
the  sale,**  and  it  is  his  duty  to  oifer  the  property  in  such  a  manner 


On  Sales  of  Infant's  Property. — See 
12  Standard  Peoc.  825. 

On  sale  by  executor  or  administrator, 
see  6  Standard  Peoc.  569. 

36.  Dawes  v.  Thomas,  4  Gill  (Md.) 
333. 

37.  Southwestern  Virginia  Mineral 
Co.  V.  Chase,  95  Va.  50,  27  S.  E.  826. 

[a]  Where  the  hond  is  double  the 
estimated  value  of  the  property  it  is 
sufficient.  Greer  v.  Ford,  31  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  389,  72  S.  W.  73. 

38.  Austin  v.  Austin,  50  Me.  74,  79 
Am.  Dec.  597. 

[a]  Approval  of  a  bond  in  a  lesser 
amount  than  that  required  by  the  or- 
der of  sale  will  not  invalidate  the  sale. 
In  re  Winona  Bridge  E.  Co.,  51  Minn. 
97,  52  N.  W.  1079. 

39.  Bolgia,no  v.  Cooke,  19  Md.  375. 

40.  IT.  S. — Camden  v.  Mayhew,  129 
U.  S.  73,  9  Sup.  Ct.  246,  32  L.  ed. 
608;  Williamson  v.  Berry,  8  How.  495, 
12  L.  ed.  1170.  Ala.— Aderholt  v.  Hen- 
ry, 82  Ala.  541,  3  So.  114.  Ark.— Phelps 
V.  Jackson,  31  Ark.  272.  III.— Quick 
V.  Collins,  197  111.  391,  64  N.  E.  288; 
Wilson  V.  Ford,  190  111.  614,  60  N.  E. 
876;  Gould  v.  Garrison,  48  111.  258; 
Sowarda  v.  Pritchett,  37  IIL  517;  Rey- 
nolds V.  Wilson,  15  HI.  394,  60  Am.  Dec. 
753;  Jacobus  v.  Smith,  14  111.  359. 
Ind. — Smith  V.  Sparks,  162  Ind.  270, 
70  N.  E.  253.  Ky.— Noel  v.  Harper,  170 
Ky.  657,  186  S.  W.  503;  Williams  v. 
Woodruff,  1  Duv.  257.  La. — In  re 
Sheets  Lumber  Co.,  52  La.  Ann.  1337, 
27  So.  809.  Md. — Hopper  v.  Hopper, 
79  Md.  400,  29  Atl.  611.  Mont.— Broad- 
water V.  Bichards,  4  Mont.  80,  2  Pac. 
546.  N.  J.— Collins  v.  Kiederling  (N. 
J.  Eq.;,  97  Atl.  948.     Xex.— Wipff  v. 
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Heder,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  685,  26  8.  W. 
118.     Va. — See  Stray er  v.  Long's  Exr., 
89  Va.  471,  16  S.  E.  357.     Wis.— Bab- 
cock  V.  Perry,  8  Wis.  277. 
See  12  Standard  Peoc.  828. 

[a]  A  sale  of  other  property  than 
that  directed  to  be  sold  is  void.  Gie- 
secke   v.    Hoffman,    15    Tex.    Civ.   App. 

361,  40  S.  W.  1034. 

[b]  A  second  judgment  of  sale  with- 
out formal  pleadings  is  a  nullity  and 
confers  no  authority  on  the  officer.  A 
sale  partly  in  accordance  with  the  first 
judgment  and  partly  in  accordance  with 
the  second  is  therefore  void.  Bethel 
V.  Bethel,  6  Bush  (Ky.)  65,  99  Am. 
Dec.  655. 

41.  Tappan  v.  Dayton,  51  N.  J.  Eq. 
260,  28  Atl.  1;  Kopmeier  v.  O'Neil,  47 
Wis.  593,  3  N.  W.  365.  See  12  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  828. 

42.  Jarboe  v.  Colvin,  4  Bush  (Ky.) 
70;  Hahn  v.  Pindell,  1  Bush  (Ky.)  538, 
540. 

[a]  An  advertisement  of  a  sale  in 
gross  is  no  notice  of  a  sale  in  par- 
cels, and  vice  versa.  Hahn  v.  Pindell, 
1  Bush   (Ky.)   538,  540. 

[b]  Where  property  is  advertised  to 
be  sold  for  cash  it  is  no  variance  for 
the  commissioner  to  announce  at  the 
sale  that  payment  will  be  received  in 
United  States  treasury  notes.  Cash 
means  ready  money  as  distinguished 
from  credit.  Meng  v.  Houser,  13  Rich. 
Eq.   (S.  C.)   210. 

43.  Jarboe  v.  Colvin,  4  Bush  (Ky.) 
70. 

44.  U.  S. — ^Blossom  v.  Milwaukee, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  3  Wall.  196,  208,  18  L. 
ed.   43.     Ky.— Head   v.   Clark,   88    Ky. 

362,  11  S.  W.  203.    Mo.— Haad  v.  Mot- 
ter,  73  Mo.  457. 
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as  to  bring  its  fair  market  value.*^  Although  the  officer  may  and  per- 
haps usually  does  act  on  the  advice  of  the  creditor's  attorney,  un- 
reasonable directions  of  the  latter  are  not  obligatory  and  should  not 
be  followed.*^ 

2.  Whether  Public  or  Private.  —  When  the  statute  does  not  pro- 
vide whether  the  sale  shall  be  public  or  private,  the  manner  of  making 
it  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,*'  or,  in  the  absence  of  any 
designation  by  the  court,  in  the  discretion  of  the  officer,**  and  may  be 
made  either  publicly  or  privately,*^  but  generally  in  the  absence  of 
a  contrary  direction  the  sale  should  be  public.^"  It  has  been  held, 
however,  that  even  where  the  statute  directs  a  sale  to  be  made  at 
public  auction  the  court  may  direct  otherwise.^^  The  officer  directed 
to  make  the  sale  should  comply  with  the  decree  of  sale  when  it  directs 
either  a  public'^*  or  private^^  sale,  but  a  departure  therefrom  is  gen- 


45.  Thomas  v.  Fewster,  95  Md.  446, 
52  Atl.  750;  Hopper  v.  Hopper,  79  Md, 
400,  29  Atl.  611;  Delaplaine  v.  Law- 
rence, 3  N.  T.  301. 

46.  Blossom  v.  Milwaukee,  ete.  E. 
Co.,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.)'  196,  209,  18  L. 
ed.  43. 

47.  Md.— Glenn  v.  Clapp,  11  Gill  & 
J.  1.  Mo.— Hand  v.  Motter,  73  Mo. 
457.  Ohio. — See  Dresbach  v.  Stein,  41 
Ohio  St.  70.  Fa,.— In  re  Smith's  Es- 
tate, 188  Pa.  222,  41  Atl.  542.  Va, 
Cox  V.  Price,  22  S.  E.  512. 

See  13  Standard  Peoc.  577;  12  Stand- 

ABD  PBGC.  830. 

[a]  Especially  when  a  public  sale 
has  been  attempted  and  failed  to  bring 
a  purchaser  at  a  satisfactory  price,  and 
a  delay  involves  serious  depreciation 
in  the  value  of  the  property.  Benet 
».  Ford,  113  Va.  442,  74  8.  E.  394. 

[b]  Direction  to  Receive  Private 
Bids. — A  direction  in  a  decree  for  the 
sale  of  real  estate  for  a  commissioner 
to  receive  private  offers  and  report 
them  to  the  court  to  be  acted  upon 
in  vacation,  is  within  the  discretion  of 
the  trial  court,  in  order  to  obtain  the 
best  price  for  the  land.  Conrad's 
Admr.  v.  Fuller,  98  Va.  16,  84  S.  E. 
893. 

[c]  Where  No  Bids  at  Public  Sale 
Are  Anticipated. — Where  the  land  con- 
sists of  fractional  parts  of  lots,  and 
in  such  proportions  and  relations  to 
the  other  interests  of  other  owners  in 
the  same  lot  that  the  part  owners  are 
the  only  persons  interested  in  bidding 
and  no  competition  can  be  hoped  for, 
a  private  sale  may  take  the  place  of  a 
public    sale    if   the    decree   so   directs. 


Palmer    v.    Garland's     Com.,     81     Va. 
444. 

48.  Hand  v.  Motter,   73  Mo.  457. 
As  to  confirmation  of  sale,  see  infra, 

XI. 

As  to  vacation  and  setting  aside  of 
sales,  see  infra,  XII. 

49.  Hess  V.  Rader,  26  Gratt.  (67 
Va.)  '746;  Klapneck  v.  Keltz,  50  W, 
Va.  331,  40  S.  E.  570. 

As  to  sale  of  infant's  property,  see 
12  Standard  Pboc.  829. 

As  to  sale  of  property  of  insane  per- 
sons, see  13  Standard  Peoc.  577. 

50.  Harris  v.  Parker,  41  Ala.  604; 
Fambro  v.  Gantt,  12  Ala.  298;  Leuders 
V.  Thomas,  35  Fla.  518,  17  So.  633,  48 
Am.  St.  Eep.  255. 

51.  Harris  v.  Parker,  41  Ala.  604 
(reviewing  Alabama  authorities) ;  Klap- 
neck V.  Keltz,  50  W.  Va.  331,  40  S.  E. 
570.  Contra,  Luttrell  v.  Wells,  97  Ky. 
84,  16  Ky.  L.  Eep.   812,  30  S.  W.  10. 

Confirmation  as  curing  defects,  see 
infra,  XI,  O. 

52.  Cal. — Schlicker  v.  Hemenway, 
110  Cal.  579,  42  Pae.  1063,  52  Am. 
St.  Eep.  116.  Md. — So.  Baltimore  Brick 
&  Tile  Co.  V.  Kirby,  89  Md.  52,  42 
Atl.  913;  Kelso  v.  Jessop,  59  Md.  114; 
Latrobe  v.  Herbert,  3  Md.  Ch.  375, 
894.  W.  Va.— Hutson  v.  Sadler,  31  W. 
Va.  358,  6  S.  E.  920. 

53.  Mallard  v.  Dejan,  45  La.  Ann. 
1270,  14  So.  238. 

[a]  The  court  should  be  fully  In- 
formed as  to  the  probable  value  of  the 
property,  when  it  departs  from  the 
general  rule  of  selling  at  public  auc- 
tion. Bound  V.  South  Carolina  Ey.  Co., 
46  Fed.  315. 
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erally  held  to  be  an  irregularity  which  may  be    cured    by    a    con- 
firmation of  the  sale.^* 

3.  Order  of  Selling.  —  Any  directions  in  the  decree  as  to  the 
order  in  which  property  shall  be  sold  must  be  foUowed,^^  but  in  the 
absence  of  such  'directions  the  order  of  sale  is  within  the  discretion 
of  the  officer  making  it.°°  The  parties  may  apply  to  the  court  for 
instructions  to  the  officer,^^  and  where  part  of  defendant's  property 
has  been  sold,  the  court  will  doubtless  compel  a  resort  to  ^he  unsold 
portions  tirst.°^  After  the  sale  has  been  made  and  confirmed,  however, 
no  objections  to  the  order  of  sale  can  be  made.^® 

4.  Personalty  Must  Be  in  View.  —  While  it  is  the  policy  of  the 
law  to  require  that  personal  property  about  to  be  sold  should  be 
within  the  view  of  the  bidders,'"  the  court  may  dispense  with  this 
requirement.** 

5.  Sale  En  Masse  or  in  Parcels.  —  Whether  property  shall  be  sold 
en  masse  or  in  parcels  is  sometimes  regulated  by  statutory  or  consti- 
tutional provisions."^  In  the  absence  thereof,  it  is  discretionary  with 
the  court,"^  or  with  the  officer,  if  the  court  does  not  otherwise  di- 


54.  Md.— Speed  v.  Smith,  4  Md.  Ch. 
299.  Mo. — BlickensderfEer  v.  Hanna,  231 
Mo.  93,  132  S.  W.  678.  W.  Va.— Klap- 
neck  V.  Keltz,  50  W.  Va.  331,  40  S.  E. 
570. 

As  to  effect  of  confirmation,  see 
infra,  XI,  O. 

[a]  When  Sale  Made  Otherwise 
Will  Be  Confirmed. — (1)  If  a  trustee 
directed  to  sell  by  decree  at  a  public 
sale,  sells  at  private  sale,  the  sale  will 
be  confirmed,  if  satisfactory  reasons 
are  given  for  so  doing,  and  no  objection 
is  made.  Anderson  v.  Foulke,  2  Har. 
&  G.  (Md.)  346;  Andrews  v.  Scotten, 
2  Bland  (Md.)  629,  643.  (2)  "Where 
no  objection  is  made"  means  such  ob- 
jections as  are  sufficient  to  outweigh 
the  reasons  given  by  the  trustee  for 
deviating  from  the  terms  of  the  decree. 
Cunningham  v.  Schley,  6  Gill  (Md.) 
207. 

[b]  Sale  Privately  After  Attempted 
FubUc  Sale. — Where  a  trustee  did  not 
sell  at  private  sale  until  failure  made 
at  public  sale,  and  even  after  such 
failure  kept  the  property  advertised  by 
offering  it  at  private  sale,  and  pro- 
cured a  better  price  at  private  sale 
than  he  had  been  offered  at  public, 
the  court  will  not  consider  his  conduct 
a  substantial  deviation  from  the  de- 
cree but  only  one  done  from  neces- 
sity. Cunningham  v.  Schley,  6  Gill 
(Md.)    207. 
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55.  Smith  v.  Sparks,  162  Ind.  i270, 
70  N.  E.  253. 

,    56.     King  V.  Piatt,  37  N.  T.  155,  3 
Abb.  Pr.  434,  35  How.  Pr.  23. 

57.  King  V.  Piatt,  37  N.  T.  155,  3 
Abb.  Pr.  434,  35  How.  Pr.  23,  citing 
Collier  v.  Whipple,  13  Wend.'  (N.  T.) 
224,  229. 

58.  Watt  V.  McGalliard,  67  111.  513. 

59.  Watt  V.  McGalliard,  67  111.  513; 
McGavock  v.  Bell,  3  Coldw.  (Tenn.) 
512. 

60.  Morrow  v.  McGregor,  49  Ark. 
67,  4  S.  W.  49:  Boylan  v.  Kelly,  36  N. 
J.  Eq.  331. 

61.  Morrow  v.  McGregor,  49  Ark. 
67,  4  S.   W.  49. 

[a]  Rule  as  to  Execution  Sales  Not 
Applicable. — The  rule  that  a  sale  on 
execution  by  a  sheriff  of  personal  prop- 
erty not  present  at  the  time  is  void 
does  not  apply  to  a  sale  made  by  a 
sheriff  in  the  execution  of  a  decree  or 
order  of  sale.  Craig's  Admx.  v.  Fox, 
16  Ohio  563.  As  to  execution  sales, 
see  the  title  "Judgments  and  Decrees, 
Enforcement  of." 

62.  _  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
constitutions,  and  Bansemer  v.  Mace, 
18  Ind.  27,  81  Am.  Dee.  344. 

As  to  direction  in  decree,  see  IV,  D, 

63.  XT.  S. — In  re  Haywood  Wagon 
Co.,  219  Fed.  655,  135  C.  C.  A.  391; 
Quinton   v.  Neville,   154   Fed.   432,  83 
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rect/*  whether  a  sale  shall  be  en  masse  or  in  parcels  as  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  parties  may  require,'  As  a  general  rule  where  the  land 
offered  for  sale  is  susceptible  of  division,  it  must  be  sold  in  parcels,"' 


C.  C.  A.  252;  Farmers  L.  &  T.  Co,  v. 
Cape  Fear  &  Y.  V.  Ey.  Co.,  82  Fed. 
344;  Johns  v.  Slack,  2  Hughes  467,  13 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,363.  Ark. — Southwest- 
ern Ark.  &  I.  T.  E.  Co.  v.  Hays,  63 
Ark.  355,  38  S.  W.  665.  lU.— McMul- 
len  V.  Gable,  47  111.  67.  Ind.— See 
Knarr  v.  Conaway,  42  Ind.  260.  Kan. 
Geuda  Springs  T.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Lom- 
bard, 57  Kan.  625,  47  Pae.  532.  Ky. 
"Wigginton  v.  Nehan,  25  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
617,  76  S.  W.  196.  See  O'Kane  v.  Vin- 
nedge,  108  Ky.  34,  55  S.  W.  711;  Mays 
V.  Carman,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2216,  66  S. 
W.  1019.  La.— MeCall's  Suceession,  28 
La.  Ann.  713.  Mich. — Maeomb  v. 
Prentis,  57  Mioh.  225,  23  N.  W.  788. 
Neb. — Kane  v.  Jonasen,  55  Neb.  757, 
76  N.  W.  441.  N.  Y.— Am.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Oakley,  9  Paige  259.  N.  0. — Montague 
«.  Ealeigh  Sav.  Bank,  118  N.  C.  283, 
24  S.  E.  6.  Tenn. — ^Young  v.  Cardwell, 
6  Lea  168.  Tex. — ^Lomax  v.  Comstoek, 
50  Tex.  Civ.  App.  340,  110  S.  W.  762. 
Va. — Gilbert,  v.  Washington  City,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  33  Gratt.  <74  Va.)  586;  Long 
v.  Weller's  Exr.,  29  Gratt.  (70  Va.) 
847. 

As  to  sale  of  infant's  property,  see 
12  Standard  Peoc.  828. 

As  to  sale  of  property  of  insane 
persons,  see  13  Standard  Peoc.  577. 

[a]  Where  Decree  Is  Not  Followed. 
Where  the  register  conducting  the  sale 
sells  only  part  of  the  property,  or  if 
he  sells  in  different  lots  than  provided 
in  the  decree  because  a  better  price  is 
obtainable,  and  no  injury  results  to 
either  party,  the  court  will  ordinarily 
confirm  and  complete  the  sale.  But 
when  there  are  conflicting  equities,  the 
register  acts  in  violation  of  the  decree, 
goes  beyond  his  province  and  invades 
the  province  of  the^  court  if  he  under- 
takes to  determine  that  a  portion  and 
what  portion  of  the  property  shall  be 
first  sold,  unless  by  consent  of  the  part- 
ies. The  court  cannot  sanction  such  a 
course.  Aderholt  v.  Henry,  82  Ala.  541, 
3  So.  114. 

64.  Ga. — ^Palmour  v.  Eoper,  119  6a. 
10,  45  S.  B.  790.  Ind.— Wright  v.  Yetts, 
30  Ind.  185.  Md. — Thomas  v.  Fewster, 
95  Md.  446,  52  Atl.  750;  Hughes  v. 
Eiggs,  84  Md.  502,   36  Atl.  269.     Mo. 


Culbertson  v.  Edwards,  243  Mo.  433, 
148  S.  W.  112;  Tatum  v.  HoUiday,  59 
Mo.  422.  Neb. — Pierce  v.  Eeed,  8  Neb. 
(Unof.)  874,  93  N.  W.  154;  Mallory  v. 
Patterson,  63  Neb.  429,  88  N.  W.  686; 
Kane  v.  Jonasen,  55  Neb.  757,  76  N. 
W.  441.  N.  J. — Avon-by-the-Sea  Land 
&  Imp.  Co.  V.  Finn,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  808, 
41  Atl.  860;  National  Bank  of  Me- 
tropolis V.  Sprague,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  159; 
Johnson  ».  Garrett,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  31; 
Kelly  V.  Neshanic  Min.  Co.,  7  N.  J.  Eq. 
579.  N.  Y. — Delaplaine  v.  Lawrence, 
3  N.  Y.  301;  Whitbeck  v.  Eowe,  25  How. 
Pr.  403.  See  Am.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oakley, 
9  Paige  259.  W.  Va.— Eose  &  Co.  v. 
Brown,  17  W.  Va.  649. 

[a]  If  the  court  directs  a  sale  en 
gross,  the  sheriff  must  follow  the  di- 
rection. Babcock  v.  Perry,  8  Wis.  277, 
Compliance  with  order  generally,  see 
supra  IX,  C,  1. 

[b]  Although  the  order  of  sale  de- 
scribes the  property  as  one  parcel,  the 
officer  may  sell  in  subdivisions.  Dela- 
plaine V.  Lawrence^  3  N.  Y.  801. 

[c]  It  is  the  officer's  duty  to  offer 
the  property  in  such  parcels  as  is  cal- 
culated to  bring  the  greatest  aggregate 
amount.  Delaplaine  v.  Lawrence,  3  N. 
Y.  301. 

As  to  notice,  see  generally,  VII,  C, 
4. 

65.  Ark. — Belcher  v.  Harr,  94  Ark. 
221,  126  S.  W.  714;'  Chatfield  v.  Iowa 
&  Arkansas  Laud  Co.,  88  Ark.  895,  114 
S.  W.  478;  Harris  v.  Brady,  87  Ark. 
428,  112  8.  W.  974;  La  Cotts  v.  Quer- 
termous,  83  Ark.  174,  103  S.  W.  182, 
tax  sales.  Cal. — See  Houghton  v.  Kern 
Valley  Bank,  157  Cal.  289,  107  Pac. 
113.  Colo^— Hughes  v.  Webster,  52 
Colo.  475,  122  Pac.  789;  Page  D.  Gil- 
lett,  47  Colo.  289,  107  Pac.  290  (tax 
sales).  Ga. — Stark  v.  Cummings,  127 
6a.  107,  56  S.  B.  130;  Palmour  v.  Eoper, 
119  Ga.  10,  45  S.  E.  790.  111.— Osmond 
V.  Evans,  269  111.  278,  110  N.  E.  16; 
Bowen  v.  Boweu,  265  111.  638,  107  N. 
E.  129;  Henderson  v.  Harness,  184  111. 
520,  56  N.  E.  786;  McMullen  v.  Gable, 
47  HI.  67;  Dates  v.  Winstanley,  58  HI. 
App.  623.  Ind.- Smith  v.  Sparks,  162 
Ind.  270,  70  N.  E.  253;  Brake  v.  Brown- 
lee,  91  Ind.  359.     la.— White  v.  Watts, 
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and  if  several  tracts  of  land  are  to  be  sold,  each  must  be-  offered 
separately.®^  If,  however,  the  amount  bid  when  the  property  is  offered 
en  masse  is  greater  than  the  aggregate  of  the  bids  on  each  tract  sep- 
arately, a  sale  en  masse  may  be  made.®^  And  if  one  tract  will  not 
sell  separately  another  may  be  added,®^  and  a  third  tract  may  be  added 
if  no  bid  can  be  had  for  the  two  tracts.  In  this  manner  the  whole 
may  be  sold  en  masse  upon  a  reasonable  bid.°®    Where  realty  and  per- 


18  Iowa  74.  Kan, — Geuda  Springs  T. 
&  W.  Co.  V.  Lombard,  57  Kan.  625,  47 
Pac.  532.  Ky. — Kentucky  Union  Co.  v. 
Comm.,  128  Ky.  610,  108  S.  W.  931,  110 
S.  W.  398;  Vanmeter  v.  Vanmeter's  As- 
signee, 88  Ky.  448,  11  S.  W. 
80,  289;  Burns  v.  Bay,  18  B. 
Mon.  392;  Buckley's  Assignee  v. 
Stevenson,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep.  952,  99  S. 
W.  961;  Maya  v.  Carman,  23  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  2216,  66  S.  W.  1019.  La.— Borde 
V.  Erskine,  33  La.  Ann.  873.  See  Mc- 
Call's  Succession,  28  La.  Ann.  713; 
Duckworth  v,  Vaughan,  27  La.  Ann. 
599;  Walker  v.  Kimbrough,  27  La.  Ann. 
558;  Truxillo's  Succession,  24  La.  Ann. 
453;  Bowie  v.  Lott,  24  La.  Ann.  214. 
Md. — Thomas  V.  Tewster,  95  Md.  446, 
52  Atl.  750;  Carroll  v.  Hutton,  88  Md. 
676,  41  Atl.  1081;  Johnson  v.  Ham- 
bleton,  52  Md.  378.  Mich.— Griswold 
V.  Puller,  32  Mich.  268.  Minn.— Hull 
V.  King,  38  Minn.  349,  37  N.  W.  792. 
Miss. — McCluskey  v.  Trussel,  90  Miss. 
544,  44  So.  69;  Stevenson  v.  Eeed,  90 
Miss.  341,  43  So.  433  (under  constitu- 
tional provision);  Swofford  v.  Garmon, 
51  Miss.  348.  Mo. — Culbertson  v.  Ed- 
wards, 243  Mo.  433,  148  S.  "W.  112; 
Taturn  v.  Holliday,  59  Mo.  422.  Neb. 
See  Mallory  v.  Patterson,  63  Neb.  429, 
8g  N.  W.  686;  Craig  v.  Stevenson,  15 
Neb.  362,  18  N.  W.  510.  N.  J.— Evan 
V.  Wilson,  64  N.  J.  Eq.  797,  52  Atl.  993; 
Avon-by-the-Sea  Land  &  I.  Co.  v.  Finn, 
56  N.  J.  Eq.  808,  41  Atl.  360;  Mor- 
riss  V.  Inglis,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  306,  19 
Atl.  16;  Burnett  v.  Eaton,  29  N.  J.  Eq. 
466;  National  Bank  of  Metropolis  v. 
Sprague,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  159.  N.  Y.— De- 
laplaine  v.  Laurence,  3  N.  T.  301; 
American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oakley,  9  Paige 
259;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Bear  v.  Irwin, 
10  Wend.  441;  Woods  v.  Morrell,  1 
Johns.  Ch.  103,  505.  Okla. — Meadors 
V.  Johnson,  27  Okla.  544,  112  Pac.  1121; 
Keller  v.  Hawk,  19  Okla.  407,  91  Pac. 
778;  Eldridge  i>.  Eobertson,  19  Okla.  165, 
92  Pac.  156;  Lowenstein  v.  Sexton,  18 
Okla.  322,  90  Pac.  410.  Pa. — Connell  v. 
Hughes.  1  Phila.  225,  8  Leg.  Int.  180; 
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Tate  V.  Carberry,  1  Phila.  133.  Tex. 
Cook  V.  Brown,  45  Tex.  73;  Pisk  v. 
Varnell,  39  Tex.  73;  Allen  v.  Court- 
ney, 24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  86,  58  S.  W. 
200.  Vt.— See  Brush  v.  Watson,  81  Vt. 
43,  69  Atl.  141.  W.  Va.— Younger  v. 
Meadows,  63  W.  Va.  275,  59  S.  E.  1087; 
Hurxthal's  Exrx.  v.  Hurxthal's  Heirs, 
45  W.  Va.  584,  32  S.  E.  237;  Cranmer 
V.  MeSwords,  26  W.  Va.  412. 

[a]  Sale  to  Two  Persons. — ^Where 
a  commissioner  was  authorized  to  sell 
in  two  separate  parcels,  but  the  land 
was  sold  as  a  whole,  the  two  purchasers 
being  allowed  to  divide  the  land  be- 
tween themselves,  such  act  will  not  in- 
validate the  sale.  Eodgers  v.  Eodgers' 
Admr.,  17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  358,  31  S.  W. 
139.  * 

66.  Cal. — Anglo-Californian  Bank  v. 
Cerf,  142  Cal.  303,  75  Pac.  902.  HL 
Henderson  v.  Harness,  184  HI.  520,  56 
N.  E.  786;  Clark  v.  Glos,  180  HI.  556, 
54  N.  E.  631,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  223; 
Cohen  v.  Menard,  136  111.  130,  24  N. 
E.  604.  Kan.— Geuda  Springs  T.  &  W. 
Co.  V.  Lombard,  57  Kan.  625,  47  Pac. 
532.  N.  J. — Hasbrouck  Heights  Co.  v. 
Lodi,  66  N.  J.  L.  102,  48  Atl.  517. 

Direction  in  decree,  see  supra,  IV, 
D,  9. 

67.  U.  S.— Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Hli- 
nois  E.  Co.,  117  U.  S.  434,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
809,  29  L.  ed.  963;  In  re  Haywood 
Wagon  Co.,  219  Fed.  655,  135  C.  C.  A. 
391:  Godchaux  v.  Morris,  121  Fed.  482, 
57  C.  C.  A.  434.  lU.— Osmond  v.  Evans, 
269  HI.  278,  110  N.  E.  16;  Ward  v. 
Ward,  174  111.  432,  51  N.  E.  806;  Van 
Valkenburg  v.  Schools,  66  111.  103.  Ky. 
Van  Meter  v.  Van  Meter's  Assn.,  88 
Ky.  448,  11  S.  W.  80,  289;  Terry  v. 
Swinford,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  712,  41  S. 
W.  553. 

Contents  of  notice,  see  smra,  Vn, 
C,  4. 

68.  Henderson  v.  Harness,  184  HI. 
520,  56  N.  E.  786;  Cohen  v.  Menard, 
136  111.  130,  24  N.  E.  604. 

69.  U.  S.— Slater  v.  Maxwell,  6  Wall. 
268,   18  L.   ed.   796.     Cal.— Bechtel  «. 
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sonalty  are  decreed  to  be  sold  the  court  should  direct  the  commissioner 
to  offer  them  both  separately  and  together,  and  sell  in  the  way  in 
which  they  would  bring  the  larger  sum.^"  A  sale  en  masse  where  it 
should  have  been  in  parcels,  is  a  mere  irregularity  which  does  not 
render  the  sale  void  or  subject  to  collateral  attack,'^  but  merely  renders 
it  voidable  J^ 

Waiver.  — The  right  to  have  the  land   sold   in   parcels   may    be 
waived.''^ 

D.    Terms  and  Conditions  of  Sale.  —  Where  the  statute  prescribes 
the  terms  of  sale,  the  decree  of  sale  must  fix  the  terms^*  in  accordance 


■Wier,  152  Cal.  443,  93  Pae.  75,  15  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.)  549;  Anglo-Calif ornian 
Bank  v.  Cerf,  142  Cal.  303,  75  Pac.  902; 
Connick  v.  Hill,  127  Cal.  162,  59  Pae. 
832;  Marston  v.  White,  91  Cal.  37,  27 
Pae.  588.  111. — Henderson  v.  Harness, 
184  111.  520,  56  N.  E.  786;  Cohen  v. 
Menard,  136  111.  130,  24  N.  E.  604. 

70.  HuTxthal's  Exrx.  v.  Hurxthal's 
Heirs,  45  W.  Va.  584,  32  S.  E.  237. 

[a]  A  sheii£f  may  use  his  discretion 
in  selling  the  real  estate  and  person- 
alty together,  and  eonfirmation  will  not 
be  refused  because  he  sold  a  hotel  and 
its  equipment  together  in  the  absence 
of  a  showing  that  the  price  realized 
was  less  than  would  have  been  ob- 
tained by  separate  sales.  Worth  v. 
Newlin  (N.  J.),  36  Atl.  30. 

71.  TJ.  S. — Goerz  v.  Barstow,  148 
Fed.  563,  78  C.  C.  A.  248,  reversing 
Barstow  v.  Beckett,  122  Fed.  140.  Cal. 
Marston  v.  White,  91  Cal.  37,  27  Pac. 
588.  m.— Palmer  v.  Eiddle,  180  HI. 
461,  54  N.  E.  227;  Osgood  v.  Blacltmore, 
59  HI.  261.  Ky.-:-West  v.  McDonald, 
113  S.  W.  872.  Mich.— Brown  v.  Han- 
nah, 152  Mich.  33,  115  N.  W.  980;  Os- 
man  v.  Traphagen,  23  Mich.  80,  especi- 
ally where  the  sale  has  been  confirmed 
and  the  order  of  eonfirmation  never 
disturbed.  N.  J. — Guarantee  T.  &  S. 
D.  Co.  V.  Jenkins,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  451,  2 
Atl.  13. 

As  to  collateral  attack,  see  infra, 
XIX. 

72.  Cal. — Marston  «.  White,  91  Cal. 
37,  27  Pac.  588.  Miim.— Willard  v. 
Finnegan,  42  Minn.  476,  44  N.  W.  985, 
8  L.  E.  A.  50.  Mo.— Culbertson  v.  Ed- 
wards, 243  Mo.  433,  148  S.  W.  112; 
Shelton  v.  Franklin,  224  Mo.  342,  363, 
123  8.  W.  1084,  135  Am.  St.  Eep.  537. 
N.  Y.— Griffith  v.  Hadley,  10  Bosw.  587. 
N.  D. — Power  v.  Larabee,  3  N.  D.  502, 
57  N.  W.   789,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  577, 


S.  D.— Thompson  v.  Browne,  10  S.  D. 
344,  73  N.  W.  194. 

[a]  The  sale  may  be  set  aside  on 
timely  application.  Marston  v.  White, 
91  Cal.  37,  27  Pae.  588;  Palmer  v.  Eid- 
dle, 180  111.  461,  54  N.  E.  227;  Osgood 
V.  Blackmore,  59  HI.  261. 

[b]  Objection  Too  Late. — The  ob- 
jection that  the  land  was  not  sold  in 
separate  parcels  cannot  be  taken  after 
the  time  for  redemption  has  expired. 
Eaymond  V.  Holborn,  23  Wis.  57,  99 
Am.  Dee.  105. 

73.  See  the  following  cases:  Ark. 
Frazier  v.  State,  56  Ark.  242,  19  S.  W. 
838.  lU.— Clark  v.  GIos,  180  111.  556, 
54  N.  E.  631,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  223. 
Miss.— Bradley  v.  Villere,  66  Miss.  399, 
6  So.  208.  Ohio. — Hartshorne  v.  Eeeder, 
3  Ohio  Dee.  (Eeprint)  109.  S.  D. 
Thompson  v.  Browne,  10  S.  D.  344,  73 
N.  W.  194. 

[a]  Agreement  between  parties  that 
the  property  shall  be  sold  as  a  whole 
is  valid  and  enforceable.  Humboldt 
Savings  Bank  v.  MeCleverty,  161  Cal. 
258,  119  Pae.  82. 

[b]  A  stipulation  in  a  moutgaga 
that  a  sale  must  be  made  as  a  whole 
may  be  waived.  Blood  v.  Munn,  155 
Cal.  228,  100  Pae.  694. 

[e]  If  creditors  stand  by  without 
objection  when  a  sale  is  made,  they 
cannot  later  object  that  a  sale  should 
have  been  made  en  grosse.  In  re 
Sheets  Lumber  Co.,  52  La.  Ann.  1337, 
27   So.   809. 

74.  Walker  v.  McLoud,  204  TJ.  S. 
302,  27  Sup.  Ct.  293,  51  L.  ed.  495; 
Underwood's  Admr.  v.  Cartwright,  20 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  809,  47  S.  W.  580. 

[a]  Where  statute  directs  sales  to  be 
on  credit,  the  court  cannot  authorize  a 
sale  for  cash.  Ark. — Williams  v.  Ew- 
ing,  31.  Ark.  229,  236.  Ky.— Luttrell 
V.  Wells,  97  Ky.  84,  30  S.  W.  10.  Miss. 
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therewith,  and  it  is  error  to  name  any  other  terms.'^  Some  statutes, 
however,  apply  only  where  the  decree  is  silent  in  this  regard.^'  In 
the  absence  of  statutory  direction,  the  terms  of  the  sale  are  in  the  diss- 
eretion  of  the  court,'^  and  this  discretion  will  not  be  disturbed  on 
appeal  except  for  abuse  thereof/*  "Where  the  terms  are  stated  in  the 
decree,  the  officer  must  follow  the  decree,'^  although  if  no  injury  re- 
sults from  a  departure,  the  defect  may  be  cured  by  a  confirmation  of 
the  sale.*"  Where  the  statute  and  decree  are  silent,  the  officer  must 
sell  for  cash,*^  unless  all  the  creditors  consent  to  a  sale  on  credit,** 


Knox  V.  B^nk  of  IT.  S.,  26  Miss.  655; 
Dean  v.  De  Lezardi,  24  Miss.  424, 

[b]  In  Louisiana,  statute  requires  a 
sale  "for  casli,  if  the  creditors  require 
it."  Code  Pr.,  art.  990.  It  is  optional 
with  them  whether  the  sale  shall  be 
so  made.  Therefore  the  court  may  di- 
rect the  land  to  be  sold  on  credit  with- 
out requiring  it  to  be  first  offered  for 
cash.  Wright  v.  Cummings,  19  La. 
Ann.  353. 

75.  Ark. — See  Johnson  «.  Campbell, 
52  Ark.  316,  12  S.  "W.  578;  Fry  v. 
Street,  37  Ark.  39;  Williams  v.  Ewing, 
31  Ark.  ^229.  Ky.— McKensie  v.  Salyer, 
19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1414,  43  S.  W.  450. 
Miss. — Morse  v.  Clayton,  13  Smed.  & 
M.  373. 

[a]  A  direction  for  a  shorter  credit 
than  that  provided  by  statute  is  er- 
roneous. McKensie  v.  Salyer,  19  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1414,  43  S.  W.  450. 

76.  Moffitt  V.  Moflatt,  69  HI.  641; 
Eeynolds  v.  Wilson,  15  111.  394,  60  Am. 
Dec.  753. 

77.  U.  S.— Ballentyne  v.  Smith,  205 
U.  S.  285,  27  Sup.  Ct.  527,  51  L.  ed. 
803;  Pewabic  Min.  Co.  v.  Mason,  145 
U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36  L.  ed. 
732;  In  re  Haywood  Wagon  Co.,  219 
Ted.  655,  135  C.  C.  A.  391.  Nev.— See 
Dazet  V.  Landry,  21  Nev.  291,  30  Pac. 
1064.  N.  Y.— Walrath  v.  Abbott,  75 
Hun  445,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  529,  59  N.  Y. 
St.  641.  Va.— Yost  v.  Porter,  80  Va, 
855;  Pairo  v.  Bethel!,  75  Va.  825,  833. 

[a]  In  directing  the  sale  of  real 
property  of  value,  however,  the  court 
should  in  the  absence  of  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances, direct  a  sale  on  a  reason- 
able credit.  Pairo  v.  Bethell,  75  Va. 
825,  833;  Brien  v.  Pittman,  12  Leigh 
(39  Va.)  379. 

78.  Keith  v.  Gray,  Eich  Eq.  Cas.  (S. 
C.)  227. 

Confirmation  as  curing  defects,  see 
infra,  XI,  O. 

[a]     This   discretion  must   be   exer- 
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cised  where  circumstances  show  it 
ought  to  be,  and  the  failure  to  exer- 
cise it  may  be  reviewed  by  an  appellate 
court.  Tennent's  Heirs  v.  Fattens,  6 
Leigh    (33   Va.)    196. 

79.  U.  S. — Camden  v.  Mayhew,  129 
V.  S.  73,  9  Sup.  Ct.  246i  32  L.  ed.  608; 
Williamson  v.  Berry,  8  How.  495,  544, 
12  L.  ed.  1170.  Ark.— Phelps  v.  Jack- 
son, 31  Ark.  27^.  IlL— Gould  v.  Gar- 
rison, 48  m.  25S;  Eeynolds  v.  Wilson, 
15  m.  394,  60  Am.  Dee.  753.  Kan. 
Wheatley  v.  Tutt,  4  Kan.  195.  Ky. 
Cofer  V.  Miller,  7  Bush  545;  Bethel  v. 
Bethel,  6  Bush  65,  99  Am.  Dee.  655; 
Musgrave  v.  Parrish,  11  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
573,  12  S.  W.  709.  Miss.— Alsobrook  v. 
Eggleston,  69  Miss.  833,  13  So.  850. 
Neb. — Hooper  v.  Castetter,  45  Neb.  67, 
63  N.  W.  135;  Nebraska  Loan  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Hamer,  40  Neb.  281,  58  N.  W. 
695.  Tex. — ^Hamilton  v.  Pleasants,  31 
Tex.  638,  98  Am.  Dec.  551.  See  Chase 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
595,  20   S.   W.   1027. 

[a]  Master  (1)  has  no  authority  to 
change  the  terms  of  sale.  Kfuifmann 
V.  Pittsburg,  248  Pa.  41,  93  Atl.  779; 
Jacob's  Appeal,  23  Pa.  477.  (2)  The 
insertion  of  other  terms  of  sale  on  his 
own  motion  by  the  officer  selling  is  un- 
authorized. MuUins  V.  Franz,  162  App. 
Div.  316,  147  N.  Y,  Supp.  418. 

80.  Johnson  v.  Campbell,  52  Ark. 
316,  12  S.  W.  578,  where  the  officer 
sold  on  a  three  months'  credit  instead 
of  four  as  the  decree  directed. 

81.  Ala. — ^Weakley  v.  Gurley's 
Admr.,  60  Ala.  399.  Conn. — ^Foster  v. 
Thomas,  21  Conn.  285.  111. — ^Eeynolds 
V.  Wilson,  15  111.  394,  60  Am.  Dee. 
753.  la. — Eichards  •».  Adamson's  Es- 
tate, 43  Iowa  248.  N.  Y. — Maples  v. 
Howe,  3  Barb.  Ch.  611.  Wis. — Sauer  v. 
Steinbauer,  14  Wis.  70. 

82.  Maples  v.  Howe,  3  Barb.  Ch. 
(N.  Y.)  611;  Sauer  v,  Steinbauer,  14 
Wis.  70. 
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or  tHe  court  so  orders  on  the  application  of  the  parly.^' 

B.  Amount  of  Property  To  Be  Sold.  —  No  more  property  should 
be  sold  than  is  necessary  to  satisfy  the  purpose  of  the  sale,^*  and  a 
sale  is  not  vitiated  by  a  failure  to  sell  all  the  property  described  in 
the  decree  or  order  of  sale.*^ 

F.  Amount  for  "Which  Property  Shall  Be  Sold.  —  In  some 
states  the  officer  cannot  sell  the  property  for  less  than  a  certain  pro- 
portion of  the  appraised  value,®^  but  it  is  his  duty,  nevertheless,  to 
realize  as  much  more  as  possible.*' 

G.  "Withdrawal  of  Property  From  Sale.  —  The  officer  selling 
may  withdraw  the  property  offered  for  sale  even  after  bids  have 
been  received  and  cried,  and  the  bidder  whose  bid  was  the  highest 
cannot  compel  a  conveyance  unless  the  property  has  been  knocked  off 
to  him.*^ 

H.  Mandamus  to  Officer.  —  The  sheriff  or  other  court  officer  in 
making  a  judicial  sale  acts  under  the  direction  of  the  court,  and  his 
acts  will  not  be  controlled  by  mandamus  from  a  superior  court  unless 
the  orders  of  the  court  under  which  he  proceeds  are  void.** 


83.  Sedgwick  v.  Ksh,  1  Hopk.  Ch. 
(N.  T.)  594. 

84.  Thomas  v.  Fewster,  95  Md.  446, 
52  Atl.  750;  Johnson  v.  Hambleton,  52 
Md.  378;  Boteler  v.  Brookes,  7  Gill  & 
J.    (Md.)    143. 

85.  Orman  «.  Bowles,  18  Colo.  463, 
33  Pae.  109. 

88.  Ky.— Gravitt  v.  Mountz,  27  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  945,  87  S.  W.  304.  Neb.— Fred- 
erick V.  Gehling,  92  Neb.  204,  137  N. 
W.  998,  when  purchaser  pays  two- 
thirds  of  the  appraised  value  of  de- 
fendant's interest  the  sale  will  not  be 
set  aside  for  inadequacy  of  price,  in 
the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake.  Ohio. 
Wiles  V.  Baylor,  1  Ohio  509,  as  re- 
quired in  the  case  of  a  sale  under  an 
execution. 

[a]  A  sale  for  less  than  two-thirds 
of  the  appraised  value  is  void.  Ellen- 
bogen  V.  Griffey,  55  Ark.  268,  18  S.  W. 
126. 

[b]  The  statute  has  no  application 
to  sales  made  by  assignees  for  the  ben- 
efit of  creditors.  Peele  v.  Ohio  &  In- 
diana Oil  Co.,  158  Ind.  374,  63  N.  E. 
763. 

[c]  The  statute  regulating  sales  un- 
der powers  of  sale  contained  in  mort- 
gages and  deeds  of  trust  which  pro- 
vides for  appraisement  of  the  property 
and  a  sale  of  not  less  than  two-thirds 
of  the  appraised  value,  does  not  apply 
to  a  sale  made  under  a  decree  of  court. 
Southwestern  Ark.  &  I.  T,  E.  Co.  v. 


Hays,  63  Ark.  355,  38  S.  W.  665;  Mar- 
tin  V.  Ward,  60  Ark.  510,  30  S.  W. 
1041. 

[d]  Deductions  for  prior  liens  (1) 
may  be  made.  Medland  v.  Van  Ellen, 
75  Neb.  794,  106  N.  W.  1022;  American 
Investment  Co.  v.  McGregor,  48  Neb. 
779,  67  N.  W.  785;  Eosenfield  v.  Chada, 
10  Neb.  421,  6  N.  W.  630;  Sessions  v. 
Irwin,  8  Neb.  5.  But  see  (2)  contra, 
Ellenbogen  v.  Griffey,  55  Ark.  268,  18 
S.  W.  126. 

87.  Mansfield  v.  Wallace,  217  111. 
610,  75  N.  E.  682. 

88.  U.  S. — See  Blossom  v.  Milwau- 
kee, etc.  Ey.  Co.,  3  Wall.  196,  18  L. 
ed.  43.  Ga. — Tillman  v.  Dunman,  114 
Ga.  406,  40  S.  B.  244,  88  Am.  St.  Eep. 
28,  57  L.  E.  A.  784.  S.  0.— Miller  v. 
Law,  10  Eich.  Eq.  320,  73  Am.  Dee. 
92. 

But  see  McAlpine  v.  Toung,  2  Ch. 
Cliamb.  (U.  C.)  85.  See  O'Connor  v. 
Woodward,  6  Ont.  Pr.  (Can.)  223. 

[a]  The  highest  bidder  at  a  sale, 
having  acquired  no  rights  to  compel  a 
conveyance  is  a  stranger  to  the  trans- 
action, and  cannot  inquire  into  the  mot- 
ives which  prompted  the  withdrawal. 
Tillman  v.  Dunman,  114  Ga.  406,  40  S. 
E.  244,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  28,'  57  L.  E. 
A.   784. 

89.  State  ex  ret  Lynch  v.  Hoover, 
43  Okla.  299,  142  Pac.  1110,  where  the 
sheriff  duly  advertised  the  sale  but 
prior  to  the  sale  returned  the  order  of 
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I.  Who  May  Purchase.  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  general  rule  is 
that  all  persons  may  purchase  at  a  judicial  sale  except  those  inter- 
dicted by  law.®"  One  who  by  reason  of  afiy  statutory  disability  is 
incompetent  to  purchase  at  a  private  sale  is  incompetent  to  purchase 
at  a  judicial  sale.®^  And  those  who  have  duties  to  perform  which  are 
inconsistent  with  the  character  of  purchaser,*^  cannot  be  purchasers, 
cither  directly  br  indirectly,  unless  they  obtain  previous  leave  of 
eourt.®^  He  will  not  be  permitted  to  purchase  as  agent  for  another,®* 
or,  through  an  agent,  for  himself.®^  The  rule  is  violated  if  the  ofScer 
selling  the  property  becomes  interested  in  the  property  after  the 
sale  and  before  confirmation.'* 

A  purchase  by  one  not  authorized  to  become  a  purchaser  is  gen- 
erally held  to  be  voidable  only,*'  but  some  statutes  declare  such  pur- 


sale  to  the  elerk  and  refused  to  exe- 
cute the  same. 

90.  Smith  v.  Erause  &  M.  Lumber 
Co.,  125  La.  703,  51  So.  693. 

91.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  v.  Kentucky, 
161  TJ.  S.  677,  16  Sup.  Ct.  714,  40  L. 
ed.  849. 

92.  Mo. — Tuggles  v.  Callison,  143 
Mo.  527,  45  8.  W.  291.  N.  Y.— See 
Torrey  v.  Orleans,  9  Paige  649.  S.  O, 
McCelvey  v.  Thomson,  7  S.  C.  185. 
Utah.— Hamilton  v.  Dooly,  15  Utah  280, 
49  Pac.  769.  Eng. — Guest  v.  Smythe, 
IS  "Wkly.  Eep.  742,  L.  E.  5  ch.  551,  89 
L.  J.  Ch.  536,  22  L.  T.  N.  S.  563. 

93.  As  to  necessity  for  leave  of 
court,  see  infra,  IX,  I,  3. 

94.  N.  Y. — Terwilliger  v.  Brown,  44 
N.  Y.  237.  Va.— Brock  v.  Eice,  27 
Gratt.  (68  Va.)  812.  W.  Va.— Hilleary 
V.  Thompson,  11  W.  Va.  113. 

[a]  See  however,  Scott  v.  Mann,  36 
Tex.  157,  holding  that  while  an  agent 
to  sell  cannot  purchase  at  his  own  sale, 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  him  from 
bidding  it  off  for  a  third  party. 

95.  Terwilliger  v.  Brown,  44  N.  Y. 
237. 

96.  Terwilliger  v.  Brown,  44  N.  Y. 
237. 

97.  Ark. — Hindma,n  v.  O'Connor,  54 
Ark.  627,  16  S.  W.  1052,  13  L.  E.  A. 
490.  Oal.— Coffey  v.  Greenfield,  62  Cal. 
602,  609;  Boyd  v.  Blankman,  29  Cal. 
19,  87  Am.  Dec.  146.  Del.— Willey  v. 
Tindal,  5  Del.  Ch.  194;  Downs  v.  Eick- 
ards,  4  Del.  Ch.  416.  Ga. — Lowery  v. 
Idelson,  117  Ga.  778,  45  S.  E.  51; 
Moore  v.  Carey,  116  Ga.  28,  42  S.  B. 
258;  Wallace  v.  Jones,  93  Ga.  419,  21 
8.  B.  89;  Worthy  v.  Johnson,  8  Ga.  236, 
52    Am.   Dec.   399.     111.— Mancinelli   V. 
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De  Bartolo,  268  HI.  198,  108  N.  E.  1015; 
McConnel  v.  Gibson,  12  111.  128;  Eob- 
erts  V.  Weimer,  130  111.  App.  297,  af- 
firmed, 227  111.  138,  81  N.  E.  40.  Ind. 
Lane  v.  Taylor,  40  Ind.  495.  Ky. — Har- 
ris V.  Hopkins,  166  Ky.  147,  179  S.  W. 
14;  Sears  v.  Collie,  148  Ky.  444,  146 
S.  W.  1117;  Johnson  v.  Poff,  109  Ky. 
396,  59  S.  W.  325.  La.— See  Gary  v. 
Landry,  122  La.  29,  47  So.  124.  Md. 
Eichelberger  v.  Hawthorne,  33  Md.  588; 
Mason  v.  Martin,  4  Md.  124.  Mass. 
Walker  v.  Walker,  101  Mass.  169;  Wy- 
nian  v.  Hooper,  2  Gray  141;  Bobbins  v. 
Bates,  4  Cush.  104;  Blood  v.  Hayman, 
13  Met.  231.  Mich.— Otis  v.  Kennedy, 
107  Mich.  312,  65  N.  W.  219.  See 
Louden  v.  Martindale,  109  Mich.  235, 
67  N.  W.  133;  Winter  v.  Truax,  87 
Mich.  324,  49  N.  W.  604,  24  Am.  St. 
Eep.  160.  Minn. — ^Brown  v.  Fischer,  77 
Minn.  1,  79  N.  W.  494;  White  v.  Iselin, 
26  Minn.  487,  5  N.  W.  359.  Miss. 
Brandau  v.  Greer,  95  Miss.  100,  48  So. 
519;  Temples  v.  Cain,  60  Miss.  478.  Mo. 
See  Bunel  v.  Nester,  203  Mo.  429,  101 
S.  W.  69.  Neb. — Kazebeer  v.  Nune- 
maker,  82  Neb.  732,  118  N.  W.  646; 
Veeder  v.  McKinley-Lanning  L.  &  T. 
Co.,  61  Neb.  892,  86  N.  W.  982;  Olson 
V.  Lamb,  56  Neb.  104,  115,  76  N.  W. 
438,  71  Am.  St.  Eep.  670;  Eeno  v.  Hale, 
28  Neb.  646,  44  N.  W.  996.  N.  J. 
Smith  V.  Drake,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  302;  Hus- 
ton V.  Cassedy,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  228;  Obert 
V.  Obert,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  98.  N.  Y.— Ter- 
williger  v.  Brown,  44  N.  Y.  237;  Jack- 
son ex  dem.  Gillespy  v.  Woolsey,  11 
Johns.  446;  Dugan  v.  Denyse,  13  App. 
Div.  214,  43  N.  T.  Supp.  308.  N.  C. 
Sherrod  v.  Vass,  128  N.  C.  49,  38  S.  E. 
333;  Shute  v.  Austin,  120  N.  C.  440,  27 
S.  E.  90;  Highsmith  v.  Whitehurst,  120 
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chases  to  be  void.®*  It  is  immaterial  whether  he  pays  all  the  property, 
is  worth,»*  or  whether  the  sale  is  advantageous  to  the  debtor,^  and 
equity  will  set  the  sale  aside  as  a  matter  of  course  on  the  application 
of  the  debtor,^  but  not  at  the  instance  of  the  officer.^ 

2.    niustrations.  —  The  parties  to  the  suit,*  and  persons  interested 
in  the  proceeds  of  a  sale,*  may  become  purchasers  if  the  sale  is  not 


N.  C.  123,  26  S.  E.  917;  rroneberger  v. 
Lewis,  70  N.  C.  456.  Ohio.— TerriUu. 
Auchauer,  14  Ohio  St.  80.  See  Arm- 
strong V.  Huston's  Heirs,  8  Ohio  552. 
See  Marsh  v.  Marsh,  5  Ohio  Dec.  (Be- 
print)  290.  Utah. — Hamilton  v.  Dooly, 
15  Utah  280,  49  Pae.  769.  Va.— How- 
ery  v.  Helms,  20  Gratt.  (61  Va.)  1. 
Wash. — Miller  v.  Winslow,  70  Wash. 
401,  126  Pac.  906.  W.  Va. — ^Walker  v. 
Enffner,  32  W.  Va.  297,  9  S.  E.  215; 
Winans  v. '  Winans,  22  W.  Va.  678; 
Newcomb  v.  Brooks,  16  W.  Va.  32; 
Ayers  i?.  Blair, '26  W.  Va.  558.  Wis. 
Gibson  v.  Gibson,  102  Wis.  501,  78  N. 
W.  917.  Compare,  MeCrubb  v.  Bray,  36 
Wis.  333. 

Designation  of  officer  iu  decree,  see 
supra,  IV,  D,  2. 

[a]  Waiver. — A  cestui  que  trust 
may  acquiesce  in  and  confirm  a  sale 
by  acts  which  will  preclude  him  from 
having  the  sale  set  aside.  Mulford  v. 
Minch,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  16,  64  Am.  Dec. 
472.' 

98.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
Ean. — ^Frazier  v.  Jeaikins,  64  Kan.  615, 
68  Pac.  24,  .57  L.  E.  A.  575;  Webb  i: 
Branner,  59  Kan.  190,  52  Pac.  429 
N.  Y. — Terwilliger  v.  Brown,  44  N.  T. 
237;  Forbes  v.  Halsey,  26  N.  Y.  53; 
O'Donoghue  v.  Boies,  92  Hun  3,  37  N. 
Y.  Supp.  961.  Okla. — Burton  v.  Comp- 
ton,  150  Pae.  1080.  Tenn. — Collins  v. 
Smith,  1  Head  251.  Wis.— MeCrubb  v. 
Bray,  36  Wis.  333. 

[a]  The  guardian  intended  by  §1679 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  (1)  to  whom  a  sale 
cannot  be  made,  is  a  guardian  ad  litem 
in  the  action  in  which  the  sale  is  had, 
and  a  sale  to  a  guardian  in  socage  is 
not  void  but  only  voidable.  O'Brien 
V.  Eeformed  Church,  10  App.  Div.  605, 
42  N.  Y.  Supp.  356.  (2)  This  rule  ap- 
plies also  to  a  purchase  by  a  testa- 
mentarv  guardian.  Munsell  v.  Mun- 
sell,  33"  Misc.  185,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  329. 

[b]  When  the  title  has  not  passed 
to  a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  no- 
tice, before  the  sale  is  impeached,  a 
purchase   under   this   statute   is  void. 


Houlihan  v.  Eogarty,  162  Mich.  492,  127 
N.  W.  793;  Otia  v.  Kennedy,  107  Mich. 
312,  65  N.  W.  219.  See  Taylor  v. 
Brown,  55  Mich.  482,  21  N.  W.  901. 

99.  Terwilliger  v.  Brown,  44  N".  Y. 
237.  .    . 

1.  Terwilliger  v.  Brown,  44  N.  T. 
237. 

2.  Terwilliger  v.  Brown,  44  N.  Y. 
237. 

As  to  setting  aside  sales,  see  infra, 
211. 

3.  Benson  v.  Benson,  97  Mo.  App. 
460,  71  S.  W.  360;  Eichardson  v.  Jones, 
3  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  163,  22  Am.  Dec. 
293. 

i.  V.  S. — Pewabic  Min.  Co.  v.  Ma- 
son, 145  U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36 
L.  ed.  732;  Allen  v.  Gillette,  127  U.  S. 
589,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1331,  32  L.  ed.  271; 
Smith  V.  Black,  115  TJ.  S.  308,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  50,  29  L.  ed.  398;  Richards  v.  ' 
Holmes,  18  How.  143,  15  L.  ed.  304. 
Ky. — See  Clark's  Heirs  v.  Farrow,  10 
B.  Mon.  446,  52  Am.  Dec.  552;  Ben- 
ningfield  v.  Eeed,  8  B.  Mon.  102.  Md. 
Murdock's  Case,  2  Bland  461,  20  Am. 
Dee.  381.    - 

[a]  A  mortgagee  may  buy  at  his 
own  foreclosure  sale.  la. — Kock  v. 
Burgess,  158  N.  W.  534.  N.  J. — Avon- 
by-the-8ea  Land  &  Imp.  Co.  v.  Finn, 
56  N.  J.  Eq.  808,  41  Atl.  360.  N.  Y. 
Sedgwick  v.  Fish,  Hopk.  Ch.  594.  Wis. 
Maxwell  v.  Newton,  65  Wis.  261,  27 
N.  W.  .31. 

'  5.    McMillan  v.  Harris,   110   6a.  72, 
35  S.  E.  334,  48  L.  E.  A.  345. 

[a]  Widow  who  is  not  administra- 
trix may  purchase  at  an  administra- 
tor's sale.  Sheahan  v.  Madigan  (IU.), 
114  N.  E.  135. 

[b]  A  stockholder  (1)  of  a  railroad 
corporation  owning  a  majority  stock 
may  purchase  the  property  at  a  judicial 
sale  if  there  be  no  fraud.  Eothchild 
V.  Memphis  &  C.  E.  Co.,  113  Fed.  476, 
51  C.  C.  A.  310.  (2)  A  stockholder  who 
is  a  party  may  bid  at  a  sale  of  the  as- 
sets of  the  corporation,  and  no  leave 
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under  their  control.^  The  rule  forbidding  those  from,  purchasing  whose 
interest  will  clash  with  their  duties  prevents  a  purchase  at  his  own 
sale  either  directly  or  indirectly  by  the  commissioner/  the  auctioneer^ 
or  crier,^  or  one  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity.^"  The  same  rule,  for- 
bids a  purchase  by  the  judge  who  ordered  the  sale.*^ 

An  executor  or  administrator  cannot  buy  at  his  own  sale,  directly^^ 


of  court  is  necessary.  Pewabio  Min. 
Co.  V.  Mason,  145  U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
887,  36  L.  ed.  732. 

[c]  The  cashier  of  the  mortgagee 
bank  may  purchase  in  his  individual 
right.  House  v.  Clarke  (Mo.),  187  S. 
"W.  57. 

[d]  A  cestui  que  trust  may  pur- 
chase where  a  note  is  secured  by  a 
trust  deed  to  a  third  party.  Freeman's 
Appeal,  74  Conn.  247,  50  Atl.  748. 

6.  McMillan  v.  Harris,  110  Ga.  72, 
35  S.  E.  334,  48  L.  E.  A.  345. 

7.  TI.  S. — Michoud  v.  Girod,  4  How. 
503,  11  L.  ed.  1076;  Wormley  v.  Worm- 
ley,  8  Wheat.  421,  5  L.  ed.  651.  Ala. 
Saltmarsh  v.  Beene,  4  Port.  283,  30  Am. 
Dec.  525.  111.— Kruse  v.  Steffens,  47  111. 
112;  McConnel  v.  Gibson,  12  HI.  128; 
Thorp  V.  McCullum,  6  111.  614.  Mass, 
See  Walker  v.  Walker,  101  Mass.  169. 
Iflich. — Clute  V.  Barron,  2  Mich.  192. 
N.  Y. — -Davoue  v.  Panning,  2  Johns.,  Ch. 
252.  S.  0. — McCelvey  v.  Thompson,  7 
S.  C.  185.  Va.— Howery  v.  Helms,  20 
Gratt.  (61  Va.)  1.  But  see  Hurt  v. 
Jones,  75  Va.  341,  upholding  a  pur- 
chase by  a  commissioner  at  a  resale. 
Wash. — Miller  v.  Winslow,  70  Wash. 
401,  126  Pac.  906.  W.  Va.— lAyers  v. 
Blair,  26  W.  Va.  558;  Winans  v.  Win- 
ans,  22  W.  Va.  678.  Eng. — Guest  v. 
Smythe,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  536,  22  L.  T.  N.  S. 
563,  18  Wkly.  Eep.  742,  L.  E.  5  Ch.  551. 
Can.' — See  Patterson  v.  Stanton,  4 
Grant  Ch.  (U.  C.)  100;  Crawford  v. 
Boyd,  6  Ont.  Pr.  278. 

8.  U.  S. — See  Veazie  v.  Williams,  3 
Story  611,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,907. 
N.  Y. — Terwilliger  v.  Brown,  44  N.  T. 
237.  Va.— Brock  v.  Eice,  27  Gratt.  (68 
Va.)  812.  W.  Va,— Hilleary  v.  Thomp- 
son, 11  W.  Va.  113. 

9.  Brock  V.  Eice,  27  Gratt.  (68  Va.) 
812;  Crook  v.  Williams,  20  Pa.  342. 

[a]  But  see  Swires  v.  Brotherline, 
41  Pa.  135,  80  Am.  Dec.  601,  holding 
an  auctioneer  may  bid,  and  when  fairly 
done  this  tends  to  enhance  the  price, 
and  is  no  ground  for  treating  the  sale 
as   fraudulent,    especially   if    he    iiave 
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no  interest  in  the  property  and  no  re- 
sponsibility except  as  mere  auctioneer. 

10.  Ark. — ^Brittin  v.  Handy,  20  Ark. 
381,  73  Am.  Dee.  497.  111.— Mariner  v. 
Ingraham,  230  HI.  130,  82  N.  E.  577; 
Miles  V.  Wheeler,  43  lU.  123;  Lockwood- 
V.  Mills,  39  111.  602;  McConnel  v.  Gib- 
son, 12  111.  128.  Ky.— Price's  Admr. 
V.  Thompson,  84  Ky.  219,  1  S.  W.  408. 
Md. — Hoffman  Steam  Coal  Co.  v.  Cum- 
berland Coal  &  Iron  Co.,  16  Md.  456, 
77  Am.  Dec.  311,  a  director  in  a  cor- 
poration. N.  Y. — ^Forbes  v.  Halsey,  26 
N.  Y.  53;  Gardner  v.  Ogden,  22 
N.  Y.  327,  78  Am.  Dec.  192.  Ohio. 
Armstrong  v.  Huston's  Heirs,  8  Ohio 
552.  Utah. — Hamilton  v.  Dooly,  15 
Utah  280,  49  Pac.  769.  W.  Va.— New 
comb  V.  Brooks,  16  W.  Va.  32.      ' 

As  to  purchases  by  guardians,  see  12 
Standard  Proc.  832. 

11.  Ark. — ^Livingston  v.  Cochran,  33 
Ark.  294.  Cal.- Tracy  v.  Colby,  55  Cal, 
67.  111. — Hoskinson  v.  Jaquess,  54  111. 
App.  59.  Mich. — See  Woods  v.  Mop- 
roe,  17  Mich.  238;  Walton  v.  Torrey, 
Harr.  Ch.  259.  Miss. — ^Forbes  Piano 
Co.  V.  Hennington,  98  Miss.  51,  53  So. 
777,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  1216. 

[a]  Where  Confirmed  by  Another 
Judge. — ^But  where  the  judge  ordering 
the  sale  had  no  interest  or  any  thought 
of  purchasing  it  at  the  time  he  made 
the  order,  a  sale  to  him  is  not  void  and 
the  decree  of  sale  will  not  be  reversed 
where  the  sale  was  confirmed  by  a 
special  judge.  Thompson  v.  Buffalo 
Land,  &  Coal  Co.  (W.  Va.),  88  S.  E. 
1040. 

[b]  Judge's  wife  cannot  be  pur- 
chaser. Hoskinson  v.  Jaquess,  54  HI. 
App.  59. 

12.  Ark. — See  Griffith  v.  Maxfield, 
63  Ark.  548,  39  S.  W.  852.  lU.— Mari- 
ner V.  Ingraham,  230  111.  130,  82  N.  E. 
577;  Miller  v.  Eich,  204  111.  444,  68  N. 
E.  488;  Elting  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  173 
111.  368,  50  N.  E.  1095.  La.— Willis  v. 
Berry,  104  La.  114,  28  So.  888.  Md. 
Scott  V.  Burch's  Admx.,  6  Har.  &  J. 
67;   Conway  v.  Green 'g  Admr.,   1  Har. 
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or  indirectly,^"  unless  the  court  in  its  discretion,"  the  statute,^^  or  the 


&  J.  151.  Mass. — Blood  v.  Hayman,  13 
Met.  231;  Jennison  v.  Hapgood,  7 
Pick.  1,  19  Am.  Dec.  258.  Mich. 
Dwight  1).  Blackmar,  2  Mich.  330,  57 
Am.  Dee.  130,  whether  the  sale  be  pub- 
lic or  private.  Miss. — Pearson  v.  More- 
land,  7  Smed.  &  M.  609,  45  Am.  Dec. 
319.  Neb. — Veeder  v.  McKinley-Lan- 
ning  L.  &  T.  Co.,  61  Neb.  892,  86  N. 
"W.  982.  N.  J.— Burnett  v.  Eaton,  29 
N.  J.  Eq.  466;  Culver  v.  Culver,  11  N. 
J.  Eq.  215;  Scott  v.  Gamble,  9  N.  J. 
Eq.  218,  either  at  public  or  private 
sale.  N.  Y. — Terwilliger  v.  Brown,  44 
N.  Y.  237.  N.  C— Shute  v.  Austin,  120 
N.  C.  440,  27  S.  E.  90;  Highsmith  V. 
■Whitehurst,  120  N.  C.  123,  26  S.  E. 
917;  Proneberger  v.  Lewis,  70  N.  C. 
456.  Ohio. — Barrington  v.  Alexander, 
6  Ohio  St.  189.  Tenn. — Collins  v.  Smith, 
1  Head  251.  Tex. — Crescent  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Camp,  71  Tex.  503,  9  S.  "W.  473;  Ham- 
bHn  v.  Warnecke,  31  Tex.  91;  Wipff  v. 
Heder,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  685,  26  S.  W. 
118.  See  McCulloch  v.  Eenn,  28  Tex. 
793;  Erskine  v.  De  la  Baum,  3  Tex.  406, 
421,  49  Am.  Dec.  751.  Va. — ^Davies  v, 
Hughes,  86  Va.  909,  11  S.  E.  488.  Wash. 
Stewart  v.  Baldwin,  86  Wash.  63,  149 
Pac.  662,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute 
authorizing  him.  W.  Va. — Walker  v, 
Euffner,  32  W.  Va.  297,  9  S.  E.  215. 
See  6  Standard  Peoc.  575. 

[a]  Purchase  Voidable. — An  execu- 
tor or  administrator  may  purchase  at 
his  own  sale  subject  to  the  power  of 
disafiSrmanee  in  the  heirs  or  creditors. 
The  other  bidders  have  no  right  to  ob' 
ject.  Eigg  V.  Schweitzer,  170  Pa.  549, 
33  Atl.  116;  Pennock's  Appeal,  14  Pa. 
446,  53  Am.  Dec.  561.  See  In  re  Es- 
tate of  Hallman,  13  Phila.  (Pa.)  562; 
Chronister  «.  Bushey,  7  Watts  &  S. 
(Pa.)   152. 

[b]  Eule  in  Alabama. — (1)  When 
he  has  an  interest  in  the  property,  an 
executor  or  administrator  may  pur- 
chase property  under  his  own  sale  if 
the  sale  is  made  in  the  ordinary  mode 
and  there  is  no  unfairness.  Cotting- 
ham  V.  Moore,  128  Ala.  209,  30  So. 
784;  Penny  v.  Jackson,  85  Ala.  67,  4 
So.  720;  Brannan  v.  Oliver,  2  Stew.  47, 
19  Am.  Dec.  39.  (2)  An  executor  who 
is  a  judgment  creditor  of  his  testator 
has  such  an  interest  as  entitles  him  to 
purchase.  Cottingham  v,  Moore,  128 
Ala.  209,  30  So.  784. 


[c]  An  administrator  who  has  no 
power  to  sell  realty  may  purchase  at 
the  sale  as  the  sale  is  not  his.  The 
sale  is  made  by  the  court,  but  owing 
to  his  connection  in  bringing  the  sale 
about,  the  court  will  look  narrowly 
into  his  conduct.  Cooley  v.  Cooley's 
Heirs   (Tenn.  Ch.),  37  S.  W.  1028. 

13.  Cal.— Boyd  v.  Blankmen,  29  Cal. 
20,  87  Am.  Dec.  146.  Ga. — ^Lowery  v. 
Idleson,  117  Ga.  778,  45  S.  E.  51,  pur- 
chase by  husband  of  administratrix. 
IU.T-Elting  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  173  HI. 
368,  50  N.  E.  1095;  Miles  v.  Wheeler, 
43  111.  123.  Kan.— Frazier  v.  Jeakins, 
10  Kan.  App.  558,  63  Pac.  459.  La. 
See  Trahan  v.  Simon,  51  La.  Ann.  809, 
25  So.  374.  Miss. — ^Pearson  «.  More- 
land,  7  Smed.  &  M.  609,  45  Am.  Dec. 
319.  Mo. — Hull  V.  Voorhis,  45  Mo.  555. 
Neb. — Veeder  v.  McKinley-Lanning  L. 
&  T.  Co.,  61  Neb.  892,  86  N.  W.  982. 
N.  J.— Culver  v.  Culver,  11  N.  J.  Eq. 
215.  N. -C— See  McNeill  «.  Puller,  121 
N.  C.  209,  28  S.  E.  299;  Shute  v.  Aus- 
tin, 120  N.  C.  440,  27  S.  E.  90;  High- 
smith  V.  Whitehurst,  120  N.  C.  123,  26 
S.  E.  917.  Tex. — Crescent  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Camp,  71  Tex.  503,  9  S.  W.  473;  Fisher 
ii.  Wood,  65  Tex.  199;  Hamblin  v.  War- 
necke, 31  Tex.  91;  Wipfie  v.  Heder,  6 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  685,  26  8.  W.  118.  Wash. 
Stewart  v.  Baldwin,  86  Wash.  63,  149 
Pac.  662. 

fa]  An  administrator  cannot  sell  to 
his  wife,  even  though  she  be  one  of 
the  heirs  to  the  estate.  Chastain  v. 
Pender   (Okla.),  152  Pac.  833. 

[b]  Sale  to  son  of  administrator  is 
not  in  itself  enough  to  make  the  sale 
void.  Such  relationship  is  only  a  cir- 
cumstance to  be  considered  in  connec- 
tion with  other  facts  in  determining 
whether  the  sale  was  collusive  and 
fraudulent.  Fairburn  Banking  Co.  v. 
Summerlin,  144  Ga.  31,  85  S.  E.  1007; 
Cain  V.  McGeenty,  41  Minn.  194,  42  N. 
W.  933. 

14.  As  to  necessity  for  leave  of 
court,  see  infra,  IX,  I,  3. 

15.  Linman  v.  Eiggins,  40  La.  Ann. 
701,  5  So.  49,  8  Am.  St.  Eep.  549; 
Biedenstein  v.  Schoenlau  (Mo.),  178  S. 
W.  54;  Baldwin  v.  Dalton,  168  Mo.  20, 
67  S.  W.  599;  Price  v.  Springfield  E. 
E.  Assn.,  161  Mo.  107,  14  S.  W.  57,  20 
Am.  St.  Eep.  595.  See,  however,  Hull 
V.  Voorhis,  45  Mo.  555. 
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will,^«  allows  him  to  do  so.  An  executor  who  resigned, after  obtaining 
the  order  of  sale  may  purchase  where  it  appears  that  he  has  not  pre- 
vented competition  and  the  price  paid  was  fair.^^ 

A  trustee  cannot,  as  a  general  rule,  become  a  purchaser  at  his  own 
sale^^  unless  the  court  gives  its  permission  before  the  sale."  But  he 
may  purchase  at  a  sale  in  which  he  has  no  part.^" 

Attorney.  — An  attorney  cannot  purchase  Ijis  client's  land  at  a  sale 
where  such  purchase  would  be  injurious  or  disadvantageous  to  the 
client,^*  but  some  authorities  allow  a  purchase  by  him^^  on  condition 


[a]  In  Louisiana,  under  B.  C.  C. 
1146,  an  executor  or  administrator  may 
purchase  ' '  when  he  is  the  surviving 
partner  in  community,  etS."  '  lanman 
V.  Biggins,  40  La.  Ann.  761,  5  So.  49, 
8  Am.  St.  Eep.  549. 

16.  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Morgans,  140 
Mich.  134,  139,  103  N.  W.  568. 

17.  Woodward  v.  Curtis,  19  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  15,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  400. 

18.  U.  S.— Allen  v.  Gillette,  127  U. 
S.  589,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1331,  32  L.  ed.  271; 
In  re  Hawley,  117  Fed.  364.  See  Buch- 
ler  V.  Black,  226  Fed.  703,  141  .C.  C.  A. 
459.  Del. — ^Van  Dyke  v.  Johns,  1  Del. 
Ch.  93,  12  Am.  Dec.  76.  III.— Eoberts 
1).  Fleming,  53  HI.  196.'  Ky.— Price's 
Admr.  v:  Thompson,  84  Ky.  219,  1  S. 
W.  408.  Md.— Hofftnan  Steam  Coal  Co. 
V.  Cumberland  Coal  &  Irori  Co.,  16  Md. 
456,  77  Am.  Dec.  311;  Mason  v.  Mar- 
tin, 4  Md.  124;  Eichardson  v.  Jones,  3 
Gill  &  J.  163,  22  Am.  Dee.  293.  Miss. 
Scott  V.  Freeland,  7  Smed.  &  M.  409, 
45  Am.  Dec.  310.  ■■  JH.-  J.-^-Voorheesi  v. 
Bailey,  59  N.  J.  Eq.-,292,  44  Atl.-.657; 
In  re  Patterson 's  Exrs.  (-N.  3\  Eq.), 
20  Atl.  486;  Scott  v.  Gamble,  9  N.  J. 
Eq.  218.  N,  y. — ^Davoue  v.. Fanning, 
2  Johns.  Ch.  252.  N.  O.-^-Sherrod  v. 
Vass,  128  N.  C.  49,  38  S.  E.  133;  Shew 
V.  Call,  119 -N.  C.  450,  26  S.  E.  33,  56 
Am.  St.  Rep.  678.  Utah. — Hamilton  v. 
Dooly,  15  Utah  280,  49  Pac.  769. 

See  generally  the  titles  "Mort- 
gages;" "Trusts  and  Trustees." 

[a]  That  the  sale  was  at  public  auc- 
tion, and  bona  fide  for  a  fair  price,  is 
immaterial.  Davoue  v.  Fanning,  2 
Johns.  Ch.  (N.  T.)  252. 

[b]  Limitations  on  Rule. — ^'Ac- 
cording to  the  general  course  of  the 
cases  in  England,  where  the  trustee 
remains  in  possession  of  the  land  which 
he  has  purchased  of  the  cestui  qfte 
trust,  and  the  sale  is  questioned  and 
disapproved  by  the  court,  the  sale  is 
declared  void;   but  where  the  trustee 
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has  parted  with  the  laud  at  an  ad- 
vanced price,  he  is  made  to  account  for 
the  difference  in  value."  Van  Dyke 
•V.  Johns,  1  Del.  Ch.  93,  12  Am.  Dee. 
76,  reviewing  Morse  v.  Eoyal,  12  Ves. 
Jr.  355,  33  Eng.  Eeprint  134;  Camp- 
bell V.  Walker,  5  Ves.  Jr.  678,  31  Eng. 
Eeprint  801;  Whelpdale  v.  Cookson,  1 
Ves.  Sr.  9,  27  Eng.  Eeprint  856,  where 
a  majority  of  the  creditors  agreed  to 
allow  it. 

19.  As  to  necessity  for  leave  of 
court,  see  infra,  IX,  I,  3. 

20.  Starkweather  v.  Jenner,  216  U. 
S.  524,  30  Sup.'  Ct.  382,  54  L.  ed.  602, 
17  Ann.  Cas.  1167;  Allen  v.  Gillette, 
127  U.  S.  589,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1331,  32  L. 
ed.  271;  Buchler  ■».  Black,  226  Fed. 
703,  141  C.  0.  A.  459;  Goodgame  v. 
Eushing,  35  Tex.  722;  Scott  ».  Mann, 

33  Tex.  725;  Howard  v.  Davis,  6  Tex. 
174, 

21.  Ga. — Crayton    v.     SpuUock,    87 
Ga.  326,  13  S.  E.  561.    la.— Harper  v. 
Perry,  28  Iowa  57.    Kan. — Cunninglian^ 
i\  Jones,  37  Kan.  477,  15  Pac.  572,  1 
Am.  St.  Eep.  257.    Mo. — ^Burke  v.  Daly, 

34  Mo.  App.  542.  Neb. — Olson  v.  Lamb, 
56  Neb.  104,  76  N.  W.  433,  71  Am.  St. 
Rep.  670.  Pa. — Elliott  v.  Tyler,  3  Sad. 
584,  6  Atl.  917.  Wis.— Ellis  «.  Allen, 
99  Wis.  598,  74  N.  W.  537,  75  N.  W. 
949. 

[a]  An  attorney  who  is  conducting 
a  judielal  sale  cannot  purchase  at  such 
saje.  McCelvey  v.  Thomson,  7  S.  C. 
185;  Eoger  v.  Whitham,  56  Wash.  190, 
105  Pae.  628,  134  Am.  St.  Eep.  llff?, 
21  Ann.  Cas.  272.. 

22.  XT.  S.— Pacific  Railroad  v.  Keteh- 
um,  101  U.  S.  289,  25  L.  ed.  932.  See 
Schroeder  «.  Young,  161  U.  S.  334,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  512,  40  L.  ed.  721.  lU.— Mans- 
field V.  Wallace,  217  HI.  610,  75  N.  E. 
682;  Herr  v.  Payson.  157  111.  244,  41 
N".  E.  732;  Hess  v.  Voss,  52  111.  472. 
Ky. — See  Busey  v.  Hardin,  2  B.  Mon. 
407.    Mo.— Grayson  v.  Weddle,  63  Mo, 
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that  he  act  in  strict  fairness."^'  Where  an  attorney  purchases  his 
client 's  property,  he  is  presumed  to  make  such  purchase  as  the  trustee 
of  his  client.^* 

Appraisers. —  Some  statutes  prohibit  a  purchase  by  an  appraiser,^^ 
but  otherwise  he  may  purchase,  and  the  sale  will  be  upheld  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  that  he  contemplated  its  purchase  at  the  time  of 
the  appraisement.^^ 

A  tenant  In  conunon  may  purchase.*' 


523.  S.  C— Le  Conte  v.  Irwin,  19  S.  C. 
554.  Tex.— Douglass  v.  Blount,  95  Tex. 
369,  67  S.  W.  484,  58  L.  E.  A.  699.  See 
McLaury  v.  Miller,  64  Tex.  381.  W.  Va, 
See  Neweomb  v.  Brooks,  16  W.  Va.  32. 

[a]  A  purchase  by  the  proctor  of 
libelant  in  an  admiralty  sale  is  per- 
mitted, and  if  at  an  inadequate  price 
should  cause  vigilant  scrutiny  into 
anything  which  might  affect  the  fair- 
ness or  unfairness  of  the  sale.  The 
Euby,  38  Fed.  622. 

[b]  In  England  a  solicitor  may  pur- 
chase whenever  his  client  may.  Guest 
V.  Smythe,  18  Wkly.  Eep.  742,  L.  E.  5 
Ch.  551,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  536,  22  L.  T.  N. 
S.  563. 

[e]  Third  persons  whose  rights  are 
not  affected  cannot  object  to  a  pur- 
chase by  the  attorney.  Hayes  v.  Wag- 
gener  (Kan.),  161  Pac.  584. 

[d]  The  attorney  of  the  ot&cer  sell- 
ing tiie  property  may  purchase  it  where 
his  client  could.  Baldwin  v.  Salton, 
168  Mo.  20,  67  S.  W.  599. 

2S.  Mansfield  v:  Wallace,  217  HI. 
610,  75  N.  E.  682;  Busey  v.  Hardin,  2 
B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  407. 

24.  Ga. — ^Holmes  v.  Holmes,  106  Ga. 
858,  33  S.  E.  216.  111. — ^Moore  v.  Brack- 
en, 27  m.  23.  la^ — ^EeickhofE  v.  Brecht, 
51  Iowa  633,  2  N.  W.  522.  Mo.— Ward 
V.  Brown,  87  Mo.  468.  N.  Y.— John- 
stone V.  O'Connor,  21  App.  Div.  77,  47 
N.  Y.  Supp.  425,  affirmed,  162  N.  T.  639, 
57  N.  E.  1113;  Case  v.  Carroll,  35  N., 
Y.  385.  Wis. — In  re  Taylor  Orphan 
Asvlum;  36  Wis.  534. 

25.  Eeno  v.  Hale,  28  Neb.  646,  44 
N.  W.  996;  McKeighan  v.  Hopkins,  19 
Neb.  33,  26  N.  W.  614;  Terrill  v.  Auch- 
aner,  14  Ohio  St.  80. 

[a]  Sale  Void.— Eeno  v.  Hale,  28 
Neb.  646,  44  N.  W.  996;  McKeighan  v. 
Hopkins,  19  Neb.  33,  26  N.  W.  614. 

[b]  Sale  Voidable.— Terrill  v.  Aueh- 
«iuer,  14  Ohio  St.  80,  holding  the  pur- 
pose of  a  statute  declaring  such  sale 
to  be  fraudulent  and  void  will  be  ac- 


complished by  holding  the  sale  void- 
able only. 

26.  Ison  V.  Kinnaird,  13  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  569,  17  iS.  W.  633;  Barlow  v.  Mc- 
Clintock,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  894,  11  S.  W. 
29. 

[a]  Appraiser's  brother  may  pur- 
chase. Mastin  m.  Zweigart,  24  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1920,  72  S.  W.  750. 

27.  TJ. '  S. — Starkweather  v.  Jenner, 
216  U.  S.  524,  30  Sup.  Ct.  382,  54  L. 
ed.  '602,  17  Ann;-  Cas.  1167.  Colo. 
Hodgson  V.  Fowler,  24  Colo.  278,  50 
Pac.  1034,  reversing  7  Colo.  App.  378, 
43  Pac.  462.  ■lU.^Montague  v.  Selb, 
106  111.  49;  Smith  ».' Osborne,  86  111. 
606.  Ind. — ^Jennings  v.  Moon,  135  Ind. 
168,  34  .  N.  E.  996;-  MePheeters  v. 
Wright,  124  Ind.  560,  24  N.-E.  734,  9 
L.  E.  A.  176;  Ladd  v.  Kuhn,  27  Ind. 
App.  535,  61  N.  E.'747.  la.— Moy  v. 
Moy,  89  Iowa  511,  56  N.  W.  668.  Mass. 
See  Barnes  v..  Boardman,  152  Mass.  391, 
25  N.  E.  623,  9  L.  E.  A.  571.  Mich. 
Eeam  v.  Eobinson,  128  Mich.  92,  87 
N.  W.  115;  Eeed  v.  Eeed,  122  Mich, 
77,  80  N.  W.  996,  80  Am.  St.  Eep.  541. 
Minn. — Holterhoff  v.  Mead,  36  Minn. 
42,  29  N.  W.  675;  Oliver  v.  Hedderly, 
32  Minn.  455,  21  N.  W.  478.  Miss. 
Beaman  v.  Beaman,  90  Miss.  762,  44  So. 
987;,  Walker  v.  Williams,  84  Miss.  392, 
36  So.  450;  Wyatt  v.  Wyatt,  81  Miss. 
219,  32  So.  317.  Mo.— Hinters  v.  Hin- 
ters,  114  Mo.  26,  21  S.  W.  456;  Dillinger 
V.  Kelley,  84  Mo.  561.  Pa. — ^McGrani- 
ghan  V.  McGranighan,  185  Pa.  340,  39 
Atl.  951;  Duff  v.  Wilson,  72  Pa.  442; 
Gibson  v.  Winslow,  46  Pa.  380,  84  Am. 
Dec.  552.  Tenn. — Davis  v.  Solari,  132 
Tenn.  225,  177  S.  W.  939.  W.  Va.— Eeed 
V.  Bachman,  61  W.  Va.  452,  57  S.  E. 
769,'  123  Am.  St.  Eep.  996. 

[a]  The  rule  which  prohibit.^  a  ten- 
ant in  common  from  purchasing  for  hia 
own  benefit  an  outstanding  encum- 
brance has  no  application  to  a  pur- 
chase by  him  of  the  interest  of  his  co- 
tenant  at  a  judicial  sale.    Westergreen 
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3.  Leave  of  Court.  —  Whenever  the  person  conducting  the  sale^' 
desires  to  bid  and  purchase,  he  must  first  obtain  leave  of  court  there- 
for or  secure  the  appointment  of  another  to  make  the  sale.^® 
The  proper  method  of  obtaining  such  leave  is  by  bill,'"  or  petition.^* 
J.  Security  From  Purchaser.  —  The  court  may  require  a  pur- 
chaser to  execute  a  bond  as  security  for  the  purchase  price  where  the 
sale  is  on  credit/^  and  if  the  ofScer  does  not  take  security  when  re- 


V.  Beer,  25  Cal.  App.  775,  145  Pae.  543  j 
Burr  V.  MueUer,  65  111.  258. 

[b]  One  partner  may  purchase  land 
sold  on  foreclosure  for  his  own  individ- 
ual benefit  when  he  has  acted  fairly. 
Evans  v.  Carter  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  176 
S.  W.  749. 

28.  U.  S.— Allen  v.  Gillette,  127  V. 
S.  589,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1331,  32  L.  ed.  271. 
Kan. — ^Frazier  v.  Jeakins,  64  Kan.  615, 
68  Pac.  24,  57  L.  E.  A.  575.  N.  J. 
Eoderer  v.  Fox,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  359,  94 
Atl.  393;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Coming,  48 
N.  J.  Eq.  302,  24  Atl.  441.  Pa.— Me- 
Pherran's  Estate,  212  Pa.  425,  61  Atl. 
954;  Armor  v.  Cochrane,  66  Pa.  308. 
Utah. — Hamilton  v.  Dooly,  15  Utah 
280,  49  Pac.  769.  Eng. — Guest  v. 
Smythe,  18  "Wkly.  Kep.  742,  L.  E.  5 
Ch.  551,  39  L.  J.  Ch.  536,  22  L.  T.  N. 
S.  563.  Can. — Pruden  v.  Squarebriggs, 
2  Terr.  L.  E.  200. 

[a]  A  receiver  or  trustee  author- 
ized  by  the  court  to  bid  and  buy  at  the 
sale  of  trust  property  may  bid  and  buy 
for  another  as  well  as  for  himself. 
Kirkpatrick  v.  Corning,  48  N.  J.  Eq. 
302,  24  Atl.  441. 

[b]  After  he  has  obtained  leave  of 
court,  the  officer  stands  upon  the  same 
footing  as  any  other  person  if  he  be- 
comes the  purchaser.  Iiarrabee  v.  Lar- 
rabee,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1423,  71  S.  W. 
645. 

[c]  In  England,  the  plaintiff,  must 
obtain  leave  of  court  before  he  can  bid 
and  purchase.  Elworthy  v.  Billing,  10 
L.  J.  Ch.  (N.  S.)  176,  10  Sim.  98,  59 
Eng.  Eeprint  549;  Guest  v.  Smythe,  18 
Wkly.  Eep.  742,  L.  E.  5  Ch.  551,  39 
L.  J.  Ch.  536,  22  L.  T.  N.  S.  563. 

29.  Armor  v.  Cochrane,  66  Pa.  308. 
SO.    In  re  Patterson's  Exrs.    (N.   J. 

Eq.),  20  Atl.  486. 

[a]  Parties. — All  persons  interested 
must  be  made  parties.  In  re  Patter- 
son's Exrs.  (N.  J.  Eq.),  20  Atl.  486. 

[b]  Contents  of  Application.— (1) 
In  his  application  for  leave  to  bid  the 
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trustee  must  state  Ms  reasons  there- 
for. Hamilton  v.  Dooly,  15  Utah  280, 
49  Pac.  769.  (2)  Where  no  previous 
effort  has  been  made  to  effect  a  sale 
the  bill  must  show,  what,  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  applicant,  the  land  will 
probably  bring  at  public  sale  in  ease 
he  is  not  permitted  to  bid,  what  said 
land  is  reasonably  worth,  or  the  rea- 
sonable market  value,  and  what  he  is 
willing  to  pay.  In  re  Patterson's  Exrs. 
(N.  J.  Eq.),  20  Atl.  486. 

SI.  Lewis'  Estate,  1  Chest.  Co.  Eep. 
(Pa.)  313, 

[a]  In  New  Jersey,  petition  is  not 
the  proper  manner  of  obtaining  leave 
of  court.  In  re  Patterson's  Exrs.  (N. 
J.  Eq.),  20  Atl.  486. 

[b]  Approved  form  of  petition  and 
afiidavit  by  an  administrator  asking- 
permission  to  bid  is  found  in  Lewis' 
Estate,  1  Chester  Co.  Eep.  (Pa.)  313, 
wherein  the  petitioner  under  oath  al- 
leged the  issuance  of  the  order  of  sale, 
description  of  the  property,  the  neces- 
sity for  the  sale,  and  the  price  she 
would  pay,  concluding  with  a  prayer 
authorizing  her  to  bid.  To  this  peti- 
tion was  annexed  an  affidavit  of  two 
disinterested  persons  showing  their 
knowledge  of  the  property  to  be  sold 
and  that  the  price  offered  by  the  ad- 
ministratrix was  a  fair,  full,  and  ade- 
quate price,  and  more  than  would 
probably  be  obtained  from  any  other 
bidder,  and  that  it  would  be  to  the 
advantage  of  the  sale  for  the  court  to 
be  permitted  to  bid.  To  this  was  an- 
nexed the  consent  of  the  heirs  and 
the  guardian  of  tlie  minors,  and  also 
praying  leave  for  her  to  bid,  with  affi- 
davit of  truth  annexed. 

82.  U.  S.— Quinton  v.  Neville,  154 
Fed.  432,  83  C.  C.  A.  252,  this  is  to 
prevent  bye  bidding,  as  well  as  bids 
from  irresponsible  parties.  Ga. — See 
Crosby  v.  Lovett,  143  6a.  483,  85  S. 
E.  317.  Ky. — Preston  v.  Breckinridge, 
86  Ky.  619,  6  S.  W.  641;  Brassfield  v. 
Burgess,  10  Ky.  L.  Bep.  660,  10  S.  W. 
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quired,  the  court  may  refuse  to  confirm  the  sale  until  security  is 
given,''  or  it  may  set  aside  the  sale.'*  The  officer  may  in  his  dis- 
cretion require  a  bond  or  a  deposit.'" 

K.  BrooiNG.  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  general  rules  as  to  bidding 
at  auction  sales  are  applicable  to  judicial  sales.'* 

2.  Nature  and  Incidents  of  Bid.  —  A  bid  is  a  mere  proposal  or 
offer  to  buy,''  and  must  be  accepted  by  the  court  to  make  the  sale 
effective.'*  The  acceptance  makes  the  bidder  a  party  to  the  pro- 
ceeding,'® gives  him  the  right  to  be  heard  on  an  application  to  have 
the  sale  set  aside,*"  and  entitles  him  to  such  relief  in  equity  as  may 
appear  fair.*^ 

3.  Who  May  Bid.  —  The  right  to  bid  necessarily  involves  the 
right  to  become  the  purchaser  should  there  be  no  higher  bidder,*^ 
and  is  therefore  governed  by  the  rules  hereinbefore  discussed.*'  An 
association  may  be  formed  to  bid.**    "While   ordinarily   a    crier   or 


122.  S.  C— Young  v.  Teague,  Bailey 
Eq.  13.  Vt. — See  Duncan  v.  Fish,  1 
Aik.  231. 

[a]  The  decretal  order  may  leave  it 
discretional  with  the  eommissioner  to 
take  security  or  not.  His  advertising 
that  security  would  be  required  ^id  not 
deprive  him  of  the  right  of  dispensing 
■with  it.  Thompson  v.  Wagner,  3  De- 
saus.   (S.  C.)  94. 

[b]  Where  a  creditor  becomes  the 
purchaser  he  need  not  give  a  bond  for 
that  part  of  the  purchase  price  which 
is  due  himself.  Davidson  v.  Dishman, 
22  Ky.  L.  Kep.  94,  59  S.  W.  326. 

[c]  Approval  by  One  of  Two  Trus- 
tees.— Where  a  sale  is  ordered  to  be 
made  by  two  trustees  the  court  may 
require  the  security  to  be  given  by  the 
purchaser  to  be  approved  by  only  one 
of  them.  Hopper  v.  Williams,  75  Md. 
191,  23  Atl.  352,  wherein  the  two  trus- 
tees were  unable  to  agree  upon  the 
security. 

[d]  The  length  of  time  allowed  the 
purchaser  to  perfect  his  bond  is  in  the 
discretion  of  the  oflicer.  Hughes  V. 
Swope,  88  Ky.  254,  1  S.  W.  394;  Car- 
ter V.  Carter,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1963,  66 
S.  W.  624. 

S3.  Eeamer  v.  Judah,  13  Bush  (Ky.) 
206. 

34.  Terry  v.  Swinford,  19  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  712,  41  S.  W.  553. 

35.  Vaughn  v.  Newman,  221  HI.  576, 
77  N.  E.  1106,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  203, 
where  a  deposit  was  required  of  the 
bidder  because  on  a  previous  sale  he 
had  failed  to  make  good  his  bid. 


36.  Blossom  v.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.)   196,  18  L.  ed.  43. 

37.  U.  S. — Blossom  v.  Milwaukee, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  3  Wall.  196,  18  L.  ed.  43; 
Williamson  v.  Berry,  8  How.  495,  12 
L.  ed.  1170;  The  Sue,  137  Fed.  133. 
Neb. — George  v.  Pracheil,  92  Neb.  81, 
137  N.  W.  880;  Nebraska  Loan  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Hamer,  40  Neb.  281,  58  N.  W. 
695.  Eng.— Payne  v.  Cave,  3  T.  E. 
148,  100  Eng.  Eeprint  502. 

38.  See  cases  in  preceding  note,  and 
infra,  XI. 

39.  Davis  v.  Mercantile  Trust  Co., 
152  TJ.  S.  590,  14  Sup.  Ct.  693,  38  L. 
ed.  563;  Kneeland  v.  American  L.  &  T. 
Co.,  136  U.  S.  89,  10  Sup.  Ct.  950,  34 
L.  ed.  379;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Grant 
Locomotive  Works,  135  TJ.  S.  207,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  736,  34  L.  ed.  97;  Stuart  v. 
Gay,  127  U.  S.  518,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1279, 
32  L.  ed.  191. 

Enforcing  bid,  see  infra,  XVI. 

40.  Davis  v.  Mercantile  Trust  Co., 
152  U.  S.  590,  14  Sup.  Ct.  693,  38  L. 
ed.  563. 

As  to  decree,  see  IV. 

41.  Blossom  V.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  1  Wall.  (U.  S.)  655,  17  L.  ed.  673. 

42.  Estate  of  Dundas,  17  Phila. 
(Pa.)  491. 

As  to  advertisement,  see  supra,  VH. 

43.  As  to  who  may  purchase  at  a 
judicial  sale,  see  supra,  IX,  I. 

As  to  setting  aside  sale  see  infra, 
XII. 

44.  U.  S.— Kearney  V.  Taylor,  15 
How.  494,  14  L.  ed.  787.  N.  0.— Goode 
V.   Hawkins,   17  N.   C.   393.     Pa.— See 
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auctioneer  making  a  sale  cannot  bid  for  himself,*^  lie  may  be  the  agent 
of  an  absent  purchaser  to  make  a  definite  bid  if  he  discloses  that 
fact.*^  One  authorized  to  purchase  may  employ  another  to  bid  for 
him." 

4.  How  Made.  —  A  bid  may  be  made  in  words  uttered  aloud  or 
spoken  privately  to  the  person  conducting  the  sale,  by  writing,  by  a 
wink  or  nod,  or  in  any  mode  by  which  the  bidder  signifies  his  willing- 
ness to  give  a  particular  price.*^  And  it  may  be  conditional,*'  but 
the  officer  conducting  the  sale  need  not  entertain  any  bids  coupled 
with  conditions  not  in  conformity  with  the  terms  of  sale.®" 

5.  PuflSng  and  Stifling.  —  The  employment  of  a  puffer  to  enhance 
bidding  is  such  a  fraud  as  will  vitiate  the  sale."^    Combinations  or 


SmuU  V.  Jones,  6  Watts  &  S.  122, 
where  the  association  fixed  a  price  be- 
yond which  they  would  not  go. 

[a]  Associations  formed  to  bid  at 
a  judicial  sale,  may  be  advantageous 
to  a  sale.  "It  is  true  that  in  every 
association  formed  to  bid  at  the  sale, 
and  who  appoint  one  of  their  number 
to  bid  in  behalf  of  the  company,  there 
is  an  agreement,  express  or  implied, 
that  no  other  member  will  participate 
in  the  bidding;  and  hence,  in  one  sense, 
it  may  be  said  to  have  the  effect  to 
prevent  competition^  But  it  by  no 
means  necessarily  follows  that  if  the 
association  had  not  been  formed,  and 
each  member  left  to  bid  on  his  own 
account,  that  the  competition  at  the 
sale  would  be  as  strong  and  efBlcient 
as  it  would  by  reason  of  the  joint  bid 
for  the  benefit  and  upon  the  responsi- 
bility of  all."  Kearney  v.  Taylor,  15 
How.  (U.  S.)  494,  14  L.  ed.  787. 

[b]  Where  joint  owners  are  too 
poor  to  purchase  they  may  agree  t(J 
share  with  the  purchaser  in  his  bid. 
Allen  V.  Martin,  61  Miss.  78. 

45.  As  to  right  of  auctioneer  to  be- 
come purchaser,  see  IX,  I.  2. 

46.  James  v.  Kelley,  107  Ga.  446,  33 
S.  E.  425,  73  Am.  St.  Eep.  135.  See 
Campbell  v.  Swan,  48  Barb.  (N.  Y.) 
109. 

47.  Ha. — Mann  v.  Jennings,  25  Pla. 
730,  6  So.  771.  Ga.-r-McMillan  v.  Har- 
ris, 110  Ga.  72,  35  8.  E.  334,  48  L.  E. 
A.  345.  111. — QiJiglsy  v,  Breckenridge, 
180  111.  627,  54  N.  E.  580;  Gibbs  v. 
Davies,  168  HI.  205,  48  N.  B.  120.  N.  Y. 
Nat.  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lopmis,  11  Paige 
431.  Tex. — ^Reynolds  v.  Dechaums,  24 
Tex.  174,  76  Am.  Dec.  101. 

48.  Millingar  v.  Daly,  56  Pa.  245. 
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[a-]  By  Letter. — (1)  A  bid  may  be 
made  by  letter.  Wenner  v.  Thornton, 
98  111.  156.  (2)  A  trustee's  sale  fairly 
made  will  not  be  set  aside  because  of 
a  letter  written  to  the  auctioneer  on  the 
day  of  the  sale  authorizing  a  higher 
bid  to  be  made  and  enclosing  the  re- 
quired deposit,  when  the  person  is  not 
present  and  there  is  nothing  to  show  if 
he  would  be  able  or  willing  to  comply 
with  the  terms  of  the  sale.  Thomson  v. 
Eitchie,  80  Md.  247,  30  Atl.  708.- 

49.  Gore  v.  Burdette,  175  Mo.  App. 
389,  162  S.  W.  321. 

50.  Nebraska  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
H^mer,  40  Neb.  281,  58  N.  W.  695. 

51.  XT.  S. — Veazie  v.  Williams,  8 
How.  134,  12  L.  ed.  1018.  Ga.— McMil- 
lan V.  Harris,  110, Ga.  72,  35  S.  E.  334, 
48  L.  E.  A.  345.  N.  J.— National  Bank 
V.  Sprague,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  139.  N.  0. 
Woods  V.  Hall,  16  N.  C,  411;  More- 
head  V.  Hunt,  16  N.  C.  35.  Pa.— Eigg 
V.  Schweitzer,  i70  Pa.  549,  33  Atl.  116; 
Staines  v.  Shore,  16  Pa.  200,  55  Am. 
Dec.  492;  Pennock's  Appeal,  14  Pa. 
446,  53  Am.  Dec.  561;  Schug's  Appeal, 
14  W.  N.  C.  49.  Bng. — Thornett  v. 
Haines,  15  L.  J.  Exch.  230,  15  Mees.  & 
W.  367;  Howard  v.  Castle,  6  T.  E.  642, 
3  Eev.  Sep.  296,  101  Eng.  Eeprint  748; 
Bexwell  v.  Christie,  1  Cowp.  395,  98 
Eng.  Eeprint  1150. 

fa]  A  puffer  is  a  person  who,  (1) 
without  having  any  intention  to  pur- 
chase, is  employed  by  the  vendor,  to 
raise  the  price  by  fictitious  bids,  thsre- 
by  increasing  competition,  while  he 
himself  is  secured  from  risk  by  a  see- 
cret  understanding,  that  he  shall  not  be 
bound  by  his  bids.  McMillan  v.  Har- 
ris, 110  Ga.  72,  35  S.  E.  334,  48  L.  B. 
A.  345;  Peck  v.  List,  23  W.  Va.  338, 
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agreements  to  prevent  competition  in  bidding  are  unlawful,''^  but  an 
association   may  lawfully  be  formed  for  the  purpose   of  bidding.^" 

6.  Withdrawal.  —  Inasmuch  as  a  bid  amounts  only  to  a  proposal 
to  buy,^*  it  may  be  withdrawn  at  any  time  before  it  has  been  ae- 
eepted,^^  but  after  acceptance  it  cannot  be  withdrawn  or  changed  ex- 
cept under  such  circumstances  as  would  justify  the  rescission  of  other 
contracts.^^ 

7.  Acceptance  and  Bejectment.  —  The  acceptance  and  rejeetment 
of  a  bid  is  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the  court.^^  The  person  con- 
ducting the  sale  is  clothed  with  some  discretion  in  refusing  bid?,'^ 
and  may  prescribe  such  terms  as  will  exclude  puffers  and  fraudulent 
bidders.''''  


48  Am.  Eep.  398.  (2)  But  one  who 
bids  merely  for  the  purpose  of  run- 
ning up  the  price  is  not  a  puffer  if  he 
can  be  compelled  by  the  person  eon- 
ducting  the  sale  to  take  and  pay  for 
the  property.  It  is  neither  contrary  to 
law  nor  public  policy  for  persons  who 
will  be  entitled  to  the  proceeds  to  en- 
gage a  third  person  to  run  the  prop- 
erty up  to  a  specified  price,  with  the 
understanding  that  if  knocked  down 
to  him  they  will  take  it  off  his  hands. 
McMillan  v.  Harris,  110  Ga.  72,  35  S. 
E.  334,  48  L.  E.  A.- 345. 

[b]  Question  of  Pact. — ^Whether  the 
employment  by  the  owner  of  a  bye  bid- 
der is  bona  fide,  or  for  the  fraudulent 
purpose  of  enhancing  the  price  is  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Eeynolds 
V.  Deehaums,  24  Tex.  174,  76  Am.  Dec 
101. 

52.  Kearney  ■».  Taylor,  15  How.  (TT. 
S.)  494,  14  L.  ed.  787. 

fa]  Question  of  fact  whether  un- 
lawful intent  existed.  See  the  follow- 
ing cases:  TJ.  S. — Kearney  v.  Taylor, 
15  How.  494,  14  L.  ed.  787.  Me.— Pike 
V.  Baleh,  38  Me.  302,  61  Am.  Dec.  248. 
N.  H.— Bellows  v.  Eussell,  20  N.  H.  427, 
51  Am.  Dee.  238.  N.  Y.— Hopkins  v. 
Ensign,  122  N.  Y.  144,  25  N.  E.  306, 
0  L.  E.  A.  731.  Tex.— Allen  v.  Ste- 
phanes,  18  Tex.  658. 

53.  See  supra,  IX,  K,  3. 

54.  Se«  supra,  IX,  K,  2. 

55.  XJ.  S. — Blossom  v.  Milwaukee, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  3  Wall.  196,  18  L.  ed.  43. 
Ky.— Head  v.  Clark,  88  Ky.  362,  11  S. 
W.  203.  Neb. — George  v.  Pracheil,  92 
Neb.  81,  137  N.  W.  880;  Nebraska  Loau 
&  Trust  Co.  11.  Hamer,  40  Neb.  281,  58 
N.  W.  695.  N.  J. — See  Metropolis  Nat. 
Bank   V.   Sprague,   20   N.  J.   Eq.   159. 


Tex. — ^Interstate  Nat.  Bank  v.  O  'Dwyer, 
15  Tex.  Civ.  App.  33,  38  S.  "W.  368.  Eng. 
Payne  v.  Cave,  3  T.  E.  148,  100  Eng. 
Eeprint  502. 

56.  Nebraska  Loan  &  Trust  Co.  v. 
Hamer,  40  Neb.  281,  58  N.  "W.  695; 
Hayward  v.  Wemple,  152  App.  Div.  195, 
136  N.  Y.  Supp.  625,  affirmed,  206  N. 
Y.  692,  99  N.  E.  1108;  Continental  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Eeeve,  135  App.  Div.  737,  119 
N.  Y.  Supp.  901,  appeal  dismissed,  198 
N.  Y.  595,  92  N.  E.  1081, 

57.  Camden  v.  Mayhew,  129  U.  S. 
73,  9  Sup.  Ct.  246,  32  L.  ed.  608;  Mil- 
waukee E.  Co.  V.  Soutter,  5  Wall.  (U. 
S.)  660,  18  L.  ed.  678;  The  Sue,  137 
Fed.  133. 

[a]  The  court  may  order  that  the 
bids  of  some  persons  be  not  received, 
or  that  they  be  received  only  upon 
condition.  Murdock's  Case,  2  Bland 
(Md.)   461,  20  Am.  Dec.  381. 

58.  Gray  v.  Veirs,  33  Md.  18. 

[a]  On  Resale. — The  officer  con- 
ducting the  sale  may  decline  to  ciy  the 
bid  of  one  who  has  refused  to  comply 
T/ith  the  terms  of  a  former  sale,  and 
who  gives  no  satisfactory  assurance 
of  ability  to  comply  with  the  terms  of 
the  second  sale.  Hildreth  v.  Turner, 
89  Va.  858,  17  S.  B.  471. ' 
.  59.  National  Bank  of  Metropolis  v, 
Sprague,  20  N.  J.  Eq.  159. 

[a]  Scope  of  Officer's  Authority. 
(1)  The  master  may  demand  an  im- 
mediate compliance  with  the  terms  of 
sale  where  he  has  reason  to  doubt  the 
good  faith  of  the  bidder.  Irby  v.  Irby, 
11  Lea  (Tenn.)  165.  (2)  He  may  adopt 
conditions  of  sale  sufficient  to  secure 
compliance  by  the  purchaser  with  his 
bid,  but  he  cannot  impose  any  liabil- 
ity upon  the  purchaser  which  would  not 
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8.  Striking  Off  Property,  —  Generally  the  property  is  struck  off 
to  the  highest  bidder.^"  If  after  the  hammer  has  fallen  and  the  pur- 
chaser is  announced,  the  officer  discovers  he  has  made  a  mistake,  he- 
may  announce  the  fact  and  proceed  with  the  sale,  the  parties  and 
crowd  still  being  present.^^ 

9.  Reference  To  Examine  Title.  —  In  some  states,  a  reference  will 
be  ordered  if  necessary  to  enable  the  purchaser  after  bidding  to 
examine  the  title  of  the  property.®- 

10.  Opening  Bidding  on  Upset  Bid.  —  The  old  English  chancery 
practice*^  of  opening  biddings  on  judicial  sales  before  confirmation  upon 
an  offer  of  a  reasonable  advance  of  the  amount  bid  does  not  obtain"*  in 


result  by  law  from  his  purchase.  He 
cannot  by  conditions  of  sale,  change 
the  relations  of  parties  interested  in 
the  property,  nor  create  any  other  li- 
ability on  the  part  of  the  purchaser 
than  to  complste  his  contract  of  pur- 
chase. If  he  does  more  he  exceeds  his 
authority.  Hackensack  Water  Co.  v. 
De  Kay,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  548. 

Bejecting  bids  with  conditions  at- 
tached, see  supra,  IX,  K,  4. 

60.  lU.— Comstock  v.  Purple,  49  111. 
158.  Kan. — Fraser  v.  Seeley,  71  Kan. 
169,  79  Pac.  1081.  Ky. — Morton  v. 
Moore,  4  Ky.  L.  Eep.  717.  Tenn. — At- 
kison  V.  Murfree,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  51. 

[a]  Presumption   From   Becital. — A 

recital  in  the  return  that  the  sale  was 
held  at  public  auction  implies  that  the 
land  was  sold  to  the  highest  bidder. 
Fraser  v.  Seeley,  71  Kan.  169,  79  Pac. 
1081. 

[b]  The  Jiighest  bidder  is  one  who 
makes  the  highest  bid  in  good  faith. 
Gray  v.  Veirs,  33  Md.  18. 

61.  Head  v.  Clark,  88  Ky.  362,  11  S. 
W.  203,  as  where  appellee  and  appel- 
lant both  bid  the  same  amount  but 
the  commissioner  hearing  only  appel- 
lant's bid  announced  him  as  purchaser. 

[a]  Where  there  is  a  dispute  and 
a  bid  is  claimed  by  two  or  more  per- 
sons the  auctioneer  should  put  the  prop- 
erty up  again.  Conover  v.  Walling,  15 
N.  J.  Bq.  173. 

62.  People's  Bank  v.  Bramlett,  58 
S.  C.  477,  36,  S.  E.  912;  Mitchell  v. 
Pinckney,  13  S.  C.  203;  Warren  v.  Bate- 
man,  Flan.  &  K.  (Eng.)  189.  And  see 
Smith  V.  Smith,  97  S.  C.  242,  81  S.  B. 
499,  52  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  751;  Virginia- 
Carolina  Chemical  Co.  v.  McLucas,  87 
S.  C.  350,  69  S.  E.  670;  Puller  v.  Miss- 
roon,  35  S.  C.  314,  14  S.  E.  714. 

Vol.  XVI 


63.  Bourn  v.  Bourn,  13  Sim.  189,  60 
Eng.  Eeprint  73;  White  v.  Wilson,  14 
Ves.  Jr.  151,  33  Eng.  Eeprint  479;  An- 
drews V.  Emerson,  7  Ves.  Jr.  420,  32 
Eng.  Eeprint  170. 

[a]  This  practice  has  been  abol- 
ished by  statute,  St.  30  and  31  Vict., 
ch.  48,  §7,  and  to  entitle  the  parties 
to  open  the  biddings,  it  is  necessary 
to  show  either  fraud  or  such  miscon- 
duct as  borders  on  fraud.  Delves  i>. 
Delves,  L.  E.  20  Eq.  (Eng.)  77. 

64.  TT.  S.— Graffam  v.  Burgess,  117 
V.  S.  180,  6  Sup.  Ct.  686,  29  L.  ed.  839; 
Byers  v.  Surget,  19  How.  303,  15  L. 
ed.  670;  In  re  Haywood  Wagon  Co., 
219  Fed.  655,  135  C.  C.  A.  391;  Mor- 
rison V.  Burnette,  154  Fed.  617,  83  C. 

C.  A.  391;  Files  v.  Brown,  124  Fed.  133, 
59  C.  C.  A.  403.  See  Magann  v.  Segal, 
92  Fed.  252,  34  C.  C.  A.  323.  Ala. 
Bethea  v.  Bethea,  136  Ala.  584,  34  So. 
28;  Parker  v.  Bluffton  Car  Wheel  Co., 
108  Ala.  140,  18  So.  938;  Glennon  v. 
Mittenight,  86  Ala.  455,  5  So.  772.  Ark. 
Bank  of  Pine  Bluff  v.  Levi,  90  Ark. 
166,  118  S.  W.  250;  Colonial  &  U.  S. 
Mortg.  Co.  V.  Sweet,  65  Ark.  152,  45 
S.  W.  60,  67  Am.  St.  Eep.  910;  Penn's 
Admr.  v.  Tolleson,  20  Ark.  652.  Oal. 
Dunn  V.  Dunn,  137  Cal.  51,  69  Pac.  847. 

D.  C. — Auerbach  v.  Wolf,  22  App.  Cas. 
538.  ni.— Coffey  v.  Coffey,  16  HI.  141; 
Ayers  v.  Baumgarten,  15  111.  444.  See 
Wilson  V.  Ford,  190  111.  614,  60  N.  B. 
876;  Quigley  v.  Breckeuridge,  180  111. 
627,  54  N.  B.  580;  Jennings  v.  Dunphy, 
174  111.  86,  50  N.  E.  1045.  Ky.— Stump 
V.  Martin,  9  Bush  285;  Forman  v.  Hunt, 
3  Dana  614;  Columbia  Finance  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Bates,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2412,  74  S. 
W.  248;  Alms  &  Doepke  Co.  v.  Gates, 
17  Ky.  L.  Eep.  908,  32  S.  W.  1088.  Md. 
See  Kelso  v.  Jessop,  59  Md.  114;  Ma- 
honey  V.  Mackubin,  52  Md.  357;  Cohen 
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the  United  States,  though  the  rule  is    otherwise    in    some    states."^ 
Second  Opening. —  After  biddings  have  once  been  opened  and  a  resale 
had  they  will  not  again  be  opened,"®  except  under  extraordinary  cir- 
cumstances.®^ 

An  application  to  open  biddings  may  be  made  on  motion®^  or  peti- 
tion,"^ but  it  cannot  be  coupled  with  a  condition."" 

Security.  —  The  offer  of  an  advanced  bid  must  be  accompanied  with 
the  money  and  securities  required  by  the  original  deeree.^^ 

Notice.  —  The  purchaser,^^  and  the  parties  to  the  suit'^  must  be  given 
notice  of  the  motion  to  open  biddings. 

Time  of  Application.  —  Generally  application  must  be  made  before  con- 
firmation of  the  sale,^*  but  the  court  may  entertain  an  application  after 


V.  Wagner,  6  Gill  236 ;  Andrews  v.  Scot- 
ton,  2  Bland  629.  Mich. — Page  v. 
Kress,  80  Mieh.  85,  44  N.  W.  1052,  20 
Am.  St.  Eep.  504.  Miss. — A^len  v. 
Martin,  61  Miss.  78;  Mitchell  v.  Har- 
lis,  43  Miss.  314.  See  Wright  v.  Cant- 
zon,  31  Miss.  514.  N.  J. — Krieger  v. 
Seheuer  (N.  J.  Eq.),  86  Atl.  534;  Crop- 
per V.  Brown,  76  N.  J.  Eq.  406,  74  Atl. 
987,  139  Am.  St.  Eep.  770;  Fleming  v. 
Fleming  Hotel  Co.,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  509,  61 
Atl.  739;  Rogers  v.  Rogers'  Locomotive, 
62  N.  J.  Eq.  Ill,  118,  50  Atl.  10;  Beth- 
lehem Iron  Co.  V.  P.  &  S.  E.  E.  Co.,  49 
N.  J.  Eq.  356,  28  Atl.  1077;  Morrisse 
V.  Inglis,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  306,  19  Atl.  16. 
N.  M. — ^Las  Vegas  Ey.  &  Power  Co.  v. 
Trust  Co.,  15  N.  M.  634,  110  Pae.  856; 
Cattle  Co.  V.  Schofield,  9  N.  M.  136, 
49  Pae.  954.  N.  Y.— Lefevre  v.  Lara- 
way,  22  Barb.  167;  Duncan  v.  Dodd,  2 
Paige  99;  Williamson  v.  Dale,  3  Johns. 
Ch.  290;  Wesson  v.  Chapman,  76  Hun 
592,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  192.  S.  C— See 
Tompkins  v.  Tompkins,  39  S.  C.  537, 
18  S.  E.  233;  BaUy  v.  Baily,  9  Eich. 
Eq.  392;  Young  v.  Teague,  Bailey  Eq. 
13.  Wis.— Kneeland  v.  Smith,  13  Wis. 
591;  Adams  v.  Haskell,  10  Wis.  123. 

65.  N.  C. — See  Marsh  v.  Nimooks, 
122  N.  C.  478,  29  S.  E.  840,  65  Am.  St. 
Eep.  715;  Trull  v.  Eice,  92  N.  C.  572; 
Hinson  v.  Adrian,  92  N.  C.  121;  Vass 
V.  Arrington,  89  N.  C.  10.  Tenn. — See 
Bright  V.  Bright,- 12  Lea  630;  Mabry 
V.  Churchwell,  9  Lea  488;  Dupuy  v. 
Gorman,  9  Lea  144;  Allen  v.  East,  4 
Baxt.  308;  Glenn  v. '  Glenn,  7  Heisk. 
367;  Houston  v.  Ayeock,  5  Sneed  406, 
73  Am.  Dec.  131;  Morton  v.  Sloan,  11 
Humph.  278;  Atkison  v.  Murfree,  3 
Tenn.  Ch.  51.  Va.— Hardy  v.  Ooley, 
114  Va.  570,  77  S.  E.  458 j  Moore  v. 


Triplett,  96  Va.  603,  32  S.  E.  50;  Ewald 
V.  Crockett,  85  Va.  299,  7  S.  E.  386; 
Todd  V.  Gallego  Mills  Mfg.  Co.,  84  Va. 
586,  5  S.  E.  676.  W.  Va.— Gillmor  v. 
Einehart,  73  W.  Va.  779,  81  S.  E.  549. 

66.  Geisler  v.  Mauk  (Tenn.),  48  S. 
W.  344;  Collins  v.  Wood,  88  Tenn.  779, 
14  S.  W.  221;  Bradford  v.  Hamilton,  3 
Tenn.  Ch.  344;  Click  v.  Burris,  6  Heisk, 
(Tenn.)    539. 

67.  Atchison  v.  Murfree,  3  Tenn. 
Ch.  728;  Vaughn  v.  Smith,  3  Tenn.  Ch. 
368;  Mayo  v.  Harding,  3  Tenn.  Ch. 
237;  Click  v.  Burjis,  6  Heisk.  (Tenn.; 
539. 

68.  Langyher  v.  Patterson,  77  Va. 
470;  Effinger  v.  Ealston,  21  Gratt.  (62 
Va.)   430. 

69.  See  Vaughn  v.  Smith,  3  Tenn. 
Ch.  368. 

[a]  Amount  of  bid  must  be  stated. 
Wright  V.  Cantzon,  31  Miss.  514. 

70.  Eeese  v.  Copeland,  6  Lea  (Tenn.) 
190,  citing  Lucas  v.  Moore,  2  Lea 
(Tenn.)   1. 

71.  Mabry  v.  Churchwell,  9  Lea 
(Tenn.)  488;  Glenn  v.  Glenn,  7  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  367;  Mound  City  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Hamilton,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  228; 
Atchison  v.  Murfree,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  728; 
Eoudabush  v.  Miller,  32  Gratt.  (73  Va.) 
454. 

As  to  collateral  attack,  see  infra, 
XIX. 

72.  Langyher  v.  Patterson,  77  Va. 
470;  Effinger  v.  Ealston,  21  Gratt.  (62 
Va.)   430,  437. 

73.  Langyher  v.  Patterson,  77  Va. 
470;  Effinger  v.  Ealston,  21  Gratt.  (62 
Va.)  430,  437,  quoting  Sugden  on  Vend- 
ors, p.  66. 

74.  Coles'  Heirs  v.  Coles'  Exr.,  83 
Va.  525,  5  S.  E.  673. 

Vol.  XVI 


780 


JUDICIAL  SALES 


eonflrmation.'''  And  an  application  to  open  bids  a  second  time  may  be 
made  both  before^'  and  after  confirmation,'^  but  if  asked  after  con- 
firmation, a  stricter  showing  therefor  must  be  made.''* 

Hearing  and  Determination.  —  Whether  the  court  will  reopen  bids  is 
addressed  to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court,'*  which  should  be  exer- 
cised with  due  regard  to  the  rights  and  interests  of  all  concerned, 
the  purchaser  as  well  as  the  others,*"  and  the  court  aay  impose  terms.*^ 


75.  Tost  V.  Porter,  80  Va.  855. 

76.  Mound  City  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Hamilton,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  228. 

77.  Mound  City  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Hamilton,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  228. 

78.  Bradford  v.  Hamilton,  3  Tenn. 
Ch.  344;  Mound  City  Mut.  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Hamilton,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  228. 

[a]  No  advance  price,  however 
large,  will  have  the  effect  to  open  bid- 
dings after  confirmation.  Houston  v. 
Aycock,  5  Sneed  (Tenn.)  406,  73  Am. 
Dec.  131. 

79.  IT.  S. — See  Ballentyne  v.  Smith, 
205  IT.  S.  285,  27  Sup.  Ct.  527,  51  L. 
ed.  803;  Grafeam  v.  Burgess,  117  U.  S. 
180,  6  Sup.  Ct.  686,.  29  L.  ed.  839. 
111. — See  McCallum  v.  Chicago  Title  & 
Trust  Co.,  203  111.  142,  67  N".  E.  823. 
Tenn.— Bright  v.  Bright,  12  Lea  630; 
Mabry  v.  Church  well,  9f  Lea  488; 
Glenn  v.  Glenn,  7  Heisk.  367;  Atkison 
V.  -Murfree,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  51.  Va. 
Hardy  v.  Coley,  114  Va.  570,  77  S.  E. 
458;  Moore  v.  Triplett,  96  Va.  603,  32 
S.  E.  50;  Ewald  v.  Crockett,  85  Va. 
299,  7  S.  E.  386;  Todd  v.  Gallego  Mills 
Mfg.  Co.,  84  Va.  586,  5  8.' E.  676; 
Boudabush  v.  Miller,  32  Gratt.  (73  Va.) 
454;  Brock  v.  Rice,  27  Gratt.  (68  Va.) 
812.  W,  Va„— Kable  v.  Mitchell,  9  "W. 
Va.  492. 

As  to  statement  of  terms  In  decree, 
see  supra,  IV,  D,  10. 

[a]  Where  It  clearly  appears  that 
no  appreciable  advantage  will  result  to 
the  parties  intended  to  be  benefited 
bids  will  not  be  opened.  Bennett  r. 
McKay,  Newfoundland  1874-1884,  p. 
241. 

[b]  What  advance  Is  sufficient  (1; 
to  require  the  opening  of  bids  is  large- 
ly within  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
Atkison  v.  Murfree,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  51. 
(2)  In  Childress  v.  Hurt,  2  Swan 
(Tenn.)  487,  bidding  was  reopened  on 
an  advance  bid  of  30%,  while  in  John- 
son V.  Quarles,  4  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  615, 
the  court  refused  on  an  ofBer  of  20% 
advance.    (3)  In  Donaldson  v.  Young,  7 

Vol.  sm 


Humph.  (Tenn.)  266,  it  was  said  that 
the  court  would  not  open  the  bidding 
as  a  matter  of  course  merely  on  an 
offer  to  advance  50%  on  the  bid. 

[c]  The  court  will  not  set  aside  a 
sale  and  open  the  biddings  solely  be- 
cause of  an  advance  bid.  Litton  v. 
Elanary,  116  Va.  710,  82  S.  B.  692; 
Howell  V.  Morien,  109  Va..  200,  63  S. 
E.  1073;  Watkins  &  Bros..  ■;;.  Jones, 
107  Va.  6,  57  S.  E.  608;  Tost  v.  Porter, 
80  Va.  855;  Boudabush  v.  Miller,  32 
Gratt.  (73  Va.)  454;  Brock  v.  Bice,  27 
Gratt.  (68  Va.)   812., 

[d]  Where  Application  Is  Delayed. 
The  practice  of  opening  biddings  is 
discountenanced,  and  an  order  will  not 
be  made  to  open'  bids  after  great  delay 
as  against  an  innoceilt  purchaser,  un- 
less there  has  been  misconduct  on  his 
part.  Crooks  v.  Crooks,  2  Ch.  Chamb. 
(Eng.)  29. 

[e]  Where  Sale  Price  Was  Inade- 
quate.^An  unconfirmed  judicial  sale, 
which  by  the  tender  of  a  properly  se- 
cured upset  bid  appears  to  have  been 
at  an  inadequate  price  should  ordi- 
narily be  set  aside,  ,and  a  resale  or- 
dered. Gillmor  v.  Binehart,  73  W.  Va. 
779,  8i  S.  E.  549. 

80.  Hardy  v.  Coley,  114  Va.  570,  77 
S.  E.  458;  Moore  v.  Triplett,  96  Va. 
603,  32  S.  E.  50,  70  Am.  St.  Bep.  882; 
Boudabush  v.  Miller,  32  Gratt.  (73  Va.) 
454;  Brock  v.  Bice,  27  Gratt.  (68  Va.) 
812. 

[a]  Usually,  one  present  at  a  sale 
and  bidding  thereat  or  having  had  an 
opportunity  cannot  put  in  an  upset 
bid.  Moore  v.  Triplett,  96  Va.  603,  32 
S.  E.  50,  70  Am.  St.  Bep.  882. 

[b]  When  the  upset  price  has  been 
offered  to  gratify  ill-wiU  or  malice 
towards  the  purchaser,  a  sale  which  has 
been  fair  and  for  a  fair  price  will  not 
be  set  aside.  Boudabush  v.  Miller,  32 
Gratt.  (73  Va.)  454,  465. 

81.  Tost  V.  Porter,  80  Va.  855;  Ef- 
finger  V.  EalstoB,  21  Gratt.  (63  Va.; 
430. 
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Although  generally  a  readvertisement  should  be  ordered,**  ffie  court 
may  order  the  opening  of  biddings  without  requiring  it.^^ 

The  resale  must  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the  upset  bid.^* 

L.  Objections.  —  Objections  should  be  promptly  made,*^  and  if 
not  timely  will  be  held  to  be  waived.®^  Objections  to  the  manner  of 
sale  must  be  made  before  confirmation,^'  and  if  not  made  until  after- 
wards will  generally  be  held  to  come  too  late**  unless  the  party  is  pre- 
vented from  interposing  them  by  reason  of  fraud  or  other  adventitious 
circumstance.*' 

X.  REPORT  OR  RETURN.  —  A.  Definition.  —  The  return  is 
the  written  statement  of  the  ofScer  of  what  he  has  done  under  the  pro- 
cess in  his  hands.*" 


82.  Dupuy  V.  Gorman,  9  he^  (Tenn.) 

144,  affirming  Click  v.  Burris,  6  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  539,  545;  Wilson  &  Co.  ». 
Shields,  3  Baxt.   (Tenn.)   65. 

83.  Dupuy  V.  Gorman,  9  Lea  (Tenn.) 
144;  Vaughn  v.  Smith,  3  Tenn.  Ch. 
368. 

84.  Marsh  v.  Nimoeks,  122  N.  0. 
478,  29  S.  E.  840,  65  Am.  St.  Eep. 
715.  See  Mason  v.  Martin,  64  Miss. 
572,   1    So.   756. 

[a]  Receiving  Bids  at  Office. — ^The 
chancellor  may  in  his  discretion  let 
the  biddings  remain  open  in  the  mas- 
ter's office  and  receive  such  bids  as 
may  be  offered,  and  confirm  the  sale 
•when  reported  by  the  master.  Dupuy 
V.  Gorman,  9  Lea   (Tenn.)   144. 

[b]  Striking-off.— (1)  In  default  of 
other  bids,  the  person  making  the  ad- 
vanced bid  should  be  declared  the  pur- 
chaser. Marsh  v.  Nimocks,  122  N.  0. 
478,  29  S.  E.  840,  65  Am.  St.  Eep. 
715.  (2)  But  if  other  bids  are  offered 
the  highest  bidder  must  be  declared 
the  purchaser.  Atkison  v.  Murfree,  1 
Tenn.  Ch.  51; 

85.  la. — See  Tried  v.  Marrero,  137 
La.  778,  69  So.  172.  Md.— Cohen  V. 
Wagner,  6  Gill  236,  251;  Cunningham 
V.  Schley,  6  Gill  207.  Mich. — Goodwin 
V.  Burns,  21  Mich.  211;  Leonard  V.  Tay- 
lor, 12  Mich.  398;  BuUard  «.  Green,  10 
Mich.  268. 

Objection  to  confirmation,  see  infra, 
XI,  J. 

[a]  At  Term  to  Which  Report  Is 
Made. — Objections  should  be  filed  at 
the  term  of  court  to  which  commis- 
sioners conducting  the  sale  make  their 
report.  Oswald  v.  Johnson,  140  Ga. 
62,  78  S.  E.  338. 

86.  Hewitt  V.   Great  Western  Beet 


Sugar  Co.,  230  Fed.  394,  399,  144  C.  0. 
A.  536. 

[a]  Objection  (1)  at  ratification 
comes  too  late  when  the  party  knows 
of  a.  cloud  and  fails  to  notify  the 
officer  thereof  until  after  sale  (Cun- 
ningham V.  Schley,  6  Gill  [Md.]  207); 
(2)  and  when  a  party,  knowing  the 
day  fixed  for  sale  falls  on  his  Sab- 
Itath,  flails  to  sooner  object.  Cohen  i\ 
Wagner,  6  Gill  (Md.)   236,  251. 

[b]  Where  a  decree  directs  a  sale 
as  a>  whole,  an  objection  that  the  sale 
was  not  made  in  parcels  made  at  con- 
firmation comes  too  late.  Central  Trust 
Co.  V.  Sheffield  &  B.  C,  I.  &  E.  Co., 
60  Fed.  9. 

87.  Klapneck  v.  Keltz,  50  W.  Va. 
331,  40  S.  E.  570;  Dunfee  v.  Childs,  45 
W.  Va.  155,  30  S.  E.  102. 

88.  U.  S. — Nevada  Nickel  Syndicate 
V.  Nat.  Nickel  Co.,  103  Eed.  391.  Ark. 
Sawyer  v.  Hentz,  74  Ark.  324,  85  S.  W. 
775;  Nix  v.  Draughan,  56  Ark.  240,  19 
S.  W.  669.  Ky.— Youell  v.  Gaines,  1 
Ky.  •  Op:  163.  Tex. — Dilley  v.  Jasper 
Lumber  Co.  (Tpx.  Civ.  App.),  114  S.  W. 
878. 

[a]  Where  Court  Still  Controls  As- 
sets.— Although  the  purchaser's  excep- 
tions were  not  filed  until  after  ratifica- 
tion, the  court  may  rescind  its  order 
of  ratification  where  the  assets  are 
still  within  its  control  and  an  injustice 
would  be  done  a  purchaser  by  com- 
pelling him  to  take  the  property. 
Gottschalk  Co.  v.  Samuelson,  128  Md. 
541,  97  Atl.  1003;  Connaughton  v.  Ber- 
nard, 84  Md.  577,  36  Atl.  265. 

89.  Brown  v.  Gilmor's  Exrs.,  8  Md. 
322;  Klapneck  D.  Keltz,  50  W.  Va. 
331,  40  S.  E.  570;  Dunfee  v.  Childs,  45 
W.  Va.  155,  30  S.  E.  102. 

90.  Davis  V,  Eeaves,  7  Lea  (Tenn.) 
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B.  Necessity  foe.  —  A  report  of  the  proceedings  of  the  sale  must 
be  made  to  the  court,*^  unless  the  approval  of  the  court  is  not  required 
as  a  preliminary  to  the  purchaser's  title.'^  It  has  been  held,  however, 
that  the  title  of  the  purchaser  is  not  dependent  upon  the  fact  of  a  re- 
turn if  the  preliminary  proceedings  are  correct.^*  If  the  officer  fails 
to  report,  he  may  be  cited  to  perforin  his  duty  in  this  regard.** 

C.  DivEESE  Repoets  and  Addenda.  —  A  sale  is  not  invalidated  by 
the  fact  that  one  of  the  officers  making  the  sale  declines  to  join  in  the 
report  and  files  a  separate  report,**^  and  where  one  of  the  three  com- 
missioners who  made  the  sale,  makes  and  signs  an  addendum  to  the 
report,  such  addendum  is  no  part  of  the  report  or  of  the  record.*® 


585;   Hill  v.  Hinton,  2  Head   (Tenn.) 
124. 

As  to  vrha  may  bid,  see  infra,  IX, 
K,  3. 

91.  U.  S.— Ballentyne  ».  Smith,  205 
U.  S.  285,  27  Sup.  Ct.  527,  51  L.  ed. 
803;  Pewabic  Min.  Co.  v.  Mason,  145 
U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36  L.  ed. 
732;  Blossom  v.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E.  Co., 
3  Wail.  196, 18  L.  ed.  43.  Ala.— Howison 
V.  Oakley,  118  Ala.  215,  23  So.  810. 
Ark. — Nash  v.  Delinquent  Lands,  111 
Ark.  158,  163  S.  W.  1147.  Oal.— Dunn 
V.  Dunn,  137  Cal.  51,  69  Pac.  847;  Ben- 
nallack  v.  Richards,  125  Cal.  427,  58 
Pac.  65;  Bennalack  «.  Richards,  116 
Cal.  405,  48  Pac.  622;  In  re  Durham's 
Estate,  49  Cal.  490.  Idaho. — State  v. 
Cunningham,  6  Idaho  113,  53  Pac.  451. 
HI.— Moore  v.  Titman,  33  111.  358; 
Ayers  v.  Baumgarten,  15  111.  444;  Young 
V.  Keogh,  11  111.  642.  Ind. — Lawson  v. 
De  Bolt,  78  Ind.  563.  IMicll.— Butters 
V.  Butters,  153  Mich.  158,  117  N.  W. 
203;  Peirson  v.  Fisk,  99  Mich.  43,  57 
N.  W.  1080.  Miim.— See  Rogers  v. 
Holyoke,  14  Minn.  220,  where  it  was 
attempted  to  restrain  a  party  from 
moving  to  set  aside  a  sale  because 
no  report  had  been  made.  Neb. — Maul 
V.  Hellman,  39  Neb.  322,  58  N.  W. 
112.  N.  J. — Den  ex  dem.  Larason  v. 
Lambert,  13  N.  J.  L.  182;  Titman  «. 
Riker,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  122,  10  Atl.  397. 
N.  0.— Harrell  v.  Blythe,  140  N.  C. 
415,  53  S.  E.  232;  Joyner  v.  Eutrell, 
136  N.  C.  301,  48  S.  B.  649;  Wood  v. 
Parker,  63  N.  C.  379.  S.  C— Young 
V.  Teague,  Bailey  Eq.  13.  Tenn. — Arm- 
strong V.  McClure,  4  Heisk.  80;  Lasell 
V.  Powell,  7  Coldw.  277;  Walker  v. 
Walker,  4  Coldw.  300.  Tex.— Dowling 
V.  Duke,  20  Tex.  181.  Va.— Crockett 
V.  Sexton,  29  Gratt.  (70  Va.)  46.  W.Va. 
McGinnis  v.  Caldwell,  71  W,  Va,  375, 
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76  S.  E.  834,  43  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
630;  Castleman's  Admr.  v.  Castleman, 
67  W.  Va.  407,  68  S.  E.  34. 

See  13  Standard  Pboc.  577;  12  Stand- 
ard Proc.  86. 

As  to  return  generally,  see  the  title 
"Returns." 

As  to  return  on  execution  sale,  see 
the  title  "Judgments  and  Decrees,  En- 
forcement of." 

[a]  Substantial  Compliance. — Where 
there  is  an  order  stating  that  the  court 
approved  the  deed  and  confirmed  the 
sale,  there  is  a  substantial  compliance 
with  a  requirement  that  the  officer  re- 
port. Kulbreth  v.  Drew  Co.  Timber 
Co.  (Ark.),  188  8.  W.  810. 

92.  Robert  v.  Casey,  25  Mo.  584. 

93.  McNitt  V.  Turner,  16  Wall.  (U. 
S.;   352,  21  L.  ed.  341. 

[a]  The  failure  of  the  officer  to 
make  a  complete  or  accurate  return 
will  not  vitiate  the  purchaser's  title 
under  a  sale  lawfully  made.  Wolfen- 
berger  v.  Hubbard  (Ind.),  110  N.  E. 
198. 

[b]  Confirmation  Without  Return. 
If  the  court,  convinced  otherwise  than 
by  a  report,  that  a  sale  has  been  had 
in  the  mode  directed,  approves  and 
ratifies  the  sale,  the  absence  of  a  re- 
port does  not  affect  the  title  of  the 
purchaser.  Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1 
Md.   Ch.   331. 

94.  Bennallack  v.  Eiehaids,  125  Cal. 
427,  433,  58  Pac.  65. 

[a]  The  officer  may  he  compelled 
to  file  a  report.  Smith  v.  Denson,  2 
Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  326.  See  Connell 
«.  Wilhelm,  36  W.  Va.  598,  15  S.  E. 
245. 

95.  Hildreth  v.  Turner,  89  Va.  858, 
17  S.  E.  471. 

96.  Shirley  v.  Eice,  79  Va.  442, 
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D".  When  Made.  —  In  some  states  it  is  required  that  the 
return  or  report  be  made  at  the  first  term  after  the  sale,^'  but  in  others 
the  statute  does  not  limit  the  time  within  which  to  report  the  sale  for 
confirmation.^® 

B.  FoKM  AND  Contents.  —  The  statutes  sometimes  provide  for 
what  the  report  or  return  of  the  sale  must  contain."*  It  must  affirma- 
tively show  that  the  person  making  it  has  complied  with  the  order  or 
decree  of  sale.^  It  must  show  that  the  required  notices  and  advertise- 
ments were  posted  and  made.^  If  notices  were  posted,  that  fact,^  and 
the  places  where  the  notices  were  posted,*  must  be  stated,  but  the  no- 
tice itself  need  not  be  set  out.^  The  report  must  show  the  name  of  the 
purchaser,*  the  terms  of  the  sale,^  the  price  received,*  and  how  much 


97.  IlL— Moore  v.  Titman,  33  111. 
358.  Miss. — Mitchell  v.  Harris,  43  Miss. 
314;  Heel  v.  Coursery,  26  Miss.  511. 
Mo. — ^Priee  v.  Springfield  E.  B.  Assn., 
101  Mo.  107,  14  S.  W.  57,  20  Am.  St. 
Eep.  596;  MeVey  •».  MeVey,  51  Mo. 
406. 

[a]  Statute  Is  Directory. — Custer  v. 
Holler,  160  Ind.  505,  67  N.  E.  228. 
See  Price  v.  Springfield  K.  E.  Assn., 
101  Mo.  107,  14  S.  W.  57,  20  Am.  St. 
Eep.  595. 

[b]  Effect  on  Sale.— (1)  The  failure 
to  report  at  the  next  term  does  not 
render  the  sale  void.  Johnson  v. 
Cooper,  56  Miss.  608  (^disapproving  dic- 
tum on  this  point  in  Learned  v.  Mat- 
thews, 40  MisS.  210).  (2)  That  a  re- 
port o£  the  sale  was  not  made  for 
more  than  a  year  after  the  sale  is  no 
reason  for  setting  aside  the  sale  when 
the  master  might  have  been  compelled 
by  rule  to  make  his  report.  Moore  v. 
Titman,  33  HI.  358. 

98.  Bennallack  v.  Eichards,  125  Cal. 
427,  433,  58  Pac.  65. 

99.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

1.  Quick  i>.  Collins,  197  HI.  391,  64 
N.  B.  288. 

[a]  Presumption  in  Aid  of  Report. 
Where  the  report  states  the  terms, 
time  and  place  of  the  sale  were  ad- 
vertised as  directed,  but  does  not  state 
when  and  where  the  sale  was  made, 
it  will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence 
of  a  contrary  showing,  that  the  sale 
was  made  as  directed.  Downing  v. 
Thompson's  Bsr.,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1182, 
92  S.  W.  290. 

Perm  of  referee's  report  of  sale,  see 
9  Standard  Proc.  750. 

As  to  order  qs  decree  of  sale,  see 
fiDpra,  IV. 


2.  Quick  V.  Collins,  197  HI.  391,  64 
N.  E.  288;  Evans  v.  Bushnell,  59  Ean. 
160,  52  Pae.  419. 

[a]  Cure  by  Affidavit  of  Printer. 
A  return  which  fails  to  show  that  re- 
quired notice  of  the  sale  was  duly  given 
is  irregular,  and  not  cured  by  an  ac- 
companying affidavit  of  the  printer 
showing  the  essential  facts  omitted 
from  the  return.  Evans  v.  Bushnell, 
59  Kan.  160,  52  Pac.  419. 

As  to  notice  of  sale,  see  supra,  VU. 

3.  Quick  V.  Collins,  197  111.  391,  64 

N.  E.  288. 

[a]  If  the  notices  were  posted  by 
others,  the  report  should  be  accompanied 
by  affidavits  proving  the  posting. 
Quick  V.  Collins,  197  III.  391,  64  N.  E. 
288. 

4.  Quick  V.  Collins,  197  HI.  391,  64 
N.  E.  288. 

5.  Burke  v.  Weaver,  71  HI.  359; 
Moore  v.  Titman,  83  111.  358. 

e.  Miss. — Conger  v.  Eobinson,  4 
Smed.  &  M.  210.  N.  J. — Den  ex  dem. 
Larason  v.  Lambert,  13  N.  J.  L.  182. 
Tex. — See  Dodd  v.  Templeman,  76  Tex. 
57,  13  S.  W.  187. 

7.  WipfE  V.  Heder,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
685,  26  S.  W.  118. 

8.  111. — Eeinhardt  v.  Seaman,  208  111. 
448,  69  N.  E.  847.  Ky.— Haney  «.  Me- 
Clure,  88  Ky.  146,  10  S.  W.  427;  Terry 
V.  Swinford,  19  Ky.  L.  Eep.  712,  41  S. 
W.  553.  Miss. — Conger  v.  Eobinson,  4 
Smed.  &  M.  210.  Tex.— Taffinder  v. 
Merrell,  95  Tex..  95,  65  S.  W.  177,  93 
Am.  St.  Eep.  814. 

[a]  The  omission  from  the  report 
of  sale  of  the  price  paid  is  an  irreg- 
ularity, but  does  not  make  the  con- 
veyance" subject  to  collateral  attack. 
Taffinder  v.  Merrell,  95  Tex.  95,  65  S. 
W.  177,  93  :^,  St,  Eep.  814. 
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or  what  land  was  sold,*  and  whether  the  land  was  sold  in  parcels  or  in 
gross."'  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  report  the  various  bids  to  the 
court.^* 

Verification.  — Verification  of  the  return  is  frequently  required  by 
statute,"  but  otherwise  it  is  not  necessary.^-* 

F.  Objections  and  Exceptions.  —  After  the  report  of  the  ofSeer 
is  made,  the  parties  may  file  objections  or  exceptions  thereto,"  which 
are  in  the  nature  of  a  special  demurrer,^^  for  the  purpose  of  prevent- 
ing confirmation  of  the  sale.^®  An  amended  report  may  be  excepted  to 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  original  report.^' 

Who  May  Make. —  Either  J^arty  to  the  suit,^*  and  the  purchaser,?® 
may  except  or  object  to  the  report  or  return  of  the  officer. 

When  Made.  —  The  time  within  which  to  interpose  exceptions  or  ob- 
jections is  sometimes  limited  by  statute  or  rule  of  court.^"    Generally 


[b]  Where  partnership  property  is 
sold  and.  one  of  the  partners  becomes 
the  purchaser,  the  report  must  show 
that  he  paid  the  amount  of  his  bid,  or 
what  partnership  debts  were  •  paid  or 
to  what  extent  out  of  the  sum  bid. 
Eenfrow  v.  Pearce,  68  111.  125. 

9.  WipflE  V.  Heder,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
685,  26  S.  W.  118;  Barger  v.  Buckla,nd, 
28  Gratt.  (69  Va.)  850. 

[a]  Description  of  Land.— (1)  Al- 
though the  description  in  the  commis- 
sioner's report  may  not  be  as  full 
or  accurate  as  the  description  in  the 
judgment  or  petition  for  sale,  it  is  suf- 
ficient if  the  description  is  such  that 
the  land  can  be  identified  TPith  reason- 
able certainty.  Downing  v.  Thompson's 
Exr.,  28  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1182,  92  S.  W. 
290.  (2)  A  report  which  does  not 
identify  the  land  but  r.efers  to  the 
mortgage  deed,  which  is  a  part  of  the 
record,  is  sufi5,cient.  Sims'  Lessee  V, 
Cross,  10  Terg.  (Tenn.)  460.  (3.)  The 
same  particularity  in  description  is  not 
required  in  a  report  of  sale  which  is 
necessary  to  a  deed.  Gilbert  v.  Oook- 
sey,  69  Mo.  42. 

10.  Terry  v.  Swinford,  19  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  712,  41  S.  W.  553. 

11.  Comstock  V.  Purple,  49  HI.  158, 
criticising  Dills  v.  Jasper,  33  111.  262, 
as  being  out  of  harmony  with  pre- 
vious decisions  or  with  the  practice 
of  the  state. 

12.  Dennis  v.  Winter,  63  Cal.  16; 
Perkins  ,v.  Gridley,  50  CaJ.  97;  State 
V.  Cunningham,  6  Idaho  113,  53  Pae, 
453. 

[a]    Statute  Is  Directory. — (1)  Hur- 
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ley  *.  Barnard,  48  Tex.  83.  (2)  The 
failuTO  to  verify  will  not  invalidate 
the  sale.  Sheldon  v.  Wright,  7  Barb. 
(N.  Y.)   39. 

13.  Hargus  V.  Bowen,  46  Miss.  72. 

14.  Kiebel  v.  Leiek,  216  111.  474  75 
N.  E.  187;  Van  Meter's  Exr's.  v.  Van 
Meter,  3  Gratt.   (44  Va.)   148. 

[a]  Form. — ^Under  a  statute  allow- 
ing exceptions  to  a  report  but  pre- 
scribing no  particular  form,  a  petition 
for  vacation  of  the  sale  is  a  sufficient 
exception.  Kiebel  v.  Leick,  216  111. 
474,  75  N.  E.  187. 

[b]  A  motion  for  a  resale,  accom- 
panied by  a  secured  advance  ofEer 
showing  the  sale  to  have  been  made 
at  an  inadequate  price  is  of  itself  an 
objection  to  the  sale.  Gillmor  v.  Eine- 
hart,  73  W.  Ta.  779,  81  S.  B.  549. 

Objections  to  confirmation,  see  infra, 
XI,  J.' 

15.  Myers  v.  James,  4  Lea  (Tenn.) 
370;  Goddard  v.  Cox,  1  Lea  (Tenn.) 
112;  Eidley's  Admrs.  v.  Eidley,  1 
Coldw.  (Tenn.)  323;  Crislip  v.  Cain,  19 
W.  Va.  438. 

16.  Alsobrook  v.  Eggleston,  69  Miss. 
833,  13  So.  850. 

17.  Simmons  v.  Simmons 's  Admr., 
33  Gratt.  (74  Va.)  451;  Crockett  v. 
Sexton,  29  Gratt.  (70  Va.)  46. 

18.  Blossom  V.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.)  196,  18  L.  ed. 
43. 

19.  Blossom  V.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  3  Wall.  (U.  S.)  196,  18  L.  ed. 
43. 

20.  Pewabie  Min.  Co.  v.  Mason,  14S 
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exceptions  or  objections  to  the  report  must  be  made  in  the  trial  court 
and  cannot  be  made  for  the  first  time  on  appeal.^^ 

Requisites  of  Exceptions  and  Objections. —  The  exceptions  or  objections 
must  specify  with  reasonable  certainty  the  particular  grounds  of  ex- 
ception,^^  and  the  particular  part  of  the  report  intended  to  be  excepted 
to.^^    It  is  not  necessary  that  they  be  under  oath.^* 

Trav^erse  of  Exceptions. —  There  need  be  no  written  traverse  or  con- 
fession and  avoidance  of  the  matter  set  up  in  the  exceptions  to  the 
confirmation  of  a  report  of  sale.^" 

G.  Amendment  and  Coerection.  —  The  commissioner's  report  of 
sale  may  be  amended,^^  and,  if  the  commissioner,  after  having  filed 
his  report,  discovers  any  material  mistake  or  omission  he  may,  any 
time  before  final  action  upon  it  by  the  court,  file  an  amended,  addi- 
tional or  supplemental  report  by  leave  of  court.^^  If  the  report  is  in- 
complete or  insufScient  he  may  be  required  to  make  a  further  report.^^ 

H.    Force  and  Effect.  —  A  report  is  not  conclusive  generally,^' 


U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ot.  887,  36  L.  ed. 
732.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
In  re  Assignment  of  Citizens'  Stock 
Bank,  86  Mo.  App.  14. 

21.  Lasell  v.  Powell,  7  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)  277. 

[a]  On  Appeal. — ^Where  a  commis- 
sioner's report  was  confirmed  without 
exception  in  the  court  below,  it  is 
too  late  to  except  thereto  in  the  ap- 
pellate court,  unless  it  is  erroneous  on 
its  face.  Hildreth  v.  Turner,  89  Va. 
858,  17  S.  E.  471;  Smith  v.  Henkel, 
81  Va.  524. 

[b]  Exceptions  to  First  Eeport 
When  Second  Is  Excepted  to. — ^Where 
exceptions  to  a  report  because  of  cer- 
tain irregularities  are  made  and  Sus- 
tained and  a  second  report  is  made 
showing  a  compliance  in  these  mat- 
ters, it  is  then  too  late  to  raise  other 
irregularities  in  the  first  report  by 
taking  exceptions  to  the  second.  Neb- 
bett  V.  Cunningham,  27  Miss.  292. 

22.  Ky.— -Noel  v.  Harper,  186  S.  W. 
503.  Tenn. — Myers  v.  James,  4  Lea 
370;  Eidley's  Admr.  v.  Ridley,  1  Coldw. 
323.  Va. — Simmons  v.  Simmons,  33 
Gratt.  (74  Va.)  451;  Crockett  v.  Sex- 
ton, 29  Gratt.  (70  Va.)  46.  W.  Va. 
Crislip  V.  Cain,  19  W.  Va.  438;  Hart- 
ley &  Co.  V.  Eofee,  12  W.  Va.  401. 

[a]  Mere  conclusions  of  tlie  pleader, 
Without  averment  of  facts,  will  not 
support  allegations  of  fraud.  The  facts 
relied  upon  must  be  stated.  Osmond 
V.  Evans,  269  HI.  278,  110  N.  B.  16. 

[b]  In    cases    luvolviiig    property 

50 


rights  of  infants,  the  court  will  apply 
the  rule  liberally  and  will  consider  any 
question  fairly  raised  by  an  exception,, 
though  it  be  general  in  its  terms  and 
scope.  Noel  v.  Harper  (Ky.),  186  S. 
W.  503. 

23.  Story  v.  Livingston,  13  Pet.  (U. 
S.)  359,  10  L.  ed.  200. 

24.  Allen  v.  Martin,  61  Miss.  78. 

25.  Graves '  Comm.  v.  Lyons,  166  Ky. 
446,  179  S.  W.  413,  the  practice  being 
to  put  upon  the  party  excepting  the 
burden  of  proof  of  his  allegations  with- 
out further  pleading. 

26.  Campbell  v.  Gawlewicz,  3  Neb. 
(Unof.)  321,  91  N.  "W.  569:  MeCleary 
V.  Grantham,  29  W.  Va.  301,  11  S.  E. 
949. 

[a]  Adding  Signature. — A  guard- 
ian's sale  is  not  invalidated  because 
the  guardian  did  not  sign  the  report. 
The  defect  may  be  supplied  by  season- 
able amendment.  Ellsworth  v.  Hall,  48 
Mich.  407,  12  N;  W.  512. 

27.  Crockett  v.  Sexton,  29  Gratt. 
(70  Va.)  46. 

28.  Crockett  v.  Sexton,  29  Gratt, 
(70  Va.)   46. 

29.  Oliphant  v.  Burns,  146  N.  Y. 
218,  244,  40  N.  E.  980. 

[a]  Presumptions  From  Report. 
Where  a  report  has  been  made  stating 
that  the  sale  was  made  in  pursuance 
of  the  order  and  the  notice  given  as 
required  the  presumption  is  that  the 
duty  was  properly  performed;  and  the 
report  will  be  confirmed  unless  the  ex- 
ceptions to  the  report  are  sustained  by 
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but  it  cannot  be  attacked  in  a  collateral  proceeding  by  persons  Having 

no  right  to  raise  the  question.*" 

XL  CONFIRMATION.  —  A.  Definition  and  Object.  —  A  con- 
firmation of  a  sale  by  the  court  is  a  signification,  in  some  way,  of  its 
approval.^^  And  where  confirmation  is  required,  a  sale  is  not  complete, 
and  is  subject  to  the  discretion  and  control  of  the  court,  until  it  is 
eonflrmed.^^ 


proof.     Childress  v.  Harrison,  1  Bast. 
(Tenn.)  410. 

[b]  As  to  Recital  of  Notice. — ^Where 
the  report  states  that  the  sale  was 
made  "after  advertising  the  sale  in 
the  manner  and  for  the  time  required 
by  the  said  order,"  it  will  be  taken 
as  true  until  evidence  to  the  contrary 
appears.  Laidley  v.  Jasper,  49  W.  Va. 
526,  3&  S.  E.  169. 

[c]  As  to  Recital  of  Purchaser, — A 
report  showing  that  land  had  been  sold 
to  a  designated  person  is  not  con- 
clusive as  to  who  was  the  purchaser. 
The  real  person  may  be  shown  by  parol, 
even  though  the  decree  directed  a  deed 
to  "the  purchaser."  Dodd  v.  Temple- 
man,  76  Tex.  57,  13  S.  W.  187. 

[d]  As  to  Sale  of  Laud. — When  con- 
firmed, the  report  is  prima  facie  evi- 
dence that  the  land  was  sold.  Du 
Hadaway  v.  Driver,  75  Ark.  9,  86  S. 
W.  807. 

[e]  As  to  Tenns  of  Sale.— When 
confirmed,  the  report  is  conclusive  as 
to  the  terms  of  sale.  Brown  V.  Wal- 
lace, 2  Bland  (Md.)  585. 

30.  Gibbs  V.  Davies,  168  HI.  205,  48 
N.  B.  120;  Hobson  «.  Ewan,  62  HI. 
146. 

[a]  The  objection  (1)  that  the  land 
was  not  conveyed  to  the  bidder  by  the 
person  making  the  sale  cannot  be  made 
by  the  party  whose  title  was  divested. 
The  bidders  at  the  sale  are  the  only 
ones  who  can  object  on  this  ground. 
Gibbs  V.  Davies,  168  111.  205,  48  N.  E. 
120.  (2)  Or  the  question  may  be 
raised  Ijetween  the  purchaser  and  his 
assignee.    Hobson  v.  Ewan,  62  HI.  146. 

31.  Johnson  v.  Cooper,  56  Miss.  608. 
To  same  effect,  Terry  V.  Cole's  Exi., 
go  Va.  695. 

[a]  "The  order  of  Bonfirmation 
amounts  to  a  judicial  ascertainment, 
^d  declaration  that  the  commissioner 
»i«cs  conducted  the  sale  agreeable  to  the 
decree,  and  that  the  purchaser,  on  his 
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part,  has   complied  also.'^     Bedus  v. 

Hayden,  43  Miss.  614,  637. 

[b]  Confirmation  is  the  judicial 
sanction  of  the  court,  and  by  it  the 
court  makes  it  a  sale  of  its  own. 
Langyher  v.  Patterson,  77  Va.  470. 

[c]  The  confirmation  is  not  the  sale, 
but  only  the  approval  of  what  has 
already  been  done.  Wells  v.  Lenox, 
108  Ark.  366,  159  S.  W.  1099;  Robert- 
son V.  MeClintock,  86  Ark.  255,  110  S. 
W.  1052. 

[d]  The  object  of  confirmation  is 
not  so  much  to  determine  what  par- 
ticular person  is  entitled  to  complete 
title  to  the  thing  bought,  as  to  de- 
termine that  the  sale  was  made  in 
such  a  manner  and  for  such  price  as 
justifies  the  court's  sanction  to  the 
completion  of  the  purchase.  Dodd  v. 
Templeman,  76  Tex.  57,  13  S.  W;.  187. 

32.  Ark.— Pureell  v.  Gann,  113  Ark. 
332,  168  S.  W.  1102;  Nash  ».  Delin- 
quent Lands,  111  Ark.  158,  163  S.  W. 
1147;  Miller  v.  Henry,  105  Ark.  261, 
150  S.  W.  700,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  754; 
Wells  V.  Bice,  34  Ark.  346.  Cal.— Dunn 
V.  Dunn,  137  Cal.  51,  69  Pae.  847. 
Miss. — Johnson  v.  Cooper,  56  Miss.  608; 
Swofford  V.  Garmon,  51  Miss.  348; 
Eedus  V.  Hayden,  43  Miss.  614;  Hen- 
derson V.  Herrod,  23  Miss.  434.  Tenn. 
Young  V.  Thompson,  2  Coldw.  596.  Va. 
Carr  v.  Carr,  88  Va.  735,  -14  S.  B.  368; 
Terry  v.  Cole's  Exr.,  80  Va.  695.  W.  Va. 
Lowman  v.  Funkhouser,  90  S.  E.  340; 
Castleman's  Admr.  v.  Castleman,  67  W. 
Va.  407,  68  S.  E.  34. 

[a]  Sale  Is  Valid. — Robertson  v.  Me- 
Clintock, 86  Ark.  255,  110  S.  W.  1052; 
Johnson  v.  Cooper,  56  Miss.  608. 

[b]  Status  of  Bids  Before  Confirma- 
tion.— Until  the  sale  is  confirmed  the 
bid  of  the  purchaser  is  a  mere  proposi- 
tion to  purchase  which  may  be  re- 
jected by  the  court.  Ala. — Howiaori  v. 
Oakley,  118  Ala.  215,  23  So.  810.  Va. 
Terry  v.  Cole's  Bar,,  80  Va.  695.  5?.  Va. 
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B,  Necessity  for.  —  A  judicial  sale  may  be  either  absolute,'*  or 
subject  to  subsequent  confirmation,  by  the  court.^*  In  the  absence 
of  statute  or  requirement  in  the  order  or  decree  of  sale  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  sale  should  be  confirmed  by  the  court,^^  although  it  is 
undoubtedly  better  practice  to  have  it  done.^^  A  confirmation  is  gen- 
erally and  almost  universally  required,  however.^^    Instead  of  a  con- 


Lowman  v.  Funkhouser,  90  S.  B.   340. 
[c]     The  court  may  cbange  the  terms 
of  the  sale  before  confirmation.    Tebbs 
ti.  LeOj  76  Va.  744. 

33.  IT.  S.— Laurel  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  v. 
Galbreath  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  165  Fed.  162, 
91  C.  C.  A.  196.  S.  O.— Young  v. 
Teague,  Bailey  Eq.  13.  Tenn. — Craw- 
ford V.  "Woodward,  1  Tenn.  Ch.-  App. 
274. 

34.  Laurel  Oil  &  Gas  Co.  v.  Gal- 
breath OU  &  Gas  Co.,  165  Fed.  162, 
91  C.  C.  A.  196. 

As  to  setting  aside  the  sale,  see 
infra,  XIL 

35.  Cal. — Kimple  v.  Conway,  75  Cal. 
413,  17  Pac.  546.  lU.— Miller  v.  Me- 
Mannis,  104  111.  421.  Mo. — Roberts  v. 
Casey,  25  Mo.  584.  N.  Y.— In  the  Mat- 
ter of  Denison,  114  N.  Y.  621,  21  N. 
E.  97.  Ohio.— Stall's  Lessee  v.  Mae- 
alester,  9  Ohio  19;  Herbst  v.  Bates,  9 
Ohio  Dec.  444.  Pa.— Watt  v.  Scott,  3 
Watts  79.  Tenn. — Queener  v.  Trew,  6 
Heisk.  59;  Crawford  v.  Woodward,  1 
Tenn.   Ch.  App.   274. 

[a]  A  sale  otherwise  regular  will 
not  be  held  invalid  simply  because  it 
was  not  reported  and  confirmed  where 
such  is  not  required  by  statute  or  de- 
cree of  sale.  Miller  v.  McMannis,  104 
111.  421. 

[b]  Statute  Construed. — ^A  statute 
authorizing  the  administrator  "to  sell 
and  convey"  as  the  court  shall  order 
and  direct  and  requiring  him  to  bring 
his  proceedings  to  court  aft^r  the  sale 
is  made  does  not  require  a  confirma- 
tion expressed  on  the  record  unless 
some  objections  are  made.  Where  an 
objection  isi  made  and  overruled,  the 
sale  is  taken  to  be  unobjectionable; 
and  the  same  conclusion  will  be  drawn 
where  none  is  made.  The  requirement 
of  a  return  is  merely  to  place  the 
matters  of  record.  Watt  V,  Seott,  3 
Watts   (Pa.)   79, 

[c]  Sale  of  Personalty. — ^It  seems 
that  in  case  of  a  chancery  sale  of  per- 
sonal property  the  sale  is  complete 
without  confirmation.  Killough  v.  War- 
ren (Tenn.),  58  8,  W,  898j  WSi»m^  «'• 


Clark  (Tenn.),  51  S.  W.'ISO;  Saunders 
V.  Stallings,  5  Heisk.  (Tenn.)   65. 

[d]  A  sale  of  community  property 
on  an  order  in  divorce  proceedings  need 
not  be  confirmed  where  the  statute  and 
decree  do  not  require  it.  Kimple  v. 
Conway,  75  Cal.  418,  17  Pac.  546. 

[e]  Where  Decree  Is  Interlocutory. 
Whether  or  not  a  sale  by  a  commis- 
sioner in  equity  requires  confirmation 
depends  on  whether  the  decree  ordering 
it  is  final  or  interlocutory.  Smith  v. 
Coker,  65  Ga.  461. 

36.  Miller  v.  McMannis,  104  111. 
421. 

37.  U.  S. — Pewabic  Min.  Co.  v.  Ma- 
son, 145  U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36 
L.  ed.  732;  Camden  v.  May  hew,  129 
U.  S.  73,  9  Sup.  Ct.  246,  32  L.  ed. 
608;  Williamson  v.  Berry,  8  How.  495, 
21  L.  ed.  1170;  Gibson  v.  Lyon,  115 
XJ.  S.  439,  6  Sup.  Ct.  129,  29  L.  ed. 
440;  Lay  ton  v.  R.  I.  Hospital  Trust 
Co.,  205  Fed.  276,  125  C.  C.  A.  263; 
Smith  V.  Arnold,  5  Mason  414,  22  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,044.  Ala.^Wallaee  v. 
Hall's  Heirs,  19  Ala.  367;  Bonner  v. 
Greenlee's  Heirs,  6  Ala.  411.  Ark. 
Nash  V.  Delinquent  Lands,  111  Ark. 
158,  163  S.  W.  1147;  Lumpkins  v. 
Johnson,  61  Ark.  80,  32  S.  W.  65; 
Alexander  v.  Hardin,  54  Ark.  480,  16 
S.  W.  264;  Apel  v.  Kelsey,  47  Ark.  413, 
2  S.  W.  102.  Cal.— Bennalack  v.  Rich- 
ards, 116  Cal.  405,  48  Pac.  622;  In  re 
Jack's  Estate,  115  Cal.  203,  46  Pac. 
1057;  Halleck  v.  Guy,  9  Cal.  181,  70 
Am.  Dec.  643.  Fla. — Allred  v.  Me-  , 
Gahagan,  39  Fla.  118,  21  So.  802;  Knox  (. 
V.  Spratt,  19  Fla.  817.  Ga. — Walters 
V.  Hargrove,  61  Ga.  267.  Haw. — Smith 
V.  Pacific  Heights  Ey.  Co.,  17  Hawaii 
96.  Idaho. — State  v.  Cunningham,  6 
Idaho  113,  53  Pac.  451.  lU.— Hart  V.  ' 
Burch,  130  HI.  426,  22  N.  B.  831,  6 
L.  E.  A.  371;  Miller  v.  McMauils,  104 
111.  421;  Musgrave  v.  Conover.  '5  111. 
374;  Ayers  v.  Baumgarten,  15  111.  444; 
Eawlings  v.  Bailey,  15  111.  178;  Young 
V.  Keogh,  11  111.  642.     Ind.— Hammann 

V.  Mink,  P'i  Ind.  279;  Maxwell  v.  Camp. 
bell,  45  Ind.  360.     la.— Wade  v.  Car- 
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firmation  by  the  court,  there  may  be  a  confirmation  in  pais,  by  the  acts 
of  the  parties  themselves,  which  is  as  valid  as  an  approval  of  the  sale 
by  the  court.'^ 


penter,  4  Iowa  361.  Ky. — Campbell  v. 
Johnson,  4  Dana  177;  Porman  v.  Hunt, 
3  Dana  614.  Md. — Schindel  v.  Keedy, 
43  Md.  413;  Wagner  v.  Cohen,  6  Gill 
97,  46  Am.  Dec.  660.     Mass. — Eastern 

B.  &  Structural  Co.  v.  Worcester  Audi- 
torium Co.,  216 -Mass.  426,  103  N.  E. 
913.  Mich.— Huiit  v.  Stevens,  174 
Mich.  501,  140  N.  W.  992;  Butters  v. 
Butters,  153  Mich.  153,  117  N.  W.  203; 
People  ex  rel.  Monroe  v.  Circuit  Judge, 

19  Mich.  296.  See  Jenness  n.  Smith, 
58  Mich.  280,  25  N.  W.  191.  Minn. 
Myrick  v.  Coursalle,  32  Minn.  153,  19 
N.  W.  736.  Miss. — Campe  v.  Saucier, 
68  Miss.  278,  8  So.  846,  24  Am.  St. 
Eep.  273;  Maynard  v.  Cbeke,  18  So. 
374;  Alsobrook  v.  Eggleston,  69  Miss. 
833,  13  So.  850;  Henderson  v.  Herrod, 
23  Miss.  434;  Smith  v.  Denson,  2  Smed. 
&  M.  326.  Mo.— Desloge  v.  Tucker,  196 
Mo.  587,  94  S.  W.  283 ;  Bone  v.  Tyrrell, 
113  Mo.  175,  20  S.  W.  796;  Valle  r. 
Fleming,  19  Mo.  454,  61  Am.  Dec.  566. 
Neb.— Maul  v.  Hellman,  39  Neb.  322, 
58  N.  W.  112.  N.  J.— Titmau  v.  Riker, 
43  N.  J.  Eq.  122,  10  Atl.  397.  N.  Y. 
Ellwood  V.  Northriip,  106  N.  Y.  172, 
12  N.  E.  590;  Stilwell  v.  Swarthout,  81 
N.  Y.  109;  Battell  v.  Torrey,  65  N.  Y. 
294.     n;  C— Harrell  v.  ,Blythe,  140  N. 

C.  415,  53  S.  E.  232;  Joyner  v.  Futrell, 
136  N.  C.  301,  48  S.  E.  649;  Vander- 
bilt  V.  Brown,  128  N.  C.  498,  39  S.  B. 
36;  In  re  Dicfcerson,  111  N.  C.  108,  15 
S.  E.  1025;  Foushee  v.  Durham,  84  N. 
C.  56.  Ohio. — Murphy  v.  Hardee,  22 
Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  511,  12  Ohio  Cir.  Dec. 
837.  See  Stall's  Lessee  v.  Macalester, 
9  Ohio  19.  Okla.— Threadgill  v.  Col- 
cord,  16  Okla.  447,  85  Pac.  703.  Pa. 
Brennan  's  Estate,  220  Pa.  232,  69  Atl. 
678;   Greenough  v.  Small,  137  Pa.  132, 

20  Atl.  553;  Morgan's  Appeal,  110  Pa. 
271,  4  Atl.  506.  Temii.— Wayne  v. 
Touts,  108  Tenn.  145,  65  S.  W.  471; 
Killough   V.   Warren,    58   S.    W.     898; 

■  Hyler  v.  O'Brien  (Tenn.  Ch.),  48  S. 
W.  262;  Atkison  v.  Murfrep,  1  Tenn. 
Ch.  51,  54;  Eeese  v.  Copeland,  6  Lea 
190;  Pearson  v.  Johnson,  2  Sneed  580; 
Childress  v.  Hurt,  2  Swan  487;  Mor- 
ton V.  Sloan,  11  Humph.  278.  Tex. 
Houston  E.  &  W.  T.  By.  Co.  v.  Keller,  90 
Tex.  214,   37   S.  W.   1062;   Harrison  V. 
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Hgner,  74  Tex.  86,  11  8.  W.  1054; 
Graham  v.  Hawkins,  38  Tex.  628;  Lit- 
tlefield  V.  Tinsley,  26  T*ex.  353;  Neil! 
V.  Cody,  26  Tex.  286.  Va. — Eichardson 
V.  Jones,  106  Va.  540,  56  S.  E.  343; 
Alexander  v.  Howe,  85  Va.  198,  7  S. 
E.  248;  Terry  v.  Cole's  Exr.,  80  Va. 
695;  Daniel  v.  Leiteh,  13  Gratt.  (54 
Va.)  195.  W.  Va. — Castleman's  Admr. 
V.  Castleman,  67  W.  Va.  407,  68  S.  B. 
34;  Thompson  v.  Cox,  42  W.  Va.  566, 
26  S.  B.  189;  Childs  v.  Hurd,  25  W. 
Va.  530. 

[a]  ,  A  private  sale  must  be  approved 
and  confirmed  by  the  court.  Dicker- 
son's  Heirs  v.  Talbot's  Exrs.,  14  B. 
Mon.   (Ky.)   60. 

[b]  An  amended  report  of  sale 
may  be  confirmed.  Hesche  i).  Schneeko, 
73  Mo.  App.  612. 

[c]  The  sale  is  void  unless  an  or- 
der of  confirmation  is  obtained  pre- 
vious to  the  conveyance  to  the  pur- 
chaser. Eea  V.  MeEachron,  13  Wend. 
(N.  Y.)  465,  28  Am.  Dec.  471. 

[d]  The  sale  must  be  confirmed  be- 
fore legal  title  can  vest  in  the  pur- 
chaser. Ballentyne  v.  Smith,  205  TJ.  S. 
285,  27  Sup.  Ct.  527,  51  L.  ed.  803; 
Williamson  v.  Berry,  8  How.  495,  12 
L.  ed.  1170;  Bank  of  United  States 
V.  Eitchie,   8    Pet.    128,   8   L.   ed.   890. 

38.  Penn  v.  Heisey,  19  HI.  295,  68 
Am.  Dec.  597;  Johnson  v.  Cooper,  56 
Miss.  608;  SwofEord  v.  Garmon,  51 
Miss.  348;  Eedus  v.  Hayden,  43  Miss. 
614;  Henderson  v.  Herrod,  23  Miss. 
434;  Tooley  v.  Gridley,  3  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)  493,  41  Am.  Dec.  628.  See 
Alsobrook  v.  Eggleston,  69  Miss.  833, 
13  So.  850. 

[a]  A  stranger  cannot  by  acts  jn 
pais  confirm  the  sale.  Brooks  v.  Kelly, 
63  Miss.  616. 

[b]  Estoppel.  —  Where  a  judicial 
sale  made  by  a  guardian  was  not  re- 
ported and  never  confirmed,  and  there 
was  no  complaint  as  to  the  fairness 
of  the  sale  and  the  purchase  price  had 
been  duly  applied,  the  minors  will  be 
estopped  in  equity  from  proceeding  in 
ejectment  to  recover  the  land  from  an 
innocent  purchaser.  Penn  v.  Heisey,  19 
HI.  295,  68  Am.  Dec.  597. 
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C.  Presumption  op  Confirmation.  —  Ordinarily  a  confirmation 
of  the  sale  will  not  be  presumed.^^ 

D.  Jurisdiction.  —  The  jurisdiction  to  confirm,  rests  in  the  court 
which  awarded  the  decree.*"  Where  a  cause  is  transferred  from  one 
court  to  another  the  latter  possesses  the  same  jurisdiction  to  confirm 
as  the  original  court.*^ 

E.  Confirmation  in  Chambers.  —  Some  statutes  authorize  the 
judge  to  confirm  the  sale  in  chambers.*^ 

F.  Time  for  Confirmation.  —  The  court  may  confirm'  the  sale  in 
vacation,*^  or  at  a  special**  or  adjourned*"  term.  The  confirmation 
should  precede  the  execution  of  the  deed,*"  hut  the  fact  that  it  follows 
it  does  not  render  it  ineffectual.*''  If  a  confirmation  is  made  at  a  term 
different  from  that  prescribed  by  law,  it  is  voidable  and  not  void.*^ 

G.  Who  May  Confirm.  —  The  chancellor  may  confirm  a  sale  made 


[e]  Purchaser  estopped  by  taking 
possession  and  dealing  -with  property 
as  his  own.  Ledyard  v.  Phillips,  32 
Mich.   13. 

39.  XT.  S. — See  Walker  v.  McLoud, 
204  IT.  S.  302,  27  Sup.  Ct.  293,  51  L. 
ed.  495.  Ark. — ^Apel  v.  Kelsey,  47  Ark. 
413,  2  S.  W.  102.  Tex.— Swenson  v. 
Seale  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  28  S.  "W.  143. 

[a]  If  no  further  steps  are  taken 
after  the  filing  of  exceptions  to  a  re- 
port, the  sale,  not  the  exceptions,  is 
presumed  to  be  abandoned.  Alsobrook 
V.  Eggleston,  69  Miss.  833,  13  So.  850. 

[b]  After  a  lapse  of  fifty  years 
•where  the  records  show  the  sale  was 
reported  and  the  conveyance  executed 
a  confirmation  may  be  presumed.  San- 
tana  Live-stock  &  Land  Co.  v.  Pendle- 
ton, 81  Ped.  784,  26  C.  C.  A.  608; 
Miles  V.  Dana,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  240, 
36  S.  W.  848. 

40.  In  re  Oviatt's  Est.,  3  Pa.  Dist. 
620;  Samson  v.  Honrado,  12  Phil.  Isl. 
37. 

41.  Brown  v.  Gilmor's  Exrs.,  8  Md. 
322. 

[a]  The  order  of  removal  transfers 
the  jurisdiction,  and  after  removal  ob- 
jections to  a  sale  should  be  filed  in  the 
court  to  which  the  case  is  removed. 
Brown  v.   Gilmor's    Exrs.,   8   Md.    322, 

42.  Hartsuflf  v.  Huss,  2  Neb.  (TTnof.) 
145,  95  N.  W.  1070;  Beatrice  Paper  Co. 
11.  Beloit  Iron  Works,  46  Neb.  900,  65 
N.  W.  1059;  McMurtry  v.  Tuttle,  13 
Neb.  232,  13  N.  W.  213. 

As  to  authority  to  act  in  chambers 
generally,  see  the  title  "Judicial  Offi- 
cers." 


43.  lU.— Davies  v.  Gibbs,  174  III. 
272,  51  N.  E.  220,  partition  sale.  Mo. 
Murray  v.  Purdy,  66  Mo.  606.  Neb. 
Armstrong  v.  Middlestadt,  22  Neb.  711, 
36  N.  W.  151. 

[a]  In  Mississippi  under  the  code 
the  court-  is  without  power  to  confirm 
in  vacation  where  there  has  been  a 
protest  filed  to  such  confirmation. 
George  v.  Wood,  94  Miss.  268,  49 ,  So. 
147,  a  partition  sale. 

44.  Harman  «.  Copenhaver,  89  Va. 
836,  17  S.  B.  482. 

45.  Price  v^  Springfield  E.  E.  Assn., 
101  Mo.  107,  14  S.  W.  57,  20  Am.  St. 
Eep.  595;  Wilkerson  v.  Allen,  67  Mo. 
502;  Sims  v.  Gray,  66  Mo.  613;  Mc- 
Vey  V.  McVey,  51  Mo.  406;  Nebraska 
L.  &  T.  Co.  V.  Hamer,  40  Neb.  281,  58 
N.  W.  695. 

46.  Dawson  v.  Helmes,  30  Minn.  107, 
14  N.  W.  462. 

47.  Dawson  v.  Helmes,  30  Minn.  107, 
14  N.  W.  462,  it  relates  to  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  and  sanctions  it  so 
that  the  result  is  the  same  as  if  the 
deed  had  been  made  in  pursuance  to 
the  confirmation.  ' 

48.  Hoel  V.  Coursery,  26  Miss.  511; 
Murray  v.  Purdy,  66  Mo.  606  (oritiois- 
ing  previous  Missouri  cases);  Highley 
V.  Barron,  49  Mo.  103.  See  12  Stand- 
ard Pboc.  837. 

[a]  Approval  at  the  term  following 
that  in  which  the  report  is  filed  is 
proper,  for  the  law  does  not  require 
approval  at  the  term  when  the  report 
is  made.  Price  v.  Springfield  R.  E. 
Assn.,  101  Mo.  107,  14  S.  W.  57,  20 
Am.  St.  Eep.  595. 
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under  a  decree  rendered  by  the  vice  chancellor,*^  but  a  person  acting  as 
special  judge,  by  agreement  of  parties  cannot  confirm  a  sale.^" 

Interest  will  disqualify  a  judge  from  acting.^^ 

H.  At  Whose  Instance.  —  Confirmation  may  be  had  on  the  ap- 
plication of  any  person  interested  in  the  sale,^^  including  the  pur- 
chaser,^^ and  his  assignee,^*  or  by  the  court  on  its  own  motion.^^ 

I.  Motion,  Notice  and  Decree  Nisi.  —  Application  for  confirma- 
tion may  be  made  by  motion.^**  Unless  required  by  statute,^^  no  notice 
of  application  for  confirmation  is  necessary,^*  although  better  practice 
requires  it.^^  .  In  some  jurisdictions  a  day  is  fixed  to  permit  the  object- 


49.  Dunn  «.  German  Security  Bank, 

8  Ky.  L.  Eep.  777,  3  S.  W.  425. 

50.  Trotter  v.  Neal,  50  Ark.  340,  7 
S.  W.  384,  an  order  by  him  confirming 
a  sale  is  void. 

51.  Satcher  v.  Satcher's  Admr.,  41 
Ala.  26,  91  Am.  Dec.  498;  Wilson  v. 
Wilson,  36  Ala.  655  (where  judge  was 
surety  on  bond  of  officers  selling); 
Heydenfeldt  v.  Towns,  27  Ala.  423; 
Harrington  i>.  Hayes  County,  81  Neb. 
231,  115  N.  W.  773,  129  Am.  St.  Eep. 
680,  a  district  judge  is  disqualified 
from  confirming  a  judicial  sale  in  an 
action  in  which  he  commenced  and 
prosecuted  to  judgment  as  attorney  for 
the  plaintiff. 

52.  XT.  S. — Coltrane  v.  Baltimore 
Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn.,  126  Fed.  839. 
Kan. — Galbreath  v.  Drought,  29  Kan. 
711;  Ferguson  v.  Tutt,  8  Kan.  370. 
Miss. — Eedus  v.  Hayden,  43  Miss.  614. 

[a]  A  creditor  or  the  officer  con- 
ducting the  sale  may  move  for  con- 
firmation. Coltrane  v.  Baltimore  Bldg. 
&  Loan  Assn.,  126  Fed.  839. 

53.  U.  S. — Coltrane  v.  Baltimore 
Bldg.  &  Loan  Assn.,  126  Fed.  839. 
Ala. — Aderholt  v.  Henry,  82  Ala.  541, 
3  So.  114;  Haralson  v.  George's  Exr., 
56  Ala.  295.  Cal. — Dunn  v.  Dunn,  137 
Cal.  51,  69  Pae.  847.  Miss. — Johnson 
V.  Cooper,  56  Miss.  608;  Eedus  v.  Hay- 
den, 43  Miss.  614.  Okla. — Payne  v. 
Long-Bell  Lumber  Co.,  9  Okla.  683,  60 
Pac.  235.  Tenn. — Hazlewood  v.  Chris- 
man,  62  S.  W.  39.  Va. — Carr  v.  Carr, 
88  Va.  735,  14  S.  E.  368. 

54.  Payne  i).  Long-Bell  Lumber  Co., 

9  Okla.  683,  60  Pae.  235. 

55.  Galbreath  v.  Drought,  29  Kan. 
711;  Ferguson  v.  Tutt,  8  Kan.  370. 

56.  Galbreath  v.  Drought,  29  Kan. 
711. 

[a]  A  formal  motion  and  notice  is 
not  required  to  the  confirmation  of  the 
sale  on  the  papers  and  proceedings  al- 
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ready  in  the  case.  Baker  v.  Hall,  29 
Kan.   617,  630. 

57.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  When  confirmation  is  had  in 
vacation  (1),  statute  requires  notice 
(Armstrong  v.  Middlestadt,  22  Neb. 
711,  36  N.  W.  151;  Patterson  v.  Eakin, 
87  Va.  49,  12  S.  E.  144),  but  (2)  un- 
less the  party  is  prejudiced  by  want 
of  notice,  the  confirmation  will  not  be 
set  aside.     Patterson  v.  Eakin,  87  Va. 

49,  12  S.  E.  144. 

58.  Ala. — ^Moore  v.  Cottiugham,  113 
Ala.  148,  20  So.  994,  59  Am,  St.  Eep. 
100;    Ligon   v.    Ligou,    84    Ala.    555,   4 

50.  405.  Kan. — Galbreath  v.  Drought, 
29  Kan.  711.  Miss. — Johnson  v.  Cooper, 
56  Miss.  608.  Neb.— Brusha  v.  Phipps, 
86  Neb.  822,  126  N.  W.  856.  Tex. 
Davis  V.  Stewart,  4  Tex.  223. 

See  6  Standabd  Peoc.  571. 

[a]  Notice  of  Sale  as  Notice  of 
Confirmation. — As  the  statute  requires 
the  sale  to  be  reported  for  confirma- 
tion to  the  first  term  of  court  after 
it  is  made,  the  notice  of  the  sale 
might  be  construed  to  be  notice  to  at- 
tend court  at  a  particular  term  to  in- 
terpose objections  against  the  guard- 
ian's actions.  But  it  cannot  be  held 
to  be  notice  for  any  subsequent  term 
unless  the  records  showed  a  continu- 
ance of  the  application.  Hoel  v.  Cour- 
sery,  26  Miss.  511,  520. 

59.  Williamson  v.  Berry,  8  How.  (IT. 
S.)  495,  546,  11  L.  ed.  1170;  Coltrane 
V.  Baltimore  B.  &  L.  Assn.,  126  Fed. 
839.  See  Pewabie  Min.  Co.  v.  Ma- 
son, 145  U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36 
L.  ed.  732;  Davis  v.  Gaines,  104  U.  S. 
386,  26  L.  ed.  757;  Jackson  i>.  Ludeling, 
21  Wall.  (U.  S.)  616,  22  L.  ed.  492 
(under  Louisiana  Code);  Parker  v. 
Overman,  18  How.  (U.  S.)  137,  15  L. 
ed.  318,  under  Arkansas  statute. 

[a]  On  Whom  Served. — Where  no 
notice   of   confirmation   is   required   by 
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ing  party  to  attend  and  show  cause  against  the  motion.^" 

J.  Objections  to  Conmemation."^  —  Any  person  having  an  inter- 
est in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,''-  whether  or  not  he  is  a  party, ''^  may 
object  to  its  confirmation;  hut  one  who  is  not  a  party  and  whose  in- 
terests are  not  affected  cannot  object."*  Thus  confirmation  may  be  re- 
sisted by  a  claimant  to  part  of  the  land  sold,*^^  by  the  purchaser,""  and 
a  mortgagor."^ 

How  Made.68 — The  objections  to  confirmation  should  be  made  in 
the  form  of  a  petition,"*  or  motion ;'"  but  the  court  may  disapprove  a 


statute,  the  service  of  notice  if  neces- 
sary is  sufficient  if  served  upon  the 
attorney  of  record.  Nevada  Nickel 
Syndicate  v.  Nat.  Nickel  Co.,  103  Fed. 
391. 

[b]  In  a  sale  of  corporation  prop- 
erty to  enforce  Ileus,  neither  the  stock- 
holders nor  the  general  creditors  need 
be  served  with  a.  rule  for  confirmation, 
not  being  necessary  parties  to  the  suit. 
Godchaux  v.  Morris,  121  Fed.  482,  57 
C.  C.  A.  434. 

[c]  Where  the  confirmation  is  op- 
posed because  more  than  the  necessary 
amount  of  property  was  sold,  the  pur- 
chaser must  be  notified.  Beaty  v. 
Eadenhurst,  3  Ch.  Chamb.   (Can.)   344. 

60.  Eastern  B.  &  Structural  Co.  v. 
Worcester  Auditorium  Co.,  216  Mass. 
426,  103  N.  B.  913;  Henderson  v.  Her- 
rod,  23  Miss.  434. 

[a]  Decree  Nisi. — ^TTpon  the  filing  of 
the  motion  and  proof  of  service  of 
notice  a  decree  nisi  is  entered  to  th'g 
effect  that  the  sale  will  be  confirmed 
unless  cause  be  shown  to  the  contrary 
within  a  stated  time.  Williamson  v. 
Berry,  8  How.  (U.  8.)  495,  546,  12 
L.  ed.  1170;  Coltrane  v.  Baltimore  B. 
&  L.  Assn.,  126  Fed.  839. 

61.  As  to  exceptions  to  report,  see 
supra,  X,  F. 

62.  Ark. — Nash  v.  Delinquent  Lands, 
111  Ark.  158,  163  S.  W.  1147.  Ga. 
Oswald  V.  Johnson,  140  Ga.  62,  78 
S.  E.  333,  any  party  in  interest.  La. 
See  Monition  i).  Johnson,  3  La.  Ann. 
656.  Miss. — ^Henderson  v.  Herrod,  23 
Miss.  434.  Va. — Carr  v.  Carr,  88  Va. 
735,  14  S.  E.  368. 

[a]  The  party  must  be  one  whose 
Interest  appears  by  the  records  of  the 
court.  The  objection  must  be  made 
by  a  defendant  or  a  judgment  creditor 
who  has  a  lien  on  the  property  sold. 
In  re  Adair  (Del.),  99  Atl.  45. 

[b]  Either  party  may  object.   Low- 


man  V.  Funkhouser  (W.  Va.),  90  S.  E. 
340. 

[c]  An  heir  is  not  estopped  to  ob- 
ject to  confirmation  of  an  administra- 
tor's sale  for  inadequacy  of  price, 
merely  because  her  claim  of  title  to 
the  property ,  in  question  caused  the 
low  bid.  In  re  Bazzuro's  Estate,  161 
Cal.  71,  118  Pac.  434. 

63.  Broadwater  v.  Eichards,  4  Mont. 
80,  2  Pac.  546  (any  person  interested 
in  the  estate  may  object  to  a  con- 
firmation of  the  administrator 's  sale) ; 
Pruden  v.  Squarebriggs,  2  Terr.  L.  E. 
(Can.)   200. 

[a]  A  stockholder  in  an  insolvent 
corporation  may,  under  some  circum- 
stances, except  to  a  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  corporation  made  by  re- 
ceivers. Southern  Baltimore  Brick  & 
Tile  Co.  V.  Kirby,  89  Md.  52,  42  Atl. 
918. 

64.  Monition  v.  Johnson,  3  La.  Ann. 
656;  Griffith  v.  Hammond,  45  Md.  85. 
See  McGallum  v.  Chicago  T.  &  T.  Co., 
203  111.  142,  67  N.  E.  823. 

65.  Swafford  v.  Howard, '  20  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1793,  50  S.  W.  43. 

66.  Miss. — Conger  v.  Eobinson,  4 
Smed.  &  M.  210.  Va. — Carr  v.  Carr, 
88  Va.  735,  14  S.  E.  368.  .  W.  Va. 
Lowman  v.  Funkhouser,  90   S.   E.   340. 

67.  Richardson  v.  Owings,  86  Md. 
663,  39  Atl.  100,  on  the  ground  of  the 
invalidity  of  the  decree  of  sale.  But 
see  Eutland  Savings  Bank  v.  O 'Bryan, 
2  Neb.  (Unof.)  519,  89  N.  W.  377, 
where  it  was  held  that  a  mortgagor 
could  not  object  to  confirmation  be- 
cause the  order  of  sale  was  prema- 
ture. 

68.  As  to  objections  to  the  return 
or  report  of  sale,   see  supra,  XI,  F. 

69.  Conover  v.  Walling,  15  N.  J.  Eq. 
173. 

70.  Parrat  «.  Neligh,  7  Neb.  456. 
[a]     The  motion  must  set  forth  the 
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sale  on  its  own  motion  although  no  objection  has  been  filed.'^ 

K.  Postponement  of  Confirmation.  —  A  petition  may  be  filed 
asking  a  postponement  of  the  confirmation.''^ 

L.  Heaeing  and  Determination.  —  Upon  a  hearing  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  whether  a  sale  will  be  confirmed,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  inquire  into  the  manner  in  which  a  judicial  sale  is  made, 
and  to  hear  evidence  in  support  of  or  against  the  report.'^  It  is  usual 
practice  to  allow  either  party  to  read  ex  parte  affidavits,^*  but  the  court 
may,  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  require  depositions  to  be  taken  in 
whole  or  in  part  instead,'^  or  it  may  refer  the  matter  to  one  of  its  com- 
missioners." The  hearing  is  limited  to  a  determination  whether  the 
sale  was  had  in  conformity  to  law,  and  whether  it  was  made  fairly  and 
in  good  faith.'^ 

"Whether  the  sale  shall  be  confirmed  rests  in  the  sound  legal  discre- 
tion of  the  court  and  depends  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case.''® 


grounds  upon  which  he  seeks  to  set 
aside  the  sale.  Parrat  v.  Neligh,  7 
Neb.  456. 

71.  MeCallum  v.  Chicago  Title  &  Tr. 
Co.,  203  lU.  142,  67  N.  E.  823. 

72.  Houghton  v.  Mountain  Lake 
Land  Co.,  93  Va.  149,  24  S.  B.  920, 
and  to  suspend  proceedings  in  the  suit 
until  the  matters  set  up  in  the  petition 
have  been  adjudicated. 

[a]  On  the  filing  of  such  a  petition, 
rules  should  be  awarded  against  the 
parties  named  as  defendants,  and  an 
opportunity  given  the  parties  to  take 
depositions,  or  the  matter  may  be  re- 
ferred to  a  commissioner  to  take  evi- 
dence and  report.  If  the  parties  have 
proceeded  to  a  hearing  on  affi,davits 
without  objection,  the  appellate  court 
will  not  reverse  the  ease  for  this  rea- 
son alone.  Houghton  v.  Mountain  Lake 
Laud  Co.,  93  Va.  149,  24  S.  B.  920. 

73.  James  v.  Nease  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  69  S.  W.  110;  Wells  v.  Mills,  22 
Tex.  302. 

[a]  Although  there  are  no  objec- 
tions to  the  report,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  investigate  the  sale  and 
approve  or  reject  the  same  as  seems 
proper  to  it.  In  re  Assignment  of 
Citizens'  Stock  Bank,  86  Mo.  App.  14. 

74.  tJ.  S. — Savery  v.  Sypher,  6  Wall. 
157,  18  L.  ed.  822.  Va. — Robertson  v. 
Smith,  94  Va.  250,  26  S.  E.  579,  64 
Am.  St.  Eep.  723.  W.  Va. — Hughes  v. 
Hamilton,  19  W.  Va.  366;  Kable  «. 
Mitchell,  9  W.  Va.  492,  517. 

75.  Bobertson  v.  Smith,  94  Va.  250, 
26  S.  E.  579,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.  723; 
Hughes  &  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  19  W.  Va. 
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366;  Kable  v.  Mitchell,  9  W.  Va.  492, 
517. 

76.  Eobertson  v.  Smith,  94  Va.  250, 
26  S.  E.  579,  64  Am.  St.  Eep.   723. 

77.  Cal. — ^Bennallack  v.  Eichards, 
125  Cal.  427,  58  Pae.  65;  In  re  Pear- 
son's Est.,  98  Cal.  603,  33  Pae.  451. 
N.  Y. — Bostwick  v.  Atkins,  3  N.  T. 
53.  Tex. — James  v.  Nease  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  69  8.  W.  110;  Hardin  v.  Smith, 
49  Tex.  420;  Hirshfield  v.  Davis,  43 
Tex.  155. 

[a]  Limits  of  Inquiry. — Ordinarily 
when  everything  has  been  regular,  the 
confirmation  is  a  mere  matter  of  form 
and  inquiry  on  the  hearing  extends 
no  further  than  to  see  that  the  order 
of  sale  has  been  complied  with  and 
that  the  sale  has  taken  place  as  the 
statute  requires.  But  when  the  ap- 
pointment and  q.ialification  of  the  ad- 
ministrator is  disputed  and  the  author- 
ity of  the  court  appointing  him  is  dis- 
puted, it  becomes  the  duty  of  the 
court,  wherein  the  ease  is  tried  as  if 
an  original  action,  to  determine  and 
adjudicate  the  questions  presented  to 
the  end  that  the  statute  shall  be  com- 
plied with.  Broadwater  v.  Eichards,  4 
Mont.  80,  2  Pae.  546. 

[b]  In  Alabama  the  statute  limits 
the  court  to  consider  only  the  fairness 
of  the  sale,  adequacy  of  price,  and  the 
sufficiency  of  the  sureties.  Meadows  v. 
Meadows,  81  Ala.  451,  1  So.  29. 

78.  U.  S. — Pewabic  Min.  Co.  v.  Ma- 
son, 145  TJ.  S.  349,  ,12  Sup.  Ct.  887, 
36  L.  ed.  732;  Camden  v.  Mayhew,  129 
V.  S.  73,  9  Sup.  Ct.  246,  32  L.  ed. 
608;    Milwaukee   E.    Co.   v.   Soutter,   5 
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It  depends  upon  the  state  of  facts  existing  at  the  date  of  the  sale,  not 
on  subsequent  events,'*  and  upon  the  evidence  before  the  court.^"  This 
discretion  must  be  exercised  in  accordance  with  the  established  prin- 
ciples of  law,®^  with  a  just  regard  for  the  rights  of  all  concerned,^' 
and  if  an  injustice  will  be  inflicted  upon  a  party  not  in  default  the 
court  will  withhold  its  approval.^^    The  court  may  ref;use  to  confirm 


Wall.  660,  18  L.  ed.  678;  Bidwell  v. 
Hufe,  176  Fed.  174;  Nevada  Nickel 
Syndicate  v.  Nat.  Nickel  Co.,  103  Fed. 
391.  Ala.— Eoy  v.  O'Neill,  168  Ala. 
354,  52  So.  946;  Eatman  v.  Eatman, 
83  Ala.  478,  3  So.  850;  Bland  v.  Bowie, 
53  Ala.  152.  Ark. — George  v.  Norwood, 
77  Ark.  216,  91  S.  W.  557,  113  Am. 
St.  Eep.  143;  Southwestern  Arkansas 
&  I.  T.  E.  Co.  V.  Hays,  63  Ark.  355, 
38  S.  W.  665;  State  Nat.,  Bank  v. 
Neel,  53  Ark.  110,  13  S.  W.  700,  22 
Am.  St.  Eep.  185.  Cal. — In  re  Baz- 
zuro's  Estate,  161  Cal.  71,  118  Pac. 
434;  Dunn  v.  Dunn,  137  Cal.  51,  69 
Pac.  847.  Del. — Central  Trust  &  Sav- 
ings Co.  V.  Chester  County  Electric  Co., 
9  Del.  Ch.  123,  77  Atl.  771.  D.  C. 
Parsons  v.  Little,  28  App.  Cas.  218; 
Eowland  v.  Munck,  15  App.  Cas.  403. 
Ga.— Hall  v.  Taylor,  133  Ga.  606,  66 
S.  E.  478;  Walters  v.  Hargrove,  61  Ga. 
267.  m.— Stivers  v.  Stivers,  236  111. 
160,  86  N.  E.  209;  Abbott  v.  Beebe, 
226  HI.  417,  80  N.  E.  991,  117  Am. 
St.  Eep.  257;  Quigley  v.  Breckenridge, 
180  HI.  627,  54  N.  E.  580;  Ayers  v. 
Baumgarten,  15  HI.  444.  Kan.— Tay- 
lor v.  Hosiek,  13  Kan.  518.  Ky. 
Hughes  11.  Swope,  88  Ky.  254,  1  S.  W. 
394.  ItUss. — Swofford  v.  Garmon,  51 
Miss.  348;  Henderson  v.  Herrod,  23 
Miss.  434.  Mo. — Desloge  v.  Tucker, 
196  Mo.  587,  94  S.  W.  283;  Wauchope 
V.  McCormiek,  158  Mo.  660,  59  S.  W. 
970.  Neb. — ^Eoberts  v.  Eobinson,  49 
Neb.  717,  68  N.  W.  1035,  59  Am.  St. 
Eep.  567.  N.  Y.— Matter  of  Supt.  of 
Banks,  207  N.  T.  11,  100  N.  E.  428; 
Attorney  General  v.  Continental  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  94  N.  T.  199.  N.  C— Trull 
V.  Eice,  92  N.  C.  572.  Ohio. — Craig's 
Admx.  V.  Fox,  16  Ohio  563.  Pa — In  re 
De  Haven 's  Appeal,  106  Pa.  612.  Tenn. 
Lasell  V.  Powell,  7  Coldw.  277.  Tex. 
Hirshfield  v.  Davis,  43  Tex.  155;  Wells 
V.  Mills,  22  Tex.  302;  Davis  v.  Stew- 
art, 4  Tex.  223.  Va. — Moore  v.  Trip- 
lett,  96  Va.  603,  32  S.  E.  50,  70  Am. 
St.  Eep.  882;  Carr  v.  Carr,  88  Va.  735, 
14  S.  E.  368;  Terry  v.  Cole's  Exr., '80 
Va.  695;  Brock  v.  Eice,  27  Gratt.   (68 


Va.)  812.  W.  Va. — ^Lowman  v.  Funk- 
houser,  90  S.  E.  340;  Moran  v.  Clark,  , 
30  W.  Va.  358,  4  S.  E.  303,  8  Am. 
St.  Eep.  66;  Hughes  &  Co.  v.  Hamil- 
ton, 19  W.  Va.  366;  Beaty  v.  Veon, 
18  W.  Va.  291;  Marling  v.  Eobrecht,  13 
W.  Va.  440. 

See  6  Standard  Peoc.  572. 

[a]  Whether  the  property  Is  sold 
for  a  price  disproportionate  to  its  value 
is  a  question  within  the  discretion  of 
the  court.  In  re  Scott's  Estate  (Cal.), 
157  Pae.  242. 

79.  Cal. — Dunn  v.  Dunn,  137  Cal.  51, 
69   Pac.   847.     Md. — ^Farmers'   Bank  v.     i 
Clarke,  28  Md.  145;  Tyson  v.  Mickle,  2 
Gill     376.       Pa. — McEee's     Estate,     6 
Phila.  75. 

80.  Md. — Connaughton  v.  Bernard, 
84  Md.  577,  36  Atl.  265.  Va.— Terry 
V.  Cole's  Exr.,  80  Va.  695.  W.  Va. 
Hughes  &  Co.  V.  Hamilton,  19  W.  Va. 
366. 

81.  Ala.— Eoy  v.  O'Neill,  168  Ala. 
354,  52  So.  946;  Eatman  v.  Eatman,  83 
Ala.  478,  3  So.  850.  Ark. — George  v. 
Norwood,  77  Ark.  216,  91  S.  W.  557, 
113  Am.  St.  Eep.  143.  Cal.— 7«  re  Baz- 
zuro's  Estate,  161  Cal.  71,  118  Pac. 
434;  Dunn  v.  Dunn,  137  Cal.  51,  69 
Pac.  847.  m.— Abbott  v.  Beebe,  226 
HI.  417,  80  N.  E.  991;  Wilson  v.  Ford, 
190  111.  614,  60  N.  E.  876;  Quigley 
V.  Breckenridge,  180  111.  627,  54  N.  B. 
580.  Va. — Moore  v.  Triplett,  96  Va. 
603,  32  S.  E.  50,  70  Am.  St.  Eep.  882. 

82.  Dunn  v.  Dunn,  137  Cal.  51,  69 
Pac.  847;  Eoudabush  v.  Miller,  32 
Gratt.  (73  Va.)  454. 

As  to  adv^ldsement  generally,  see 
supra,  VII. 

83.  Columbia  Paper  Bag  Co.  v.  Carr, 
116  Md.  541,  82  Atl.  442;  KaufEman 
V.  Walker,  9  Md.  229;  Penn  v.  Brewer, 

12  Gill    &    J.    (Md.)    113;    Hyman    v. 
Smith,  13  W.  Va.  744. 

[a]     Where    confirmation    has    been 
delayed   by   the   parties   for    such   an 
unreasonable  time,  that  the  purchaser,     i 
not  in  default,  will  suffer  loss,  the  sale 
will  not  be  confirmed.  Hyman  v.  Smith, 

13  W.  Va.  744. 
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a  sale  for  any  reason  that  would  be  a  good  ground  for  setting  aside  the 
sale.**  It  may  refuse  to  confirm  even  though  the  letter  of  the  statute 
may  have  been  complied  with  in  giving  notice.*^  Ordinarily,  however, 
when  everything  has  been  regular,  confirmation  is  much  a  matter  of 
form.*''  Mere  inadequacy  of  price  is  generally  no  ground  for  disap- 
proving the  sale,*"  unless  so  gross  as  to  raise  a  presumption  of  fraud, 
or  shock  the  conscience.**  Nor  will  the  court  refuse  to  confirm  a  sale 
simply  because  of  an  advance  ofler,*^  unless  so  provided  by  statute.®" 


84.  Beaty  v.  Eadenhurst,  3  Ch. 
Chamb.  (Can.)  344. 

[a]  It  is  no  valid  objection  to  con- 
firmation that  a  small  sum  of  money 
had  been  paid  on  the  judgment  after 
rendition.  Msk  v.  GuUiford  (Neb.),  95 
N.  W.  494. 

As  to  grounds  for  setting  aside,  see 
infra,  XII,  D. 

[b]  Where  the  decree  of  sale  was 
reversed  before  confirmation  because 
the  amount  of  liens  adjudicated  were 
found  excessive  the  court  should  not 
confirm  the  sale.  George  v.  Wood,  94 
Miss.  268,  49  So.  147. 

85.  Van  Meter  v.  Van  Meter's  As- 
signee, 88  Ky.  448,  11  8.  W.  80,  289; 
Craig's  Admx.  v.  Fox,  16  Ohio  563. 

86.  Broadwater  v.  Eichards,  4  Mont. 
80,  2  Pac.  546. 

[a]  Confirmation  is  a  matter  of 
course,  and  of  right  unless  good  cause 
be  shown  against  it.  Eedus  v.  Hayden, 
43  Miss.  614. 

87.  Ark. — Nix  v.  Draughan,  56  Ark. 
240,  19  S.  "W.  669;  Fij  v.  Street,  44 
Ark.  502.  Cal. — Dunn  v.  Dunn,  137 
Cal.  51,  69  Pac.  847.  Del.— Central 
Trust  &  Sav.  Co.  v.  Chester  County 
Electric  Co.,  9  Del.  Ch.  123,  77  Atl. 
771.  lU.— Schulz  V.  Hasse,  227  111.  156, 
81  N.  E.  50;  Quick  v.  Collins,  197  111. 
391,  64  N.  E.  288.  Miss.— Eedus  v. 
Hayden,  43  Miss.  614;  Mitchell  v.  Har- 
ris, 43  Miss.  314;  Henderson  v.  Herrod, 
23  Miss.  434.  N.  J.— Porch  v.  The 
Agnew  Co.,  66  N.  J.  Eq.  232,  57  Atl. 
726.  N.  Y.— Wilber  v.  Wilber,  119 
App.  Div.  740,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  179. 

See  Parker  v.  Bluffton  Car  Wheel 
Co.,  108  Ala.  140,  18  So.  938;  Phillips 
V.  Benson,  82  Ala.  500,  2  So.  93. 

[a]  If  no  exceptions  are  taken  tq 
the  report,  the  court  may  confirm  it 
although  the  amount  realized  is  dis- 
proportionate to  its  value.  Cates  v. 
Jdhnson,  109  Ala.  126,  19  So.  416. 

[b]  Where  a  sale  was  made  subject 
to  the  court's  approval,  the  court  may 
refuse  to  confirm  the  sale  because  the 
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price  was  inadequate.  Merchants' 
Bank  v.  Moore,  68  Minn.  468,  71  N. 
W.  671. 

[c]  But  where  the  property  is  not 
sold  in  such  a  manner  as  to  bring  the 
highest  price  the  Sale  will  be  held  in- 
valid on  the  application  of  the  pirty 
aggrieved.  Tatum  v.  HoUiday,  59  Mo. 
422. 

[d]  Inadequacy  of  price  coupled 
with  the  fact  thiit  the  property  was 
sold  in  gross  instead  of  in  parcels, 
or  sold  in  such  a  manner  that  the 
full  value  could  not  be  realized  ia 
ground  for  setting  aside  the  sale. 
Schroeder  v.  Young,  161  U.  S.  334,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  512,  40  L.  ed.  721. 

[e]  If  the  sheriff's  discretion  in 
selling  was  fairly  exercised  the  court 
will  not  set  the  sale  aside  because  the 
court  may  think  a  better  price  would 
have  been  realized  by  a  different 
mode.  National  Bank  v.  Sprague,  20 
N.  J.  Eq.  159. 

[f]  In  Mississippi,  under  statute, 
the  court  may  refuse  confirmation  of 
a  judicial  sale  because  of  inadequacy 
of  price  where  the  party  objecting 
enters  into  a  bond  conditioned  that  the 
property  at  resale  will  bring  an  ad- 
vance of  15%  upon  the  former  sale. 
Allen  V.  Martin,  61  Miss.  78. 

88.  Cal.— Dunn  v.  Dunn,  137  Cal. 
51,  69  Pac.  847.  111.— Schulz  v.  Hasse, 
227  HI.  156,  81  N.  E.  50;  Quick  v. 
Collins,  197  111.  391,  64  N.  E.  288. 
Miss. — George  v.  Wood,  94  Miss.  268, 
49  So.  147;  Pattison  v.  Josselyn,  48 
Miss.  373.  Va. — Cole's  Heirs  v.  Cole's 
Exr.,  83  Va.  525,  5  S.  E.  673. 

Confirmation  as  curing  defects,  see 
infra,  XL,  O. 

89.  Bethea  v.  Bethea,  136  Ala.  584, 
34  So.  28,  of  $500.00. 

[a]  A  guaranty  that  the  property 
will  bring  ten  per  cent,  more  on  a  re- 
sale is  not  ground  for  refusing  to  con- 
firm the  sale.  Parker  v.  Bluffton  Car 
Wheel  Co.,  108  Ala.  140,  18  So.  938. 

90.  Estate  of  Leonis,  138  Cal.  194, 
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Fraud,^*  or  mistake  to  the  detriment  of  the  owner  or  purchaser,®^  may 
be  grounds  for  withholding  confirmation,  as  may  be  negligence  or  mis- 
conduct in  any  person  connected  with  the  sale.^^  The  objection  that 
property  was  appraised  too  low  can  only  avail  where  fraud  has  been 
established.^* 

Confirmation  in  Part.  —  The  court  may  confirm  a  sale  in  part  only.*' 
Imposing  Terms. —  Some  courts  holding  that  they  cannot  impose  terms 
upon  which  they  will  confirm  a  sale,  as  their  jurisdiction  is  limited 
merely  to  confirming  or  setting  aside  the  sale,^°  while  others  hold  that 
terms  may  be  imposed.®'  It  seems  that  there  may  be  a  conditional  con- 
firmation.^^ 

M.  Order  op  Confirmation.  —  1.  In  General.  —  If  the  court  is 
satisfied  that  the  sale  has  been  regularly  and  fairly  conducted  it  should 
make  an  order  confirming  the  sale.""  Such  an  order  is  a  judicial  and 
not  a  ministerial  aet.^  It  is  a  judgment  by  which  the  rights  of  the 
purchaser  are  fixed  and  determined  by  the  appropriate  tribunal,^  and 
possesses  the  same  force  and  effect  as  other  decrees  or  judgments.^ 


71  Pae.  171,  if  a  sum  exceeding  the 
amount  bid  by  ten  per  cent,  can  be 
obtained  tlie  court  will  not  confirm  the 
sale. 

91.  Swofford  V.  Garmon,  51  Miss. 
348;  Hartley  &  Co.  v.  Eoffe,  12  "W.  Va. 
401. 

[a]  CoUnsion  between  defendant 
and  purchaser  to  sell  without  complain- 
ant's knowledge,  together  with  inade- 
quacy of  price  is  ground  for  setting 
aside  -sale.  Pattison  v.  Josselyn,  43 
Miss.  373. 

92.  Hartley  &  Co.  v.  Eoffe,  12  W. 
Va.  401;  Hilleary  v.  Thompson,  11  W. 
Va.   113. 

93.  Swofford  v.  Garmon,  51  Miss. 
348;  Mitchell  ■;;.  Harris,  43  Miss.  314; 
Pattison  v.  Josselyn,  43  Miss.  373. 

[a]  But  a  court  will  not  refuse  to 
confirm  on  motion  of  an  interested 
party  merely  to  protect  him  against 
the  results  of  his  own  negligence, 
where  he  is  under  no  disability.  Ab- 
bott V.  Beebe,  226  111.  417,  80  N.  E. 
991;  Barling  v.  Peters,  134  HI.  606,  25 
N.  E.  765. 

94.  Omaha  L.  &  T.  Co.  1).  Fitz- 
patrick,  59  Neb.  303,  80  N.  W.  907; 
Ballou  V.  Sherwood,  58  Neb.  20,  78 
N.  W.  383. 

95.  Delaplaine  v.  Lawrence,  8  N.  T. 
301. 

[a]  Whera  different  parcels  of  land 
have  been  sold,  the  court  may  deter- 
mine independently  in  each  case  wheth- 
er the  sale  of  the  particular  parcel 
shall    he    confirmed    or    vacated,    and 


may  thus  confirm  the  sale  in  part  and 
vacate  it  in  part.  Delaplaine  v.  Law- 
rence, 3  N.  T.  301. 

96.  Kan. — Benz  v.  Hines,  3  Kan. 
390,  89  Am.  Dec.  594.  Md. — Kinnear 
V.  Lee,  28  Md.  488.  Miss.— See  Allen 
V.  Martin,  61  Miss.  78.  Neb.— Griffith 
V.  Jenkins,  50  Neb.  719,  70  N.  W. 
256;  Pitch  v.  Minshall,  15  Neb.  328, 
18  N.  W.  80;  Green  v.  State  Bank,  9 
Neb.  165,  2  N.  "W.  228.  Ohio.— Ohio 
Life  Ins.  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Goodin,  10 
Ohio  St.  557. 

97.  State  Nat.  Bank  v.  Neel,  53 
Ark.  110,  13  S.  W.  700,  22  Am.  St. 
Eep.  185,  as  that  the  bid  shall  be  in- 
creased to   a   certain  amount. 

98.  Thompson  v.  Tolmie,  2  Pet.  (U. 
S.)  157,  7  L.  ed.  381,  wherein  the  sale 
became  absolute  on  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase price. 

99.  Bennallack  v.  Richards,  155  Cal. 
427,  433,  58  Pac.  65;  In  re  Pearson's 
Est.,  98  Cal.  603,  612,  33  Pae.  451; 
Field  V.  Peoples,  180  111.  376,  54  N.  E. 
304,  the  lack  of  such  formal  order  does 
not  render  sale  invalid. 

See  the  cases  cited  infra,  this  sec- 
tion. 

1.  Harrington  v.  Hayes  County,  81 
Neb.  231,  115  N.  "W.  773,  129  Am. 
St.  Bep.  680. 

2.  Eedus  V.  Hayden,  43  Miss.  614; 
Henderson  v.  Herrod,  23  Miss.  434; 
Todd  V.  Gallego  Mills  Mfg.  Co.,  84  Va. 
586,  5  S.  E.  676;  Brock  v.  Eice,  27 
Gratt.    (68   Va.)    812,   816. 

3.  See  imfra,  XI,  M,  4. 
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2.  Time  of  Entry.  —  The  order  of  eonfirmation  may  be  entered 
nunc  pro  tunc* 

3.  Perm  and  Contents.  —  No  precise  form*  or  formal  entry^  is 
necessary,  but  it  is  sufficient  if  it  can  be  gathered  from  the  whole 
record  that  the  court  sanctions  the  sale. 

4.  Conclusiveness.  —  An  order  of  confirmation  has  the  same  force 
and  effect  as  any  other  final  decree  or  judgment.''  It  is  final  and  con- 
clusive, until  reversed,  unless  vacated  for  fraud  or  other  matter  which 
would  render  it  void,®  and  it  cannot  be  collaterally  impeached.*    The 


4.  Eeid  V.  Morton,  119  111.  118,  6 
N.  E.  414;  Campbell  v.  Farley,  158  N. 
C.  42,  73  S.  E.  103. 

5.  Ala. — ^Worthington  v.  MeRobeits, 
9  Ala.  297.  Ark.— Miller  v.  Henry,  105 
Ark.  261,  150  S.  "W.  700,  Aim.  Cas. 
1914D,  754.  Mo. — Agan  v.  Shannon, 
103  Mo.  661,  15  S.  "W.  757.  Okla. 
Threadgill  v.  Coleord,  16  Okla.  447,  85 
Pac.  703.  Tex. — ^Moody  v.  Butler,  63 
Tex.  210;  Eobertson  v.  Johnson,  57  Tex. 
62;  Neill  v.  Cody,  26  Tex.  286;  Pendle- 
ton V.  Shaw,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  439, 
44  S.  W.  1002. 

See  also  6  Standard  Peoc.  572. 

Form  of  order  of  conlirmatiou,  see  9 
Standard  Pkoc.  751. 

[a]  Any  action  of  the  court  in 
recognition  of  the  validity  of  the  sale 
is  as  good  as  a  formal  eonfirmation. 
Bedus  V.  Hay  den,  43  Miss.  614;  Conger 
V.  Robinson,  4  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  210, 
221. 

,[b]  An  order  of  the  court  directing 
a  deed  to  be  made  to  lands  sold  under 
an  order  or  decree  is  a  virtual  con- 
firmation of  the  sale.  Livingston  v, 
Cochran,  33  Ark.  294;  Valle  v.  Fleming, 
19  Mo.  454,  61  Am.  Dee.  566. 

[o]  Approval  of  the  report  is  a  suf- 
ficient confirmation  of  the  sale.  Pen- 
dleton V.  Shaw,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  439, 
44  S.  W.  1002. 

[d]  The  decree  of  confirmation  can- 
not go  beyond  the  decree  directing  the 
sale,  but  is  restricted  thereby.  State 
V.  Mercantile  Bank,  95  Tenn.  212,  31 
8.  "W.  989. 

[e]  The  reasons  governing  the  court 
in  confirming  or  rejecting  a  sale  need 
not.  be  placed  on  record.  Davis  v. 
Stewart,  4  Tex.  223. 

6.  Carey  v.  West,  139  Mo.  146,  40 
S.  W.  661;  Henry  v.  McKerlie,  78  Mo. 
416;  Grayson  v.  Weddle,  63  Mo.  523; 
Valle  V.  Fleming,  19  Mo.  454,  61  Am. 
Dec.   566;    Moody   v.   Butler,   63   Tex. 
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210;  Neill  v.  Cody,  26  Tex.  286;  Berry- 
man  V.  Biddle,  48  Tex.  Civ.  App.  624, 
107  S.  "W.  922;  Corley  v.  Anderson,  5 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  213,  23  S.  W.  839.  See 
Simmons  v.  Blanchard,  46  Tex.  266. 

7.  Ark. — ^Bank  of  Pine  Bluff  v.  Levi, 
90  Ark.  166,  118  S.  W.  250.  Miss. 
Henderson  v.  Herrod,  23  Miss.  424.  Va. 
Allison  V.  Allison,  88  Va.  328,  13  S.  E. 
549;  Todd  ».  Gallego  Mills  Mfg.  Co., 
84  Va._586,  5  S.  E.  676;  Terry  v.  Cole's 
Exr.,  80  Va.  695;  Brock  v.  Bice,  27 
Gratt.  (68  Va.)  812. 

[a]  A  decree  of  eonfirmation 
founded  on  a  false  report  of  sale  may 
be  impeatehed  by  an  interested  party 
guiltless  of  fraud  or  neglect.  Spring- 
ston  V.  Morris,  47  W.  Va.  50,  34  S.  E. 
766. 

As  \  to  judgments  generally,  see  the 
title  "Judgments." 

8.  Alaska. — Ebner  v.  Held,  2  Alaska 
600.  Oal. — Hammond  v.  Cailleaud,  111 
Cal.  206,  43  Pac.  607,  52  Am.  St.  Eep. 
167.  Md. — ^Brown  v.  Gilmor's  Exrs.,  8 
Md.  322.  Minn. — See  In  re  Shea,  57 
Minn.  415,  59  N.  W.  494.  Miss.— Bland 
V.  Muncaster,  24  Miss.  62,  57  Am.  Dec. 
162.  Neb.^Watsou  v.  Tromble,  33  Neb. 
450,  50  N.  W.  331,  29 'Am.  St.  Bep. 
492.  N.  D.— Dakota  Inv.  Co.  v.  Sul- 
livan, 9  N.  D.  303,  83  N.  "W.  233,  81 
Am.  St.  Eep.  584.  B.  I. — Andrews  v. 
GofP,  17  E.  L  205,  21  Atl.  347. 

[a]  'Where  no  exceptions  have  been 
made  to  the  report  within  the  statutory 
period  the  order  of  approval  and  con- 
firmation form  a  conclusive  bar  to  fur- 
ther litigation  concerning  such  approv- 
al and  confirmation.  Davies  v.  Gibbs, 
174  111.  272,  51  N.  E.  220. 

[b]  A  recital  in  an  order  of  con- 
firmation that  the  matter  was  heard  be- 
fore the  date  set  for  the  hearing  by 
consent  of  the  parties  is  conclusive  of 
that  fact.  Smith  v.  HuflEman,  132  N. 
C.  600,  44  S.  E.  113. 

9.  See  infra,  SIX. 
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order  of  confirmation  adjudicates  only  the  regularity  of  the  proceed- 
ings -under  the  order  of  sale,^"  and  is  not  conclusive  either  as  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,^^  or  the  regularity  of  any  prior  proceeding.^^ 

N.  Review.  —  1.  By  Motion  for  New  Trial.  —  It  seems  that  the 
proceeding  by  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  not  applicable  to  an  order  re- 
fusing to  confirm  a  sale.^* 

2.    By  Appeal.  —  A  decree  confimiing,"  or  refusing   to    confirm, 


10.  Burrell  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
E.  Co.,  43  Minn.  363,  45  N.  W.  849; 
Dawson  i;.  Helmea,  30  Minn.  107,  >14 
N.  W.  462;  Kampman  v.  Nicewaner, 
60  Neb.  208.  82  N.  W.  623;  MeKeighan 
p.  Hopkins,  19  Neb.  33,  26  N.  W.  614; 
Taylor  v.  Courtney,  15  Neb.  190,  16  N. 
W.  842. 

[a]  Matters  Adjudicated. — (1)  The 
statute  provides  that  if  it  appears  to 
the  court  that  the  sale  was  legally 
made  and  fairly  conducted,  that  the 
sum  bid  was  not  disproportionate  to 
the  value  of  the  property  the  court 
shall  confirm  such  sale.  The  order  ad- 
judicates these  facta  alone.  It  passes 
on  nothing  else  and  is  not  proof  of 
any  prior  proceeding.  Dawson  v. 
Helmes,  30  Minn.  107,  14  N.  W.  462, 
approved  in  Burrell  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  Ey.  Co.,  43  Minn.  363,  45  N.  "W. 
849.  (2)  Confirmation  simply  adjudi- 
cates that  the  property  brought  the 
highest  price  that  could  be  obtained. 
Koegel  V.  Koegel,  83  N.  J.  Eq.  179,  89 
Atl.  861.  (3),  The  report  of  the  trus- 
tee, when  confirmed,  is  conclusive  as 
to  the  terms  of  the  sale.  Brown  v. 
Wallace,  2  Bland  (Md.)  585. 

[b]  The  confirmation  applies  mere- 
ly to  the  regularity  of  the  proceed- 
ings. It  has  no  relation  to  such 
grounds  for  equitable  relief  as  were 
unknown  to  the  parties  and  to  the 
court  at  the  time  the  order  was  en- 
tered. Kampman  v.  Nicewaner,  60  Neb. 
208,  82  N.  W.  623;  MeKeighan  v.  Hop- 
kins, 19  Nebi  33,  26  N.  W.  614;  Taylor 
V.  Courtney,  15  Neb.  190,  16  N.  "W. 
842. 

fc]  The  confirmation  is  conclusive 
upon  all  persons  bound  by  that  de- 
cree that  the  terms  of  the  decree  of 
sale  were  complied  with.  Heinroth  v. 
Griffin,  149  HI.  App.  103;  Price  v. 
Springfield  E.  E.  Assn.,  101  Mo.  107, 
14  S.  W.  57,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  595; 
Hughes  v.  McDivitt,  102  Mo.  77,  14 
S.  W.  660,  15  S.  W.  756. 

[d]    Not  conclusive  as  to  constitu- 


tionality of  law  governing  the  pro- 
ceedings. Embury  v.  Conner,  3  N.  Y. 
511,  53  Am.  Dec.  325. 

11.  Jeter  v.  Hewitt,  22  How.  (U.  S.) 
352,  16  L.  ed.  345:  Chase  v.  Eoss,  36 
Wis.  267. 

[a]  A  confirmation  is  conclusive 
where  the  record  does  not  affirmatively 
show  that  the  jurisdiction  did  not  at- 
tach.    Butler  V.  Stephens,  77  Tex.  599, 

14  S.  W.  202. 

12.  Burrell  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
E.  Co.,  43  Minn.  363,  45  N.  W.  849; 
Dawson  v.  Helmes,  30  Minn.  107,  14 
N.  W.  462;  Chase  v.  Eoss,  36  Wis. 
267. 

13.  In  re  Eichards,'  Estate,  139  Cal. 
72,  72  Pac.  633,  concurring  opinion  of 
McParland  and  Henshaw.    / 

14.  Ala. — ^McQueen  v.  Grigsby,  152 
Ala.  656,  44  So.  961;  Kellam  v.  Eich- 
ards, 56  Ala.  238;  Keld  v.  GambliB, 
47  Ala.  443.  Ark.— State  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Neel,  53  Ark.  110,  13  S.  W.  700, 
22  Am.  St.  Eep.  185.  Cal.— In  re 
Estate  of  Bell,  125  Cal.  539^  58  Pac. 
153;  Hammond  v.  Cailleaud,  111  Cal. 
206,  43  Pac.  607,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  167. 
Idaho. — McGregor  v.  Jensen,  18  Idaho 
320,  109  Pac.  729.  111.— Barnes  v.  Hen- 
shaw, 226  HI.  605,  80  N.  E.  1076;  Quig^ 
ley  V.  Breckenridge,  180  HI.  627,  54 
N.  E.  580.  See  Barling  v.  Peters,  134 
111.  606,  25  N.  E.  765;  Ex  parte  Guern- 
sey, 21  111.  443;  Ayers  1).  Baumgarten, 

15  111.  444.  Ky.— Eamey  v.  Francis, 
Day  &  Co.,  169  Ky.  469,  84  S.  W. 
380;  Carter  v.  Crow's  Admr.,  130  Ky. 
41,  112  S.  W.  1098;  Dawson  v.  Litsey, 
10  Bush  408;  Allen  v.  Graves,  3  Bush 
491;  Underwood's  Admr.  v.  Cartwright, 
20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  809,  47  S.  W.  58«. 
Mo. — Desloge  v.  Tucker,  196  Mo.  587, 
94  8.  W.  283;  Eogers  v.  Johnson,  125 
Mo.  202,  28  S.  W.  635;  Noland  v.  Bar- 
rett, 122  Mo.  181,  188,  26  S.  W.  692, 
43  Am.  St.  Eep.  572;  Henry  v.  Mc- 
Kerlie,  78  Mo.  416;  Tutt  v.  Boyer,  51 
Mo.  425,  431;  McVey  v.  McVey,  51  Mo. 
406.     N.   D.— Dakota   Inv.   Co.   v.  Sul- 
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a  sale"  is  a  final  order  from  which  an  appeal  may  be  taken. 

Who  May  Appeal.  —  Any  party  may  appeal  from  a  refusal  to  eon- 
firm  a  sale  and  order  a  resale.^"  A  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale  is  a 
quasi  party  to  the  suit  in  which  he  purchases,^'  and  may  appeal  from 
an  order  confirming  or  refusing  to  confirm  the  sale  to  him,^*  as  may  his 
assignee. ^^  But  a  commissioner  appointed  to  sell  is  not  a  party  to  the 
action  and  has  no  such  interest  as  will  give  him  the  right  of  appeal.^" 

Hearing  and  Decision.  —  The  appellate  court  will  not  disturb  the  dis- 
cretion vested  in  the  lower  court  unless  there  has  been  an  abuse  there- 
of.^^      The    decree    authorizing    the    sale     is     not    open     for     re- 


livan,  9  N.  D.  303,  83  N.  "W.  233,  81 
Am.  St.  Eep.  584.  Ohio. — Beeves  v. 
Skenett,  18  Ohio  St.  574;  Kern's  Admr. 
V.  Foster,  16  Ohio  274.  Pa. — Snodgrass ' 
Appeal,  96  Pa.  420,  where  an  appeal 
from  an  order  of  sale  was  disallowed 
because  of  the  fact  that  the  whole 
proceeding  could  be  reviewed  on  ap- 
peal from  final  confirmation.  Tex. 
Hirshfield  v.  Davis,  43  Tex.  155.  But 
see  Wells  v.  Mills,  22  Tex.  302;  Yerby 
V.  Hill,  16  Tex.  377,  381.  W.  Va. 
Dick  V.  Eobinson,  19  W.  Va.  159;  Mar- 
ling V.  Eobrecht,  13  W.  Va.  440;  Kable 
V.  Mitchell,  9  W.  Va.  492.  Wis.— Down- 
er V.  Cross,  2  "Wis.  371;  Strong  v.  Cat- 
ton,  1  Wis.  471. 

As  to  objections  to  confinnation,  see 
infra,  XI,  J. 

[a]  Confirmation  of  Private  Sale. 
An  appeal  lies  from  an  order,  decree, 
or  judgment  confirming  a  sale  of  real 
estate  at  private  sale  by  an  assignee 
or  trustee  under  the  insolvency  laws. 
Browne  v.  Wallace,  60  Ohio  St.  177, 
53  N.  E.  957.  See  Aultman,  Miller  & 
Co.  V.  Seiberling,  31  Ohio  St.  201. 

15.  Cal. — Estate  of  Leonis,  138  Gal. 
194,  71  Pac.  171;  Dunn  v.  Dunn,  137 
Cal.  51,  69  Pac.  847.  Idaho. — Estate 
of  Christensen,  15  Idaho  692,  99  Pac. 
829.  HI. — Barnes  v.  Henshaw,  226  HI. 
605,  80  N.  E.  1076;  Quigley  v.  Breeken- 
ridge,  180  111.  627,  54  N.  E.  580.  Ky. 
Eamey  t>.  Francis,  Day  &  Co.,  169  Ky. 
469,  184  S.  W.  380.  S.  C— State  v. 
Burnside,  33  S.  C.  276,  11  S.  E.  787. 
Tex.— Hirshfield  v.  Davis,  43  Tex.  155; 
Davis  V.'  Stewart,  4  Tex.  223. 

■  [a]  A  WTit  of  error  will  lie  to  re- 
view an  order  of  the  probate  court 
disapproving  a  guardian's  report  of  a 
sale  of  the  ward's  property.  McCal- 
lum  V.  Chicago  Title  &  Trust  Co.,  203 
111.  142,  67  N.  B.  823. 

16.  Todd  V.  Gallego  Mills  Mfg.  Co., 
84  Va.  586,  5  8.  E.  676. 
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[a]  A  devisee  under  a  will  may  ap- 
peal from  an  order  approving  or  -dis- 
approving an  administrator's  sale.  In 
re  Divine  (N.  J.  Eq.),  46  Atl.  649. 

17.  Newland  v.  Gaines,  1  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)  720;  TurnbuU  v.  Mann,  99  Va. 
41,  37  S.  E.  288;  Eobertson  v.  Smith, 
94  Va.  250,  26  S.  E.  579,  64  Am.  St. 
Eep.  723;  Carr  v.  Carr,  88  Va.  735,  14 
S.  E.  368;  Shirley  v.  Eice,  79  Va.  442. 

18.  XT.  S. — ^Blossom  v.  Milwaukee, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  1  Wall.  655,  18'  L.  ed. 
43;  Magann  v.  Segal,  92  Fed.  252,  34 
C.  C.  A.  323.  Cal.— Dunn  v.  Dunn,  137 
Cal.  51j  69  Pac.  847.  111.— Stivers  v. 
Stivers,  236  HI.  160,  86  N.  E.  209. 
Ky. — Allen  v.  Graves,  3  Bush  491.  Tex. 
Hirshfi'sld  v.  Davis,  43  Tex.  155.  Va. 
TurnbuU  v.  Mann,  99  Va.  41,  37  S.  E. 
288;  Todd  v.  Gallego  Mills  Co.,  84  Va. 
586,  5  S.  E.  676. 

[a]  In  IVIissouri,  the  purchaser  at  a 
partition  sale  is  not  given  the  right 
by  statute  to  appeal  from  the  refusal 
of  the  court  to  confirm  the  sale.  Thom- 
as V.  Elliott,  215  Mo.  598,  605,  114 
S.  W.  987. 

[b]  One  who  has  failed  to  comply 
with  the  terms  of  the  first  sale,  and 
at  a  resale  attempts  to  bid  through  an 
agent  cannot  appeal  from  a  decree  con- 
firming a  sale  to  another  person.  Hil- 
dreth  v.  Turner,  89  Va.  858,  17  S.  B. 
471. 

19.  Newland  v.  Gaines,  1  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)    720. 

2b.  Summerlin  v.  Morrisey,  168  N. 
C.  409,  84  S.  B.  689. 

21.  Ark.— Bank  of  Pine  Bluff  «. 
Levi,  90  Ark.  166,  118  S.  W.  250;  Cul- 
ver Lumbar  &  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Culver,  81 
Ark.  102,  99  S.  W.  391,  ,118  Am.  St. 
Eep.  17.  Cal. — In  re  Bazzuro's  Estate, 
161  Cal.  71,  118  Pac.  434.  D.  C— Eow- 
land  V.  Munek,  15  App.  Cas.  403.    XU. 
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view,^°  and  objections  to  the  confirmation  not  urged  in  the  lower  court 
cannot  avail  in  the  appellate  coiirt.^^ 

0.  Effect  of  Confirmation.  —  The  confirmation  of  a  judicial  sale 
completes  the  sale,^*  and  relates  back  to  the  date  of  sale,^*  but  in  the 
case  of  real  estate,  it  vests  merely  an  equitable,  not  a  legal,  title  in 
the  purchaser.^^  In  the  case  of  personalty  however,  the  confirmation, 
when  no  lien  is  retained,  vests  a  good  and  valid  title  in  the  purchaser.^' 
Confirmation  cures  all  non-jurisdictional  irregularitiesi^'  and  validates 


Slack  V.  Cooper,  219  HI.  138,  76  N.  E. 
84;  Sowards  v.  Pritchett,  i37  111.  517. 
Ean. — Townsend  v.  Johnson,  10  Kan. 
App.  547,  63  Pac.  25.  Minn. — Mer- 
chants' Bank  v.  Moore,  68  Minn.  468, 
71  N.  W.  671.  Mo. — ^Wauchope  v.  Mo- 
Cormick,  158  Mo.  660,  59  S.  W.  970. 
N.  Y.—In  re  Supt.  of  Banks,  207  N.  Y. 
11,  100  N.  E.  428.  Tex.— Hirshfield  v. 
Davis,  43  Tex.  155.  W.  Va.— Kable 
V.  Mitchell,  9  W.  Va.  492. 

22.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  841. 

23.  Philadelphia  Mortgage  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Mockett,  55  Neb.  323,  75  N.  W. 
845  J  Creighton  University  v.  Eiley,  50 
Neb.  341,  69  N.  W.  943;  Creighton  Uni- 
versity V.  Mulvihill,  49  Neb.  577,  68 
N.  W.  931;  Burkett  v.  Clark,  46  Neb. 
466,  64  N.  W.  1113;  Ecklund  V.  Wil- 
lis, 44  Neb.  129,  62  N.  W.  493;  John- 
son V.  Bemis,  7  Neb.  224. 

24.  Cromwell's  Heirs  v.  Mason's 
Heirs,  2  Bush  (Ky.)  439;  Thornton  V. 
McGrath,  1  Duv.  (Ky.)  349;  Young  v. 
Thompson,  2  Coldw.  (Tenn.;  596;  12 
Standard  Peoc.  839. 

25.  TT.  S. — Nevada  Nickel  Syndicate 
V.  Nat.  Nickel  Co.,  103  Fed.  391.  Ala. 
Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  &  E.  Co.  v.  Gard- 
ner, 131  Ala.  599,  32  So.  622;  Haralson 
V.  George's  Exr.,  56  Ala.  295;  Brown 
V.  Isbell,  11  Ala.  1009.  Del.— Caulk  v. 
Caulk,  3  Houst.  81.  Kan. — Missouri 
Valley  Land  Co.  v.  Barwick,  50  Kan. 
57,  31  Pac.  685;  Galbreath  ■;;.  Drought, 
29  Kan.  711,  717.  Ky.— Hughes  v. 
Swope,  88  Ky.  254,  1  S.  W.  394;  Neal 
V.  Louisville,  6  Ky.  L.  Eep.  300.  Md. 
Wagner  v.  Cohen,  6  Gill  97,  46  Am. 
Dec.  660.  Neb.— Clark  &  L.  Inv.  Co. 
V.  Way,  52  Neb.  204,  71  N.  W.  1021. 
Ohio. — Jashenosky  v.  Volrath,  59  Ohio 
St.  540,  53  N.  E.  46,  69  Am.  St.  Eep. 
786.  S.  C. — Connor  v.  McCoy,  83  S.  C. 
165,  65  S.  E.  257.  Tex. — Edwards  v. 
Gill,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App.  203,  23  S.  W. 
742.  Va. — Terry  v.  Cole's  Exr.,  80  Va. 
695;  Evans  v.  Spurgin,  6  Gratt.  (47 
Va.)  107,  52  Am.  Dec.  105;  Taylor  v. 
Cooper,   10    Leigh    (37    Va.),    317,    34 


Am.  Dee.  737.  W.  Va.— Cale's  Admr. 
V.  Shaw,  33  W.  Va.  299,  10  S.  E.  637. 
Eng. — Anson  v.  Towgood,  1  Jacob  & 
Walk.  637,  37  Eng.  Eeprint  511. 

Contra,  Eogers  v.  Eogers,  101  Tenn. 
428,  47  S.  W.  701. 

26.  U.  S.—In  re  Burr  Mfg.  &  Sup- 
ply Co.,  217  Fed.  16,  133  C.  C.  A. 
126,  reversing  209  Fed.  138;  Stang  v. 
Eedden,  28  Fed.  11.  Cal.— Scarf  v. 
Aldrich,  97  Cal.  360,  32  Pac.  324,  33 
Am.  St.  Eep.  190.  Mo. — Henry  v.  Mc- 
Kerlie,  78  Mo.  416.  Tenn. — Camp  v. 
Eiddle,  128  Tenn.  294,  160  S.  W.  844; 
Webster  v.  Hill,  3  Sneed  333.  See  Grif- 
fith V.  Philips,   9   Lea  417. 

See  12  Standard  Proc.  841. 

[a]  The  legal  title  •  does  not  vest 
until  after  a  deed  is  mads  by  the  mas- 
ter, or  until  after  the  lapse  of  a  rea- 
sonable time  after  he  is  ordered  to 
make  the  deed  and  he  has  failed  to 
do  so.  Camp  v.  Eiddle,  128  Tsnu.  294, 
160  S.  W.  844,  Ann.  Cas.  1915C,  145. 
See  Griffith  v.  Philips,  9  Lea  (Tenn.) 
417.     See  12  Standard  Pkoc.  841. 

27.  Young  V.  Thompson,  2  Coldw. 
(Tenn.)  596. 

28.  XT.  S. — In  re  Burr  Mfg.  &  Sup- 
ply Co.,  217  Fed.  16,  133  C.  C.  A.  126, 
reversing  209  Fed.  138;  Nevada  Nickel 
Syndicate  v.  Nat.  Nickel  Co.,  103  Fed. 
391.  Ala. — Morring  v.  Tipton,  126  Ala. 
350,  28  So.  562 ;  Cargile  v.  Eagan,  65  Ala. 
287;  Kellam  v.  Eichards,  56  Ala.  238; 
Doe  etc  dem.  Hudgens  v.  Jackson,  51 
Ala.  514.  Ark. — Neely  v.  Lee  Wilson 
&  Co.,  190  S.  W.  431;  Gleason  v.  Boone, 
123  Ark.  523,  185  S.  W.  1093;  Bank 
of  Pine  Blufe  v.  Levi,  90  Ark.  166,  118 
S.  W.  250;  Alexander  v.  Hardin,  54 
Ark.  480,  16  S.  W.  264;  Fleming  v. 
Johnson,  26  Ark.  421.  Ind. — Hammann 
V.  Mink,  99  Ind.  279.  Kan.— Frazier 
V.  Jenkins,  64  Kan.  615,  68  Pac.  24, 
57  L.  E.  A.  575.  Mich.— Coon  v.  Fry, 
6  Mich.  506.  Minn. — Bottineau  v.  Aetna 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  31  Minn.  125,  16  N.  W. 
849.  Mo. — Blickensderffer  v.  Hanna, 
231   Mo.   93,   132   S.    W.    678.     Mont. 
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Plains  L.  &  I.  Co.  v.  Lynch,  38  Mont, 
271,  99  Pac.  847,  129  Am.  St.  Eep. 
645.  Neb.— Watson  v.  Tremble,  33  Neb. 
450,  50  N.  W.  331,  29  Am.  St.  Rap, 
492;  MeKeighan  v.  Hopkins,  19  Neb. 
33,  26  N.  W.  614;  Neligh  v.  Keene,  16 
Neb.  407,  20  N.  W.  277.  N.  D.— Dakota 
Inv.  Co.  V.  Sullivan,  9  N.  D.  303,  83 
N.  W.  233,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  584.  OMo. 
Mechanic's  Savings  &  Bldg.  L.  Assn. 
V.  O 'Conner,  29  Ohio  St.  651.  Pa. 
Smith  V.  Wildman,  178  Pa.  245,  35 
Atl.  1047,  56  Am.  St.  Eep.  760,  36  L. 
E.  A.  834;  Potts  v.  Wright,  82  Pa. 
498.  S.  O.— Connor  v.  McCoy,  83  S.  C. 
165,  65  S.  B.  257.  Tex. — ^Brown  «. 
Christie,  27  Tex.  73,  84  Am.  Dec.  607; 
Altgelt  V.  Merwitz,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
397,  83  S.  W.  891.  Va.— Eobertson  v. 
Smith,  94  Va.  250,  26  S.  E.  579,  64  Am. 
St.  Eep.  723;  Langyher  v.  Patterson, 
77  Va.  470;  Daniel  v.  Leitch,  13  Gratt. 
(54  Va.)  195.  Wash.— Prince  v.  Mott- 
man,  84  Wash.  287,  146  Pae.  841;  Mil- 
ler V.  Winalow,  70  Wa^h.  401,  126  Pac. 
906.  W.  Va. — Castleman  v.  Castleman, 
67  W.  Va.  407,  68  S.  E.  34;  Klapneek 
V.  Keltz,  50  W.  Va.  331,  40  S.  E.  570. 
See  12  Standard  Peoc.  839. 

[a]  Substance. — The  order  confirm- 
ing the  sale  cures  nothing  of  substance. 
Prazier  v.  Jeakins,  64  Kan.  615,  68 
Pac.  24,  57  L.  E.  A.  575. 

[b]  Coufinuatiou  raises  a.  presump- 
tion of  regularity  in  the  sale  which 
must  prevail  where  the  evidence  at- 
tacking it  is  conflicting.  Du  Hadway 
V.  Driver,  75  Ark.  9,  86  S.  W.  807; 
Hartley's  Heirs  v.  Harris,  70  Tex.  181, 
7  S.  W.  797. 

[e]  Confirmation  of  the  sale  will 
cure  such  irregularities  as  (1)  a  failure 
of  th'3  decree  to  state  the  terms  of 
sale  (Plains  L.  &  I.  Co.  v.  Lynch,  38 
Mont.  271,  99  Pac.  847,  129  Am.  St. 
Eep.  645),  (2)  an  omission  to  give 
notice  of  application  for  the  sale 
(Apel  V.  Kelsey,  47  Ark.  413,  2  S.  W. 
102),  (3)  a  failure  to  have  lands  ap- 
praised (Apel  V.  Kelsey,  47  Ark.  413, 
2  S.  W.  102) ;  Neligh  v.  Keene,  16  Neb. 
407,  20  N.  W.  277),  (4)  a  failure  to 
give  the  notice  required  by  law  (IMiss. 
Hanks  v.  Neal,  44  Miss.  212;  Bland  v, 
Muncaster,  24  Miss.  62,  57  Am.  Dec. 
162;  Minor  V.  Natchez,  4  Smed.  &  M. 
602,  43  Am.  Dec.  488.  Mo. — Bobbins 
V.  Boulware,  190  Mo.  33,  88  S.  W.  674, 
109    Am.    St.    Eep.     746;     Jackson     v. 
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Magruder,  51  Mo.  55.  Neb.— Bresee 
V.  Preston,  91  Neb.  174,  135  N.  W. 
544,  where  twenty-nine  days'  notice 
was  given  instead  of  thirty),  or  (5) 
to  properly  advertise  the  sale  (Nevada 
Nickel  Syndicate  v.  Nat.  Nickel  Co., 
103  Fed.  391;  Apel  v.  Kelsey,  47  Ark. 
413,  2  S.  W.  102),  (6)  a  mistake  in 
the  advertisement  which  is  not  mis- 
leading (Nefie  V.  Elder,  84  Ark.  277, 
105  S.  W.  260,  120  Am.  St.  Eep.  67), 
(7)  a  failure  to  take  security  for  the 
purchase  money  (Wilkerson  v.  Allen, 
67  Mo.  502),  (8)  an  omission  of  a 
verification  of  the  report  (Mayer  ». 
Wiekj  15  Ohio  St.  548),  (9)  irregular- 
ities in  the  appraisement  (U.  S. — ^Blan- 
ton  V.  Kentucky  Distilleries  &  Ware- 
house Co.,  120  Fed.  318.  Mo. — ^Noland 
V.  Barrett,  122  Mo.  181,  26  S.  W.  692, 
43  Am.  St.  Eep.  572;  MeVey  v.  Mc- 
Vey,  51  Mo.  406.  Neb.— Watson  v. 
Tremble,  33  Neb.  450,  50  N.  W.  331, 
29  Am.  St.  Eep.  492.  Ohio. — Mayei'v. 
Wick,  15  Ohio  St.  548),  (10)  a  sale 
en  different  terms  (Eobertson  v.  Smith, 
94  Va.  250,  26  S.  E.  579,  64  Am.  St. 
Eep.  723;  Langyher  v.  Patterson,  77 
Va.  470),  (11)  in  different  order 
(Emery  v.  Vroman,  19  Wis.  689,  88 
Am.  Dec.  726),  (12)  in  a  different  man- 
ner (Bliekensderffer  v.  Hanna,  231  Mo. 
93,  132  S.  W.  678  [a  public  sale  where 
a  private  sale  was  directed];  Klap- 
neck  V.  Keltz,  50  W.  Va.  331,  40  S.  E. 
570  [private  sale  when  a  public  sale 
is  directed]),  or  (13)  at  a  different 
time  (Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1  Md.  Ch. 
331),  (14)  or  place  (Kan. — Thompson 
V.  Burge,  60  Kan.  549,  57  Pac.  110,  72 
Am.  St.  Eep.  369.  Md. — Harrison  v. 
Harrison,  1  Md.  Ch.  331.  Miss.— Ladd 
V.  Craig,  94  Miss.  659,  47  So.  777. 
TeiS. — ^Brown  v.  Christie,  27  Tex.  73,  84 
Am.  Dec.  607),  than  prescribed  in  the 
decree  or  order;  (15)  a  sale  en  masse 
instead  of  in  parcels  (Osman  v.  Trap- 
hagen,  23  Mich.  80),  and  (16)  a  sale 
by  an  unauthorized  person.  Core  v, 
Strickler,  24  W.  Va.  689. 

[d]  A  confirmation  of  a  sale  made 
without  previous  authority  will  pass 
title  to  the  land  such  as  cannot  be 
attacked  collaterally.  Pishback  v.  Page, 
17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  183,  43  S.  W.  317, 
afflrmed,  93  Tex.  639;  Pelham  v.  Mur- 
ray, 64  Tex.  477.  But  see  Ball  v.  Col- 
lins  (Tex.),  5  S.  W.  622. 

[e]  In     Louisiana     under     statute, 
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any  acts  which  the  court  might  have  authorized  originally, °®  but  will 
not  render  a  void  sale  validj^"  or  cure  jurisdictional  errors.^^ 

XII.    VACATING  AND  SETTING  ASIDE  THE  SALE.  — A.   In 

General.  —  It  is  the  policy  of  the  law  that  there  must  be  stability 
and  permanency  in  judicial  sales.^'"  This  policy,  however,  will  yield  to 
the  policy  of  maintaining  the  purity  of  such  sales,^^  and  should  not  be 
enforced  contrary  to  the  rights  of  infants  or  others  under  disability,^* 
even  after  confirmation.^^    The  sale  cannot  be  disturbed  or  set  aside  ex- 


§3543  C.  C,  unless  objections  are  made 
within  five  years  from  date  of  sale, 
all  irregularities  of  the  sale  are  eursd, 
whether  against  minors,  married  wom- 
en, or  interdicted  persons.  Fried  v. 
Marrero,  137  La.  778,  69  So.  172. 

29.  Md. — ^Harrison  v.  Harrison,  1 
Md.  Ch.  331.  Va. — Robertson  v.  Smith, 
94  Va.  250,  26  S.  B.  579,  64  Am.  St. 
Eep.  723;  Evans  v.  Spurgin,  6  Gratt. 
107,  52  Am.  Dec.  105.  W.  Va.— Klap- 
neck  V.  Keltz,  50  W.  Va.  331,  40  S.  B. 
570. 

30.  XT.  S.— DoolittlB  V.  Bryan,  14 
How.  563,  14  L.  ed.  543;  Shriver's  Les- 
see V.  Lynn,  2  How.  43,  11  L.  ed.  172. 
Kan. — ^Prazier  v.  Jeakins,  64  Kan.  615, 
68  Pac.  24,  57  L.  E.  A.  575.  Ky. 
Bethel  v.  Bethel,  6  Bush  65,  99  Am. 
Dec.  655.  Mo. — Cunningham  v.  Ander- 
son, 107  Mo.  371,  17  S.  W.  972,  28 
Am.  St.  Eep.  417;  Barrar  v.  Dean,  24 
Mo.  16.  N.  Y. — O'Donoghue  v.  Boies, 
159  N.  Y.  87,  53  N.  E.  537.  Tenn. 
Games  &  Perry  v.  Polk,  4  Coldw.  87. 
See  Andrews  v.  Andrews,  7  Heisk.  234. 
Wis. — ^Blaekman  v.  Baumann,  22  Wis. 
611. 

[a]  The  chancery  court  cannot  con- 
firm a  void  sale.  Hously  v.  Lindsay, 
10  Heisk.   (Tenn.)   651. 

31.  Neely  v.  Lee  Wilson  &  Co. 
(Ark.),  190  S.  W.  431.  And  see  cases 
in  preceding  notes. 

32.  V.  S. — Pewabic  Min.  Co.  v.  Ma- 
son, 145  V.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36 
L.  ed.  732;  Conro  v.  Crane,  110  IT.  S. 
403,  4  Sup.  Ct.  102,  28  L.  ed.  191; 
In  re  Burr  Mfg.  &  Supply  Co.,  217 
Fed.  16,  133  C.  C.  A.  126,  reversing 
209  Bed.  138;  Nevada  Nickel  Syndicate 
V.  Nat.  Nickel  Co.,  103  Bed.  391.  111. 
Skakel  u.  Cycle  Trade  Pub.  Co.,  237 
111.  482,  86  N.  E.  1058;  Quigley  v. 
Breekenridge,  180  HI.  627,  54  N.  E. 
580;  Conover  v.  Musgrave,  68  111.  58. 
Ky.— Leavell  v.  Carter,  112  S.  W.  1118; 
Benningfield   v.  Eeed,   8   B.   Mon.   102. 


Md.— Davis  v.  Helbig,  27  Md.  452,  92 
Am.  Dec.  646;  Cunningham  v.  Schley, 
6  Gill  207;  Gibbs  v.  Cunningham,  1  Md. 
Ch.  44.  N.  J. — Cropper  v.  Brown,  76 
N,  J.  Eq.  406,  74  Atl.  987,  139  Am. 
St.  Eep.  770;  Eyan  v.  Wilson,  64  N.  J. 
Bq.  797,  52  Atl.  993,  53  Atl.  1039; 
Zimmerman  v.  Place,  61  N.  J.  Eq.  273, 
53  Atl.  1125.  N.  C— Pinnell  v.  Bor- 
roughs,  168  N.  C.  315,  84  S.  E.  364; 
Sutton  V.  Schonwald,  86  N.  C.  198,  41 
Am.  Bap.  455.  S.  O.— TederaE  v. 
Bouknight,  25  S.  C.  275;  Cathcart  v. 
Sugenheimer,  18  S.  C.  123.  Tenn. 
Morton,  Smith  &  Co.  v.  Sloan,  11 
Humph.  278.  Va. — Litton  v.  Blanary, 
116  Va.  710,  82  S.  E.  692;  Coleman 
V.  Virginia  Stave  Co.,  112  Va. -61,  70 

5.  E.  545;   Watkins  v.  Jones,  107  Va. 

6,  57  S.  E.  608;  Moore  v.  Triplett,  96 
Va.  603,  32  S.  E.  50,  70  Am.  St.  Eep. 
882. 

33.  Garrett  v.  Moss,  20  111.  549; 
Harwood  v.  Cox',  26  HI.  App.  374; 
Busey  v.  Hardin,  2  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  407. 

34.  Stivers  ■».  Stivers,  236  HI.  160, 
86  N.  E.  209;  Kiebel  v.  Leick,  216  HI. 
474,  75  N.  E.  187;  Townsend  v.  John- 
son,  10  Kan.  App.   547,   63   Pac.   25. 

35.  Nugent  v.  Nugent,  54  Mich.  557, 
20  N.  W.  584.  Compare,  Virginia  Fire 
&  M.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Cottrell,  85  Va.  857, 
9  S.  E.  132,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  108;  Hi,ck- 
son  V.  Eucker,  77  Va.  135,  holding  it 
is  by  no  means  a  matter  of  discretion 
with  the  court  to  rescind  a  sale  which 
has  once  been  confirmed.  Some  spe- 
cial ground  must  be  laid,  such  as 
fraud,  accident,  mistake,  or  miscon- 
duct on  the  part  of  tbs  purchaser  or 
other  person  connected  wit^  the  sale 
which  has  worked  injustice  to  the  com- 
plaining party. 

[a]  Where  no  notice  of  the  order 
asked  to  be  vacated,  or  of  the  order 
of  sale,  or  of  confirmation  Was  given 
the  defendant  and  he  takes  his  remedy 
at  the  first  opportunity  after  such  no- 
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cept  for  some  legal  reason."*  The  eomplaining  party  must  suffer  some 
injury ,^^  and  must  not  have  been  guilty  of  inexcusable  neglect.'* 

The  commissioner's  conducting  a  sale  of  an  intestate's  property  at 
public  auction  cannot  annul  the  sale  or  set  aside  the  proceedings.^" 

B.  Jurisdiction  and  Venue,  —  Where  the  proceeding  is  by  mo- 
tion, the  court  confirming  the  sale  has  jurisdiction  to  set  aside  the  order 
at  the  term  at  which  it  was  rendered,*"  but  not  after  the  term,*^  unless 


tice  the  court  has  discretion  to  set  the 
sale  aside  and  order  a,  resale  even 
after  confirmation.  Nugent  v.  Nugent, 
54  Mich.  557,  20  Hf.  W.  584. 

36.  McCotter  v.  Jay,  30  N.  T.  80. 
As  to  grounds  for  setting  aside,  see 

infra,  XII,  D. 

37.  U.  S.— Stoekmeyer  v.  Tobin,  139 
tJ.  S.  176,  196,  11  Sup.  Ct.  504,  35 
L.  ed.  123;  Nevada  Nickel  Syndicate 
V.  National  Nickel  Co.,  103  Pgd.  391. 
Cal.— Bechtel  v.  Wier,  152  Cal.  443,  93 
Pae.  75,  15  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  549;  Sum- 
merville  v.  March,  142  Cal.  554,  76  Pac. 
388,  100  Am.  St.  Eep.  145;  Humboldt, 
etc.  Society  v.  March,  136  Cal.  321,  68 
Pac.  968.  Idaho. — In  re  Great  Western 
Beet  Sugar  Co.,  22  Idaho  328,  125  Pac. 
799,  43  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  671.  La.— Gil- 
mer V.  Nicholson,  21  La.  Ann.  589; 
Stockton  v.  Downey,  6  La.  Ann.  581. 
Md. — Gregory  v.  Lenning,  54  Md.  51. 
Mass. — Old  Colony  Trust  Co.  v.  Great 
White  Spirit  Co.,  181  Mass.  413,  63 
N.  E.  945.  Neb. — Gray  v.  Burich,  2 
Nsb.  (Unof.)  194,  96  N.  W.  343;  Gray 
V.  Naiman,  2  Neb.  (Unof.)  196,  96  N. 
W.  343.  Pa.— Hazlett's  Estate,  137  Pa. 
587,  21  Atl.  804.  Va.— Patterson  v. 
Eakin,  87  Va.  49,  12  S.  B.  144.  W.  Va. 
Klapneck  v.  Keltz,  50  W.  Va.  331,  40 
S.  E.  570;  Trimble  v.  Herold,  20-  W. 
Va.  602;  Hughes  &  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  19 
W.  Va.  366.  Wis.— Lloyd  v.  Frank,  30 
Wis.  306. 

38.  Ala. — Helena  Coal  Co.  v.  Sib- 
ley, 132  Ala.  651,  32  So.  718.  Ark. 
Miller  v.  Henry,  105  Ark.  261,  150  S. 
W.  700,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  754.  N.  J. 
Hayes  v.  Stiger,  29  N.  J.  Bq.  196. 
N.  Y. — American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oakley,  9 
Paige  259;  Housman  v.  Wright,  50  App. 
Div.  606,  64  N.  T.  Supp.  71.  Va. 
Eedd  V.  Dyer,  83  Va.  331,  2  S.  E. 
283,  5  Am.  St.  Bap.  272. 

39.  Peirson  v.  Msk,  99  Mich.  43,  57 
N.  W.  1080;  Samson  v.  Honrado-,  12 
Phil.  IbI.  37. 

40.  Indiana  &  Arkansas  Lumb.  & 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Milburn,  161  Fed.  531,  88 
C.  C.  A.  473. 
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[a]  The  probate  court  of  Ohio  (1) 
is  not  granted  jurisdiction  to  set  aside 
a  deed  of  conveyance  and  when  a  deed 
has  been  made  in  pursuance  of  its 
decree  of  confirmation,  its  power  is  at 
an  end,  Sazton  v.  Seiberling,  48  Ohio 
St.  554,  29  N.  B.  179.  (2)  But  in 
Montana  the  probate  court  has  author- 
ity to  set  aside  the  sale  for  the  pur- 
pose of  ordering  a  resale  but  not  other- 
wise. State  V.  District  Court,  27  Mont, 
415,  71  Pae.  401. 

41.  Ark, — State  Nat.  Bank  v.  Nael, 
53  Ark.  110,  13  S.  W.  700,  22  Am. 
St.  Eep.  185.  m. — Barnes  v.  Henshaw, 
226  HI.  605,  80  N.  E.  1076;  Schwein- 
furth  V.  Poehlman,  83  HI.  App.  428. 
Ky.— Kincaid  v.  Tutt,  88  Ky.  392,  11 
S.  W.  297;  Schlosser  V.  Murnan,  20 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  1468,  49  S.  W.  421.  Miss. 
Turnbull  v.  Endicott,  3  Smed.  &  M. 
302.  See  Henderson  v.  Herrod,  23  Miss. 
434,  Tenn. — Jackson  v.  Gholson,  62  S. 
W,  324;  Young  v.  Thompson,  2  Coldw. 
596;  Bond  v.  Clay,  2  Head  379.  Tex. 
Davis  V.  Stewart,  4  Tex.  223. 

See  generally  the  title  "Judgmeats," 

[a]  After  the  Term, — After  con- 
firmation the  court  may  set  aside  the 
order  of  confirmation  and  the  sale  for 
the  same  causes  as  would  have  justi- 
fied a  refusal  to  confirm  in  the  first  in- 
stance; but  affcsr  the  term  at  which 
confirmation  was  made  the  power  of 
the  court  over  the  subject-matter  has 
ceased,  unless  the  purchaser  at  the  sale 
was  a  party  to  the  suit  in  which  the 
decree  for  the  sale  was  originally  made 
and  the  suit  is  still  pending.  "In 
such  a  case  the  court  would  still  have 
the  parties  before  it;  we  do  not  say 
that  an  order  of  confirmation  might 
not  be  set  aside  by  petition  at  a  sub- 
sequent time,"  Henderson  v.  Herrod, 
23  Miss.  434. 

[b]  That  the  sronnd  of  relief  is 
fraud  is  immaterial.  Jackson  v.  Ghol- 
son (Tenn.),  .62  S.  W.  324;  TurnbuU 
V.  Endicott,  3  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  302. 
But  see  Barnes  v.  Henshaw,  326  111, 
605,  80  N.  E,  1076,  dictum. 
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the  motion  is  continued  to  the  next  term;*'  this  jurisdiction  belongs 
exclusively  to  a  court  of  chancery.*'  The  latter  court  has  inherent 
power  to  set  aside  sales  made  by  its  order,**  and  jurisdiction  to  set 
aside  all  sales  made  by  authority  of  law  or  by  virtue  of  process  of  other 
courts.*^  An  action  to  annul  a  sale  need  not  be  brought  in  the  same 
court  that  granted  the  order  of  sale,*^  but  it  must  be  commenced  in  a 
court  of  general  jurisdiction,  silch  as  a  court  of  equity.*' 

G.  When  Pkoceeding  Instituted.  —  Proceedings  to  set  aside  or 
vacate  the  sale  may  be  taken  either  before**  or  after*"  confirmation, 
but  they  cannot  be  taken  before  the  report  or  return  is  filed.^"  The 
sale  may  be  vacated,  although  a  conveyance  may  have  been  made.^^ 
Where  the  judgment  debtor  had  notice  of  the  sale  his  application  to 


[c]  Where  terms  are  abolished,  this 
Tule  is  necessarily  inapplicabls.  In  re 
Burr  Mfg.  &  Supply  Co.,  217  Fed.  16, 
133  C.  C.  A.  126. 

42.  Niles  V.  Parks,  49  Ohio  St.  370, 
34  N.  E.  735. 

43.  Jackson  v.  Gholson  (Tenn.),  62 
S.  W.  324. 

44.  TJ.  S. — Kent  v.  Lake  Superior 
Ship  Canal  Co.,  144  U.  S.  75,  12  Sup. 
Ct.  650,  36  L.  ed.  352.  Fla. — Marsh  v. 
Marsh,  72  So.  638.  Mich.— Butters 
V.  Butters,  153  Mich.  153,  117  N.  W. 
203,  whether  the  property  is  bid  in  by 
a  party  to  the  suit  or  a  stranger.  Miss. 
Hopton  V.  Swan,  50  Miss.  545.  N.  J. 
Woodward  v.  Bullock,  27  N.  J.  Eq. 
507.  N.  Y. — Le  Fevre  v.  I/araway,  22 
Barb.  167.  N.  C— Harrsll  v.  Blythe, 
140  N.  C.  415,  53  S.  E.  232;  Wood  v. 
Parker,  63  N.  C.  379;  Clayton  v.  Glover, 
56  N.  C.  371.  Tenn. — Deaderick  v. 
Smith,  6  Humph.  138.  Utah. — Gray  v. 
Matthews,  17  Utah  312,  53  Pac.  976. 

45.  Howell  V.  Sebring,  14  N.  J.  Eq. 
84. 

[a]  Where  a  sale  is  impeached  for 
fraud  or  unfair  practices  of  officer  or 
purchaser  to  the  prejudice  of  the  own- 
er, a  court  of  chancery  is  the  proper 
tribunal  to  aflEord  relief.  Cocks  v. 
Izard,  7  Wall.  (U.  S.)  559,  19  L.  ed. 
275;  Slater  v.  Maxwell,  6  Wall.  (U.  S.) 
268,  18  li.  ed.  796. 

[b]  The  federal  courts  have  juris- 
diction to  set  aside  a  judicial  sale  in 
a  state  court,  for  fraud  in  obtaining 
the  decree.  Johnson  v.  Waters,  111 
IJ.  S.  640,  657,  4  Sup.  Ct.  619,  28  L. 
ed.  547.      - 

46.  Stapleton  v.  Butterfleld,  34  La. 
Ann.  822,  it  is  not  an  action  to  annul 
a  judgment. 


47.  Coffey  V.  Coffey,  16  HI.  141; 
Jackson  v.  Gholson  (Tenn.),  62  S.  W. 
324;  Bond  V.  Clay,  2  Head  (Tenn.)  379; 
Young  V.  Shumate,  3  Sneed  (Tenn.) 
369;  Deaderick  v.  Smith,  6  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  138, 

48.  Ala. — Jones  •».  Burden,  20  Ala. 
382.  Ark.— Wells  v.  Lenox,  108  Ark. 
366,  159  S.  W.  1099.  Minn. — Eogers  v. 
Holyoke,  14  Minn.  220.  Mont. — In  re 
First  Trust,  etc.  Bank  of  Billings,  45 
Mont.  89,  122  Pac.  561,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913C,  1327.  Tenn.— Bryant  v.  Me- 
CoUum,  4  Heisk.  511. 

As  to  objections  to  confirmation,  see 
supra,  XI,  J. 

49.  TT.  a.— In  re  Burr  Mfg.  &  Sup- 
ply Co.,  ai7  Fed.  16,  133  C.  C.  A.  126, 
reversing  209  Fed.  138.  Hit. — Marsh 
V.  Ma;rsh,  72  So.  638.  Miss. — Tooley  v. 
Kane,  Smed.,  &  M.  Ch.  518.  Mont. 
In  re  First  Trust,  etc.  Bank  of  Billings, 
45  Mont.  89,  122  Pac.  561,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913C,  1327.  N.  J.— Koegel  v.  Koegel, 
83  N.  J.  Eq.  179,  89  Atl.  861.  Tenn. 
Bryant  v.  McCoUum,  4  Heisk.  511. 
Wis. — Strong  v.  Catton,  1  Wis.  471. 

50.  Smith  v.  Benson,  2  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)  326. 

51.  Ala. — Aderholt  v.  Henry,  82  Ala, 
541,  3  So.  114.  Neb.— Omaha  Loan  & 
Bldg.  Assn.  V.  Hendee,  108  N.  W.  190. 
See  Paulett  v.  Peabody,  3  Neb.  196. 
N.  J. — Barker  «.  Richardson,  41  N.  J. 
Eq.  656,  7  Atl.  637;  Mutual  Life  Ins. 
Co.  ■».  Goddard,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  482;  Mut- 
ual Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sturges,  33  N.  J. 
Eq.  328.  Pa. — Johnson's  Appeal,  114 
Pa.  132,  6  Atl.  556.  Tex.'— Hampton  v. 
Hampton,  9  Tex.  Civ.  App.  497,  29  S. 
W.  423. 

As  to  the  showing  which  must  be 
made  in   such  case,  see  infra,  XII,  I. 
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set  aside  the  sale  should  be  made  before  the  right  of  redemption  has  ex- 
pired.^^  If  the  proceeding  is  by  motion  to  set  aside  the  order  of  con^ 
firmation  it  must  be  taken  during  the  term  at  which  the  order  was 
made.^^ 

D,  Grounds.  —  1.  In  General.^*  —  A  court  of  probate  can  vacate 
or  set  aside  a  sale  on  the  grounds  provided  for  by  the  statute  conferring 
the  right. ^®  But  a  court  of  equity  may  set  aside  a  sale  upon  grounds 
which  are  insufficient  to  confer  an  absolute  right  to  a  resale  upon  the 
objecting  party.^^  A  sale  may  be  set  aside  on  the  ground  of  accident,'^ 
misrepresentation  as  to  the  terms,  or  manner  of  sale,^*  or  the  viola- 
tion of  some  duty  by  the  officer  conducting  the  sale,°^  or  by  the  pur- 
chaser,®" or  for  other  causes  for  which  equity  would  give  relief.®^  But 
the  miseonduct  of  the  original  trustee  cannot  avail  to  set  aside  a  sale 
by  his  successor. ^^ 

2.    Inadequacy  of  Price. — Mere  inadequacy  of  price  is  not  suffi- 


52.  Milter  V.  McAlister,  197  111.  72, 
64  N.  E.  254;  Clark  v.  Glos,  180  111. 
556,  54  N.  E.  631,  72  Am.  St.  Eep. 
223;  Power  v.  Larabee,  3  N.  D.  502, 
57  N.  W.  789i  44  Am.  St.  Bep.  577. 

53.  See  supra,  XII,  B. 

54.  As  to  opening  'biddings  on  ad- 
vance bid,,  see  supra,  IX,  K,  10. 

55.  Estate  of  Leonis,  138  Cal.  194, 
71  Pae.  171.  But  see  supra,  XII,  B, 
as  to  jurisdiction  of  probate  court  in 
Ohio,  and  see  generally  the  title  "Pro- 
bate Courts." 

56.  Fisher  v.  Hersey,  78  N.  Y.  387. 

57.  Ala. — Helena  Coal  Co.  v.  Sibley, 
132  Ala.  651,  32  So.  718.  lU.— McMul- 
len  V.  Gable,  47  111.  67.  Miss. — Swof- 
ford  V.  Garmon,  51  Miss.  348;  Bedus 
V.  Hayden,  43  Miss.  614;  Mitchell  v. 
Harris,  48  Miss.  314.  Mo. — Patton  v. 
Hanna,  46  Mo.  314.  N.  J.— Mutual 
Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Goddard,  33  N.  J.  Eq. 
482;  Hayes  v.  Stiger,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  196. 
Va. — Harman  v.  Copenhaver,  89  Va. 
836,  17  S.  E.  482;  Virginia  Fire  &  Ma- 
rine Ins.  Co.  V.  Cottrell,  85  Va.  857,  9 
S.  E.  132,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  108. 

58.  Columbia  Paper  Bag  Co.  v.  Carr, 
116  Md.  541,  82  Atl.  442;  Billingslea 
ih  Baldwin,  23  Md.  85;  Bolgiano  v. 
Cooke,  19  Md.  375. 

[a]  IMisrepresentation. — A  sale  will 
be  set  aside  where  the  trustee  make^ 
promises  or  representations  to  the  bid- 
ders that  the  estate  is  free  from  in- 
cumbrances, or  that  the  title  is  better 
or  different  from  that  which  would 
flow  from  the  proceedings,  and  such 
turns  out  to  be  erroneous  and  cannot 
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be  complied  with.  Speed  v.  Smith,  4 
Md.  Oh.  299. 

59.  Skakel  v.  Cycle  Trade  Pub.  Co., 
237  111.  482,  86  N.  E.  1058;  McMuUen 
V.  Gable,  47  111.  67;  MuUins  v.  Franz, 
162  App.  Div.  418,  147  N.  T.  Supp. 
418. 

[a]  Where  creditors  are  prevented 
from  attending  and  bidding  because  of 
an  impression  received  from  the  mas- 
ter that  the  sale  will  not  take  place 
on  the  day  appointed  although  there 
was  no  collusion  between  the  master 
and  purchaser,  a  resale  will  be  ordered 
if  the  creditors  offer  to  make  an  ad- 
vance bid  sufficient  to  cover  their  de- 
mands.  Collier  v.  Whipple,  13  Wend, 
(N.  Y.)   224. 

GO.  HI. — Skakel  v.  Cycle  Trade  Pub, 
Co.,  237  111.  482,  86  N.  E.  1058;  Mc 
Mullen  V.  Gable,  47  lU.  67.  Mich, 
■Page  V.  Kress,  80  Mich.  85,  44  N.  W 
1052,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  504.  N.  Y. 
Mullins  V.  Franz,  162  App.  Div.  316 
147  N.  Y.  Supp.  418. 

61.  Patton  V.  Hanna,  46  Mo.  314, 
Harman  v.  Copenhaver,  89  Va.  836,  17 
S.  E.  482;  Allison  v.  Allison,  88  Va, 
328,  13  8.  E.  549;  Virginia  Fire  &  M, 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Cottrell,  85  Va.  857,  9  S.  E 
132,  17  Am.  St.  Eep.  108. 

[a]  That  a  party  has  such  defective 
eyesight  that  he  cannot  read  and  was 
not  at  the  sale  because  he  did  not  see 
the  advertisement  will  not  authorize  a 
resale.  Parkhurst  v.  Cory,  11  N.  J.  Eq, 
233. 

62.  Dungan  V.  Vondersmith,  49  Md. 
249, 
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cient  to  justify  the  setting  aside  of  a  judicial  sale,"'  unless  the  inade- 


63.  V.  S.— Ballentyne  v.  Smith,  205 
V.  S.  285,  27  Sup.  Ct.  527,  51  L.  ed. 
803;  Nalle  v.  Young,  160  U.  S.  624,  16 
Sup.  Ct.  420,  40  L.  ed.  560;  GrafEam 
V.  Burgess,  117  U.  S.  180,  6  Sup.  Ct. 
686,  29  L.  led.  839;  In  re  Burr  Mfg.  & 
Supply  Co.,  217  Fed.  16,  133  C.  C.  A. 
126  {reversing  209  Fed.  138);  Layton 
V.  E.  I.  Hospital  Trust  Co.,  205  Fed. 
276,  125  C.  C.  A.  263;  Files  v.  Brown, 
124  Fed.  133,  59  C.  C.  A.  403.  Ala. 
Pollock  &  Co.  V.  Haigler,  70  So.  258; 
Boy  V.  O'Neill,  168  Ala.  354,  52  So. 
946;  Montague  v.  Int.  Trust  Co.,  142 
Ala.  544,  38  So.  1025;  Helena  Coal  Co. 
V.  Sibley,  182  Ala.  651,  32  So.  718; 
Parker  v.  Bluffton  Car  Wheel  Co.,  108 
Ala.  140,  18  So.  938.  Ark.— Wells  v. 
Lenox,  108  Ark.  366,  159  S.  W.  1099, 
Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  11;  George  v.  Nor- 
wood, 77  Ark.  216,  91  S.  W.  557,  7 
Ann.  Cas.  171,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  143; 
Nix  V.  Draughon,  56  Ark.  240,  19  S. 
W.  669;  Hershey  v.  DuVal,  47  Ark. 
86,  14  S.  W.  469.  Cal. — Summerville  v. 
March,  142  Cal.  554,  76  Pae.  388,  100 
Am.  St.  Eep.  145;  Anglo-Calif ornian 
Bank  v.  Cerf,  142  Cal.  303,  75  Pac. 
902;  Conniek  v.  Hill,  127  Cal.  165,  59 
Pac.  832.  Colo. — ^La  Fitte  v.  Salisbury, 
43  Colo.  248,  95  Pac.  1065;  Conway 
V.  John,  14  Colo.  80,  23  Pac.  170.  Del. 
Eoger  V.  Ocheltree,  4  Houst.  452; 
Booth's  Bxr.  v.  Webster,  5  Harr.  129; 
Cowgill  V.  Cahoon,  3  Harr.  23.  Fla. 
MacFarlane  v.  MacFarlane,  50  Fla. 
570,  89  So.  995;  Lawyers'  Co-Operative 
Pub.  Co.  V.  Bennett,  84  Fla.  302,  16 
So.  185;  Coker  v.  Dawkins,  20  Fla.  141. 
Ga. — Oswald  -v.  Johnson,  140  Ga.  62, 
78  S.  B.  338,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,.l;  Pal- 
mour'i;.  Eoper,  119  Ga.  10,  45  S.  E. 
790.  Haw. — Smith  v.  Pacific  Heights 
Ey.  Co.,  17  Hawaii  96  (affirmed,  205 
IT.  S.  285,  27  Sup.  Ct.  527,  51  L.  ed. 
803);  Smith  v.  Steamship  City  of 
Columbia,  11  Hawaii  709.  111. — Osmond 
V.  Evans,  269  111.  278,  110  N.  B.  16; 
Haggerty  v.  Haggerty,  268  111.  295,  109 
N.  E.  34;  Bondurant  v.  Bondurant,  251 
111.  324,  96  N.  B.  306;  Abbott  v.  Beebe, 
226  m.  417,  80  N.  B.  991;  Mansfield 
1}.  Wallace,  217  HI.  610,  75  N.  E.  682; 
Quick  V.  Collins,  197  HI.  391,  64  N.  E. 
288.  Ind. — Sowle  v.  Champion,  16  Ind. 
165;  Benton  v.  Shreeve,  4  Ind.  66.  la. 
Koch  v.  West,  118  Iowa  468,  92  N.  W. 
663,  96  Am.  St.  Eep.  394.    See  Central 


Tniat  Co.  •».  Gate  City  Elec.  St.  E. 
Co.,  96  Iowa  646,  65  N.  W.  982.  Kan. 
Cowles  V.  Phoenix  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co., 
63  Kan.  883,  65  Pac.  217;  Means  v. 
Eosevear,  42  Kan.  877,  22  Pac.  319; 
Babcock  v.  Canfield,  36  Kan.  437,  13 
Pac.  787;  Wolfert  v.  Milford  Savings 
Bank,  5  Kan.  App.  222,  47  Pac.  175. 
Ky. — Hazel  v.  Buckner,  158  Ky.  618, 
165  S.  W.  969;  Conclin  v.  Grand  Cen- 
tral S.  &  B.  Assn.,  144  Ky.  237,  138 
S.  W.  312;  Foor  v.  Mechanics  Bank  & 
Trust  Co.,  144  Ky.  682,  189  S.  W. 
840,  Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  714;  Columbia 
Finance  &  Trust  Co.  v.  Bates,  24  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  2412,  74  S.  W.  248;  Scott  v. 
O 'Neil's  Admr.,  23  Ky.  L.  Eep.  331, 
62  S.  W.  1042.  Md.— Vollum  v.  Beall, 
117  Md.  617,  83  Atl.  1095,  Ann.  Cas. 
1914D,  16;  Garritee  v.  Popplein,  73  Md. 
322,  20  Atl.  1070;  Mahoney  v.  Mac- 
kubin,  52  Md.  357;  Cohen  v.  Wag- 
ner, 6  Gill  236;  Glenn  v.  Clapp, 
11  Gill  &  J.  1.  Miss. — George  v. 
Wood,  94  Miss.  268,  49  So.  147; 
Allen  V.  Martin,  61  Miss.  78;  Swofford 
V.  Garmon,  51  Miss.  348;  Eedus  v. 
Hayden,  43  Miss.  614;  Pattison  v.  Jos- 
selyn,  43  Miss.  373.  Mo. — Mangold  v. 
Bacon,  237  Mo.  496,  141  S.  W.  650; 
Knoop  V.  Kelsey,  121  Mo.  642,  26  S. 
W.  683;  Walters  v.  Hermann,  99  Mo. 
529,  12  S.  W.  890;  Phillips  v.  Stewart, 
59  Mo.  491;  Bobb  v.  Graham,  15  Mo. 
App.  289;  Million  v.  McEee,  9  Mo. 
App.  344.  Mont. — In  re  First  Trust, 
etc.  Bank  of  Billings,  45  Mont.  89,  122 
Pae.  561,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  1327;  Bur- 
ton V.  Kipp,  80  Mont.  275,  76  Pac.  563. 
Nev. — Dazet  v.  Landry,  21  Nev.  291, 
30  Pac.  1064.  N.  J.— Krieger  v.  Scheuer 
(N.  J.  Eq.),  86  Atl.  534;  Knickerbocker 
Trust  Co.  V.  Carteret  Steel  Co.,  81  N. 
J.  Eq.  130,  86  Atl.  55;  Hoffman  v. 
Godfrey,  79  N.  J.  Eq.  617,  82  Atl.  900; 
Eyan  v.  Wilson,  64  N.  J.  Eq.  797,  52 
Atl.  993.  53  Atl.  1039;  Morrisse  v. 
Inglis,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  306,  19  Atl.  16. 
N.  M. — Las  Vegas  Ey.  &  Power  Co.  v. 
Trust  Co.,  15  N.  M.  634,  110  Pac.  856; 
Cattle  Co.  V.  Schofield,  9  N.  M.  136, 
49  Pae.  954.  N.  Y.—In  re  Supt.  of 
Banks,  207  N.  Y.  11,  16,  100  N.  E. 
428;  Howell  i).  Mills,  53  N.  T.  322; 
Lockwood  V.  McGuire,  57  How.  Pr. 
266;  State  Eealty  &  Mtg.  Co.  v.  Vil- 
laume,  121  App.  Div.  793,  106  N.  T. 
Supp.  698;  Wilber  v.  Wilber,  119  App. 
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quacy  is  so  great  as  to  shock  the  oonseience,"*  or  raise  a  presumption  of 


Div.  740,  104  N.  Y.  Supp.  179;  Bar- 
nard V.  Jersey,  39  Misc.  212,  79  N.  Y. 
Supp.  380.  N.  C— Davis  v.  Keen,  142 
N.  C.  496,-55  S.  E.  359.  See  Harrell 
V.  Ely  the,  140  N.  C.  415,  53  S.  E.  232; 
Branch  v.  Griffin,  99  N.  C.  173,  5  S.  E. 
393,  398;  Sumner  v.  Sessoms,  94  N.  C. 
'371;  Vass  v.  Arrington,  89  N.  C.  10. 
N.  D. — Bailey  v.  Hendrickson,  25  N.  D. 
500,  143  N.  W.  134,  Ann.  Cas.  19150, 
739;  Grove  v.  Great  Northern  Loan  Co., 
17  N.  D.  352,  116  N.  W.  345,  138  Am. 
St.  Eep.  707;  Power  v.  Larabee,  3  N. 
D.  502,  57  N.  W,  789,  44  Am.  St.  Bep. 
577.  Pa.— Levi  v.  Greer,  236  Pa.  475, 
84  Atl.  917;'  Carson  v.  Ambrose,  183 
Pa.  88,  38  Atl.  508;  In  re  Carson's  Sale, 
6  Watts  140;  Haspel  v.  Lyons,  41  Pa. 
Super.  285.  S^  O.^-McLean  v.  Crouch, 
99  S.  C.  118,  82  S.  E.  988;  Connor  v. 
McCoy,  83  S.  C.  165,  65  S.  E.  257; 
Ex  parte  Cooley,  69  S.  C.  143,  48  S.  E. 
92;  Ex  parte  Alexander,  35  S.  C.  409, 
14  S.  E.  854.  S.  D.— Krst  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Black  Hills  Fair  Assn.,  2  S.  D.  145^ 
48  N.  W.  852.  Tenn.— Smith  v.  Mil- 
ler, 42  S.  W.  182;  Myers  V.  James,  4 
Lea  370.  Tex. — Pearson  v.  Hudsfln,  52 
Tex.  352;  Agricultural,  M.  &  B.  Assn. 
V.  Brewster,  51  Tex.  257;  Trans-Pecos 
Lj  &  Irr.  Co.  V.  Arno  Co-op.  Irr.  Co. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  180  S.  W.  928;  Ken- 
nedy V.  Walker  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  138 
S.  W.  1115;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  So. 
Beaumont  Land  Co.,  60  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
315,  128  S.  W.  436;  Dilley  v.  Jasper 
Lumb.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  114  S.  W. 
878.  Vt.— Carver  v.  Spence,  67  Vt. 
563,  32  Atl.  493.  Va.— Benet  v.  Ford, 
113  Va.  442,  74  S.  E.  394;  Hazlewood 
V.  Ferrer,  94  Va.  703,  27  S.  B.  507; 
Harman  v.  Copeuhaver,  89  Va.  836,  17 
S.  E.  482;  Allison  v.  Allison,  88  Va. 
328,  13  S.  E.  549;  Virginia  Marine  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Cottrell,  85  Va.  857,  9  S.  B. 
132,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  108;  Coles  v. 
Coles,  83  Va.  525,  5  S.  E.  673.  Wash. 
Miller  v.  Winslow,  70  Wash.  401,  126 
Pac.  906,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B,  853;  Eoger 
V.  Whitham,  56  Wash.  190,  105  Pac. 
628,  134  Am.  St.  Eep.  1105,  21  Ann. 
Cas.  272.  W.  Va. — Schmertz  v.  Ham- 
mond, 51  W.  Va.  408,  41  S.  E.  184; 
Laidley  v.  Jasper,  49  W.  Va.  526,  39 
S.  E.  169;  Connell  v.  Wilhelm,  36  W. 
Va.  598,  15  S.  E.  245;  Moran  v.  Clark, 
30,  W.  Va.  358,  4  S.  E.  303,  8  Am. 
St.  Eep.  66;  Trimble  v.  Herold,  20  W. 
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Va.  602.  Wis.— John  Paul  Lumb.  Co. 
V.  Neumeister,  106  Wis.  243,  82  N.  W. 
144;  Meehan  v.  Blodgett,  86  Wis.  511, 
57  N.  W.  291;  Maxwell  v.  Newton,  65 
Wis.  261,  27  N.  W.  31;  Strong  v.  Cat- 
ton,  1  Wis.  471.  Can. — O'Connor  v. 
Woodard,  6  Ont.  Pr.  223. 

[a]  InadeoLuacy  of  consideration  in 
no  wise  afEects  the  good  faith  of  the 
purchaser.  Koch  v.  West,  118  Iowa 
468,  92  N.  W.  663,  96  Am.  St.  Eep. 
394. 

[b]  Sales  of  Personalty  and  Realty 
Distinguished.  —  Mere  inadequacy  of 
price  will  not  impeach  a  sale  of  per- 
sonalty, though  sometimes  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  set  aside  a  sale  of  real  estate. 
Swires  v.  Brotherline,  41  Pa.  135,  80 
Am.  Dec.  601. 

[c]  Inadequacy  of  price  has  sig- 
nificance only  when  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  other  facts  tending  to  show 
bad  faith,  mistake,  an  undue  advan- 
tage, or  other  grounds  of  equitable  re- 
lief. Hudgins  v.  Morrow,  47  Ark.  515, 
2  S.  W.  104. 

64.  XT.  S.— Eallentyne  v.  Smith,  203 
U.  S.  285,  27  Sup.  Ct.  527,  51  L.  ed. 
803;  Pewabic  Min.  Co.  v.  Mason,  145 
V.  a.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36  L.  ed. 
732;  In  re  Burr  Mfg.  &  Supply  Co., 
217  Fed.  16,  133  G.  C.  A.  126  (reversing 
209  Fed.  138) ;  Layton  v.  Ehode  Island 
Hospital  Trust  Co.,  205  Psd.  276,  125 
C.  C.  A.  263;  Magann  v.  Segal,  92  Fed. 
252,  34  C.  C.  A.  323.  Ark.— George 
V.  Norwood,  77  Ark.  216,  91  S.  W. 
557,  113  Am.  St.  Eep.  143.  Haw. 
Smith  V.  Pacific  Heights  Ey.  Co.,  17 
Hawaii  96.  111. — Wilson  v.  Ford,  190 
III.  614,  60  N.  E.  876.  IHiss.- George 
V.  Wood,  94  Miss.  268,  49  So.  147; 
Pattison  v.  Josselyn,  43  Miss.  373.  Mo. 
Mangold  v.  Bacon,  237  Mo.  496,  141 
S.  W..  650,  the  phrase  "shock  the  con- 
science" means  causing  the  moral 
sense,  the  inward  monitor  to  be 
stunned,  to  recoil.  N.  J. — Marlatt  c. 
Warwick,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  108.  N.  M. 
Las  Vegas  Ey.  &  Power  Go.  ■».  Trust 
Co.,  15  N.  M.  634,  110  Pac.  856.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Supt.  of  Banks,  207  N.  Y.  11, 
100  N.  E.  428;  State  Eealty  &  Mtg. 
Co.  V.  Villaume,  121  App.  Div.  793, 
106  N.  Y.  Supp.  698;  Wesson  v.  Chap- 
man, 76  Hun  592,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  192. 
W.  Va. — Schmertz  v.  Hammond,  51  W. 
Va.  408,  41  S.  E.  184. 
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unfairness,""  fraud,''*  or  mistake  on  the  part  of  one  interested  in  tlie 


[a]  Purchase  by  a  Stranger. — ^Where 
the  property  is  sold  to  a  stranger  the 
sale  ■will  not  be  set  aside  for  mere 
inadequacy  of  price,  no  matter  how 
gross,  unless  there  is  unfair  practice 
at  the  sale,  or  surprise  without  fault 
on  the  part  of  those  interested.  Helena 
Coal  Co.  V.  Sibley,  132  Ala.  651,  32  So. 
718;  Parker  v.  BlufEton  Car  Wheel  Co., 
108  Ala.  140,  18  So.  938;  Littell  v. 
Zunts,  2  Ala.  256,  36  Am.  Dec.  415. 

[b]  niustiatious. — (1)  Where  prop- 
erty worth  $150  was  sold  for  twenty- 
five  cents  there  is  such  inadequacy  as 
shocks  the  conscience,  and  the  sale 
will  be  set  aside  even  though  title  has 
passed  and  the  property  delivered. 
Maxwell  v.  Burns  (Tenn.),  59  S.  W. 
1067.  (2)  Where  property  worth  $8000 
was  sold  for  $65.38  the  amount  is  gross- 
ly inadequate.  Berry  v.  Levi,  107  111. 
612.  (3)  A  sale  en  masse,  without 
having  first  offered  the  separate  par- 
cels, of  property  valued  at  $2000  for 
$60  will  be  set  aside  as  being  grossly 
inadequate  on  proper  application  with^' 
in  a  reasonable  time.  Lurton  v.  Eodg- 
ers,  139  111.  554,  29  N.  E.  866,  32  Am. 
St.  Eep.  214. 

65.  Ark. — George  v.  Norwood,  77 
Ark.  216,  91  S.  W.  557,  113  Am.  St. 
Eep.  143.  Ha-w. — Smith  v.  Pacific 
Heights  Ey.  Co.,  17  Hawaii  96.  Md. 
VoUum  V.  Beall,  117  Md.  617,  83  Atl. 
1095,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  16.  N.  Y. 
Wesson  v.  Chapman,  76  Hun  592,  28 
N.  Y.  Supp.  431. 

[a]  niustration.  —  Where  property 
worth  $8000  sold  for  $1500  the  sum 
was  so  grossly  inadequate  as  to  raise 
the  inference  of  unfairness.  Johnson 
V.  Avery,  60  Minn.  262,  62  IST.  W.  283, 
51  Am.  St.  Eep.  529. 

66.  TT.  a.— In  re  Burr  Mfg.  &  Sup- 
ply Co.,  217  Fed.  16,  133  C.  C.  A.  126, 
reversing  209  Fed.  138.  Axk. — G-eorge 
V.  Norwood,  77  Ark.  216,  91  S.  W.  557, 
113  Am.  St.  Eep.  143.  lU.— Osmond  v. 
Evans,  269  HI.  278,  110  N.  E.  16;  Bon- 
durant  v.  Bondurant,  251  111.  324,  96 
N.  E.  306;  Abbott  v.  Beebe,  226  HI. 
417,  80  N.  B.  991,  117  Am.  St.  Eep. 
257;  Clark  v.  Glos,  180  111.  556,  54 
N.  E.  631,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  223;  Ker- 
foot  V.  Billings,  160  111.  563,  43  N.'E. 
804,  trustee's  sale.  Md. — Vollum  v. 
Beall,  117  Md.  617,  83  Atl.  1095,  Ann. 
Cas.   1914D,   16j    Garritee  v.  Popplein, 


73  Md.  322,  20  Atl.  1070.  MiSS.— Al- 
len V.  Martin,  61  Miss.  78.  Mo. — Phil- 
lips V.  Stewart,  59  Mo.  491;  Million  «. 
McEee,  9  Mo.  App.  344.  N.  J. — Mar- 
latt  V.  Warwick,  18.  N.  J.  Eq.  108. 
N.  Y. — State  Eealty  Co.  v.  Villaume, 
121  App.  Div.  793,  106  N.  Y.  Supp. 
698;  Wesson  v.  Chapman,  76  Hun  592, 
28  N.  Y.  Supp.  192.  W.  Va.— Schmertz 
V.  Hammond,  51  W.  Va.  408,  41  S.  E, 
184. 

[a]  Illustrations. — In  the  following 
eases  sales  were  set  aside  because  the 
price  was  so  grossly  inadequate  as  to 
be  evidence  of  fraud:  Mo. — Mangold 
V.  Bacon,  237  Mo.  496,  141  S.  W.  650 
(where  property  worth  $1200  was  sold 
for  $12.50);  Mitchell  v.  Jones,  50  Mo. 
438,  where  property  worth  $1600  was 
sold  for  $50.  N.  J.— Porch  v.  The  Ag- 
new  Co.,  66  N.  J.  Bq.  232,  57  Atl.  726, 
where  property  worth  from  $60,000  to 
$100,000  sold  for  $33,000.  N.  0.— Har- 
rell  V.  Blythe,  140  N.  C.  415,  53  S.  B. 
232,  where  property  worth  $450  sold 
for  $125.  W.  Va.— Sinnett  v.  Cralle's 
Admr.,  4  W.  Va.  600,  where  property 
worth  $10,000  sold  for  $2520. 

[b]  In  the  following  cases  the  court 
refused  to  set  aside  the  sale  because 
of  inadequacy  of  price:  TT.  S. — West 
V.  Davis,  4  McLean  241,  29  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  17,422,  where  property  worth  $600 
sold  for  $100.  Colo. — Conway  v.  John,  14 
Colo.  30,  23  Pac.  170,  where  property 
worth  $550  sold  for  $50.  Fla. — Coker 
V.  Dawkins,  20  Fla.  141,  where  property 
worth  $1300  sold  for  $475.  Ga.— Pal- 
inour  v.  Eoper,  119  Ga.  10,  45  S.  B. 
790,  where  property  worth  $25,000  sold 
for  $5,275.  111.— O 'Callaghan  v.  O'Cal- 
laghan,  91  111.  228  (where  property 
worth  $4000  sold  for  $10);  Watt  v. 
MoGalliard,  67  HI.  513  (where  property 
worth  $8500  sold  for  $384.70,  sold  sub- 
ject to  equity  of  redemption).  Ind. 
Sowle  11.  Champion,  16  Ind.  165,  where 
property  worth  $1500  sold  for  $155. 
la.— Wood  V.  Young,  38  Iowa  102, 
where  property  worth  $400  sold  for 
$60,  subject  to  a  $100  mortgage.  Kan. 
Babcock  v.  Canfleld,  36  Kan.  437,  13 
Pac.  787  (where  property  worth  $500 
sold  for  $180) ;  Northrop  v.  Cooper,  23 
Kan.  432,  where  property  worth  $933 
sold  for  $100.  Ky. — Conclin  v.  Grand 
Central  Savings  &  B.  Assn.,  144  Ky. 
237,    138   S.    W.    312,   where    property 
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property."'  This  is  especially  true  where  there  is  a  right  of  redemp- 
tion.*^ But  inadequacy  of  price,  accompanied  by  other  circumstances,"" 
such  as  fraud,'"  unfairness  in  the  purchase  or  the  sale  proceedings,'^ 


worth  $15,000  sold  for  $8,950.  Mo. 
Briant  v.  Jackson,  99  Mo.  585,  13  S. 
W.  91,  where  property  worth  $8,000 
was  sold  for  $900.  N.  J. — Eberhart  v. 
Gilchrist,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  167,  where  prop- 
erty worth  $5000,  sold  for  $1500.  Va. 
Hazlewood  v.  Porrer,  94  Va.  703,  27  S. 
E.  507,  where  property  worth  $10,000 
sold   for   $2,150. 

67.  Ky. — Columbia  Finance  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Bates,  24  Ky.  L.  Eep.  2412,  74 
S.  "W.  248.  Neb.— Paulett  v.  Peabody, 
3  Neb.  196.  N.  J. — Raphael  v.  Zehner, 
56  N.  J.  Eq.  836,  42  Atl.  1015;  Wetz- 
ler  V.  Schaumann,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  60; 
Kloepping  v.  Stellmacher,  21  N.  J.  Eq. 
328.  N.  Y.— Griffith  v.  Hadley,  10 
Bosw.  587.  S.  D. — Kirby  v.  Eamsey,  9 
S.  D.  197,  68  N.  W.  328.  Wis.— Strong 
V.  Catton,  1  Wis.  471. 

[a]  Where  because  of  the  absence 
of  parties  in  interest  who  thought  the 
sale  would  be  postponed  pending  an 
appeal  in  the  cause,  the  property  sold 
for  a  very  inadequate  price  and  the 
sale  was  suspiciously  hurried;  the  court 
should  vacate,  the  sale.  Kemp  v.  Hein, 
48  Wis.  32,  3  N.  W.  831. 

68.  Cal. — Anglo-Californian  Bank  v. 
Cerf,  142  Cal.  303,  75  Pac.  902;  Con- 
nick  V.  Hill,  127  Cal.  162,  165,  59  Pac. 
832.  III.— Skakel  v.  Cycle  Trade  Pub. 
Co.,  237  111.  482,  86  N.  E.  1058.  Ky. 
Miles  V.  Lyons,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1727, 
50  S.  W.  15.  N.  D. — Power  v.  Larabee, 
3  N.  D.  502,  57  N.  W.  789,  44  Am.  St. 
Eep.  577. 

69.  See  eases  in  preceding  and  fol- 
lowing notes. 

[a]  Failure  To  Comply  With  Agree- 
ment To  Bid. — Where  property  sold  for 
much  less  than  its  conceded  value  be- 
cause appellant  had  expected  a  party 
to  bid  according  to  an  agreement  but 
he  did  not  do  so,  a  resale  should  be 
ordered.  Packard  v.  Lyon,  145  App. 
Div.  950,  130  N.  Y.  Supp.  229. 

[b]  Surprise. — Where  defendant  had 
obtained  from  complainant  an  agree- 
ment to  postpone  the  sale,  and  he  had 
relied  thereon,  but  the  complainant  had 
neglected  to  have  the  sale  postponed, 
and  the  property  was  sold  for  consid- 
erably less  than  its  value,  an  order  for 
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a  resale  is  a  proper  method  of  r«lief. 
Demaray  v.  Little,  19  Mich.  244. 

70.  Arlf. — Hudgius  v.  Morrow,  47 
Ark.  515,  2  S.  W.  104.  Ga — Oswald  v. 
Johnson,  140  Ga.  62,  78  S.  E.  333,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914D,  1.  Haw. — Smith  v.  Pacific 
Heights  Ey.  Co.,  17  Hawaii  96.  lU. 
Quick  V.  Collins,  197  111.  391,  64  N.  E. 
288;  Wilson  v.  Ford,  190  III.  614,  60 
N.  E.  876;  Barling  v.  Peters,  134  111. 
606,  25  N.  E.  765.  Md.— Bank  of  Com- 
merce V.  Lanahan,  45  Md.  396.  Mass. 
King  V.  Bronson,  122  Mass.  122.  Miss. 
Swofiord  V.  Garmon,  51  Miss.  348.  Mo. 
Bobb  V.  Graham,  15  Mo.  App.  289.  Nev. 
Dazet  V.  Landry,  21  Nev.  291,  30  Pac. 
1064.  N.  J. — Krieger  v.  Seheuer  (N. 
J.  Eq.),  86  Atl.  534;  Knickerbocker 
Trust  Co.  V.  Carteret  Steel  Co.,  81  N. 
J.  Eq.  130,  86  Atl.  55;  Hoffman  v.  God- 
frey, 79  N.  J.  Eq.  617,  82  Atl.  900; 
Evan  V.  Wilson,  64  N.  J.  Eq.  797,  52 
Atl.  993.  N.  Y.— Silver  Creek  Co.-Op. 
Sav.  &  Loan  Assn.  v.  Smith,  154  N.  T, 
Supp.  881;  Lock  wood  v.  MeGuire,  57 
How.  Pr.  266;  Whitbeck  v.  Eowe,  25 
How.  Pr.  403;  March  v.  Ludlum,  3 
Sandf.  Ch.  35;  Billington  v.  Forbfes,  10 
Paige  487;  American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oakley, 
9  Paige  259.  Pa. — ^But  see  McBride's 
Estate,  9  Pa.  Dist.  216.  S.  D.— First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Black  Hills  Fair  Assn.,  2, 
S.  D.  145,  48  N.  W.  852.  Wis.— John 
Paul  Lumb.  Co.  v  Neumeister,  106 
Wis.  243,  82  N.  W.  144. 

[a]  Where  the  mortgagor  is  pre- 
vented from  attending  the  sale  and  the 
property  sold  greatly  below  its  value, 
a  resale  will  be  ordered.  Tripp  c.  Cook, 
26  Wend.  (N.  Y.)   143. 

fb]  Slight  circumstances  indicating 
unfairness  or  fraud,  either  upon  the 
party,  the  ofScer,  the  purchaser,  or  the 
party  to  the  record  benefited  by  the 
sale  will  furnish  sufficient  ground  for 
equitable  interposition  where  the  prop- 
erty sold  for  a  grossly  inadequate  price. 
Miller  v.  McAlister,  197  HI.  72,  64  N. 
E.  254.  To  the  same  eflEect,  Graffam  v. 
Burgess,  117  U.  S.  180,  6  Sup.  Ct.  686, 
29  L.  ed.  839. 

•^1.  V.  S. — Graffam  «.  Burge'ss,  117 
U.  S.  180,  6  Sup.  Ct.  686,  29  L.  ed.  889, 
Md. — Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Lanahan, 
45  Md.  396;  Johnson  v.  Dorsey,  7  Gill 
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aeeident,"  mistake,"  or  some  irregularity  in  the  sale/*  or  in  the  judg- 
ment ordering  the  sale/=  will  justify  setting  aside  the  sale. 
Where  a  party  asks  for  a  resale  on  the  ground  that  the  property  will 


269.  N.  v.— In  re  Supt.  of  Banks,  207 
N.  Y.  11,  100  N.  E.  428.  S.  D.— First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Black  Hills  Fair  Assn.,  2 
S.  D.  145,  48  N.  W.  852. 

[a]  Unfairness  in  Method  of  Adver- 
tising.— Where  the  notice  of  advertise- 
ment was  published  in  a  paper  of  small 
circulation  more  than  twenty  miles 
from  the  place  of  sale  so  that  neither 
the  public  nor  the  parties  interested 
should  have  notice  and  the  price 
brought  at  the  sale  was  greatly  inade- 
quate, there  is  such  an  element  of  un- 
fairness as  coupled  with  inadequacy  of 
price  that  warrants  setting  aside  the 
sale.  MacParlane  v.  MacFarlane,  50 
Fla.  570,  39  So.  995. 

[b]  Where  a  purchaser  agreed,  with 
others  who  had  come  to  bid,  to  enter 
into  a  partnership  for  the  purchase  of 
the  property  at  a  certain  price,  the 
tourt  will  set  aside  the  sale.  Haggerty 
17.  Haggerty,  268  HI.  295,  109  N.  E. 
34.    See  svipra,  IX,  K,  5. 

72.  Haw.— Smith  v.  Pacific  Heights 
By.  Co.,  17  Hawaii  96.  Ky. — Towell  v. 
Gaines,  2  Bush  211.  N.  J. — Hoffman  v. 
Godfrey,  79  N.  J.  Eq.  617,  82  Atl.  900; 
Morrisse  v.  Inglis,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  306,  19 
Atl.  16.  S.  D.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Black 
Hills  Fair  Assn.,  2  S.  D.  145,  48  N.  W. 
852. 

fa]  Where  the  owner  was  prevented 
from  attending  the  sale  by  an  accident 
and  the  property  was  sold  at  a  great 
sacrifice,  the  sale  will  be  set  aside. 
Foor  V.  Mechanics'  Bank  &  Trust  Co., 
144  Ky.  682,  139  S.  W.  840,  Ann.  Cas. 
19l3A,   714. 

73.  Haw. — Smith  v.  Pacific  Heights 
Ey.  Co.,  17  Hawaii  96.  Ky. — Shuck  v. 
Pries,  22  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1261,  60  S.  W. 
487,  misunderstanding  as  to  the  quan- 
tity of  land  sold.  Md. — ^Bank  of  Com- 
merce V.  Lanahan,  45  Md.  396.  N.  J. 
Hoffman  v.  Godfrey,  79  N.  J.  Eq.  617, 
82  Atl.  900;  Morrisse  v.  Inglis,  46  N. 
J.  Eq.  306,  19  Atl.  16.  See  Rowan  v. 
Oongdon,  53  N.  J.  Eq.  385,  33  Atl.  404. 
N.  Y.— State  Eealty  &  Mtge.  Co.  v.  Vil- 
laume,  121  App.  Div.  793,  106  N.  T. 
Supp.  698.  S.  D.— First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Black  Hills  Fair  Assn.,  2  S.  D.  145,  48 
N.  W.  852.    Wis.— John  Paul  Lumb.  Co. 


V.  Neumeister,  106  Wis.  243,  82  N.  W. 
144. 

fa]  The  Mistake  Must  Not  Only  Be 
Material  but  Genuine. — A  sale  will  not 
be  set  aside  where  the  petitioner  was 
present  and  intended  to  bid  but  failed 
to  do  so  because  he  thought  the  bid 
made  by  another  person  was  not  bona 
fide,,  but  made  with  the  view  of  run- 
ning the  property  up  on  him.  Fiske  v. 
Weigel   (N:  J.  Eq.),  21  Atl.  452. 

74.  Md. — Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Lan- 
ahan, 45  Md.  396.  Minn. — Lalor  v.  Mc- 
Carthy, 24  Minn.  417.  N.  J.— Polhemus 
V.  Princilla  (N.  J.  Eq.),  61'  Atl.  263. 

[a]  Where  Proper  Notice  Was  Not 
Given. — Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Gate  City 
Electric  St.  Ey.  Co.,  96  Iowa  646,  65 
N.   W.  982. 

[b]  Because  the  sale  was  not  ad- 
vertised as  directed  in  the  decree.  Con- 
roy  V.  Carroll,  82  Md.  127,  33  Atl.  423. 

fc]  Shortness  of  Notice. — Where 
the  decree  of  sale  fixed  no  time  for 
notice  of  sale,  shortness  of  notice  is 
not  of  itself  sufficient  ground  to  set 
aside  the  sale,  yet  when  coupled  with 
inadequacy  of  price  or  other  irregular- 
ity in  the  conduct  of  the  sale  it  will 
be  regarded  as  important.  Sowards  v. 
Pritchett,  37  111.  517. 

[d]  Failure  pf  advertisement  to  des- 
ignate the  hour  of  sale.  Bondurant  v. 
Bondurant,  251  111.  324,  96  N.  E.  306. 

fe]  A  defective  return  of  the  officer 
selling,  coupled  with  inadequacy  of 
price  affords  sufficient  ground  for  set- 
ting aside  the  sale.  Evans  «.  Bushnell, 
59  Kan.  160,  52  Pac.  419. 

75.  In  re  First  Trust,  etc.  Bank  of 
Billings,  45  Mont.  89,  122  Pac.  561, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  1327. 

[a]  The  omission  of  the  name  of  the 
party  against  whom  judgment  was 
rendered  coupled  with  inadequacy  of 
price  is  suflScient  to  authorize  setting 
aside  the  sale.  White  v.  Taylor,  46  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  471,  102  S.  W.  747. 

[b]  Where  the  judgment  of  sale 
fails  to  fix  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
sale  and  the  price  was  grossly  inade- 
quate the  sale  ought  to  be  set  aside. 
Underwood's  Admr.  v.  Cartwright,  20 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  809,  47  S.  W.  580. 
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bring  more  money,  he  should  bring  the  money  into  court/'  offer  to 
make  an  advance  bid,^^  or  give  a  guarantee  that  there  will  be  no  loss 
on  a  re-saleJ* 

3.  Fraud.  —  The  well  settled  principle  of  law  that  fraud  vitiates 
all  decrees  and  sales  made  thereunder,  applies  to  judicial  sales/^ 

4.  Surprise  and  Mistake.  —  The  general  principles  of  law  govern- 


76.  Osmond  v.  Evans,  269  111.  278, 
110  N.  B.  16;  Barnes  v.  Hflnsfiaw,  226 
HI.  605,  80  N.  E.  1076;  Quigley  v. 
Breckenridge,  180  111.  627,  54  N.  E. 
580. 

77.  Osmond  v.  Evans,  269  111.  278, 
110  N.  E.  16;  Barn«s  v.  Henahaw,  226 
111.  605,  80  N.  E.  1076;  Quigley  v. 
Breckenridge,  180  111.  627,  54  N.  E. 
580;  Sehmertz  v.  Hammond,  51  W.  Va. 
408,  41  S.  E.  184. 

As  to  reopeniiig  biddings  on  advance 
bid,  see  supra.  IX,  K,  10. 

78.  III.— Osmond  v.  Evans,  269  HI. 
278,  110  N.  E.  16;  Barnes  v.  Henshaw, 
226  111.  605,  80  N.  E.  1076;  Quigley  v. 
Breckenridge,  180  111.  627,  54  N.  E.  580; 
Ayers  v.  Baumgarten,  15  111.  444.  Mich. 
See  Nugent  v.  Nugent,  54  Mich.  557, 
20  N.  W.  584.  N.  J.— Krieger  v. 
Scheuer  (N.  J.  Eq.),  86  Atl.  534;  Porch 
V.  Agnew  Co.,  66  N.  J.  Eq.  232,  57  Atl. 
726.  N.  y.— See  Brush  v.  Shuster,  3 
Abb.  N.  C.  73. 

[a]  Where  but  for  a  misapprehen- 
sion as  to  the  time  of  sale,  a  purchaser 
could  have  been  had  for  a  sum  consid- 
erably more  than  the  sale  realized,  the 
decree  of  confirmation  should  be  af- 
firmed unless  within  thirty  days  a 
prospective  purchaser  enter  into  a  bond 
that  in  the  Bvent  of  a  resale  that  sum 
■will  be  bid,  in  which  case  a  resale 
should  be  directed.  Rowan  v.  Condon, 
53  N.  J.  Eq.  385,  33  Atl.  404. 

79.  TJ.  S.— Ballentyne  v.  Smith,  205 
U.  S.  285,  27  Sup.  Ct.  527,  51  L.  ed. 
803;  Sehroeder  v.  Young,  161  V.  S.  334, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  512,  40  L.  ed.  721;  Arrow- 
smith  V.  Gleason,  129  TJ.  S.  86,  9  Sup. 
Ct.  237,  32  L.  ed.  630;  Allen  v.  Gillette, 
127  U.  S.  589,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1331,  32  L. 
ed.  271;  Smith  v.  Black,  115  IT.  S.  308, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  50,  29  L.  ed.  398;  Johnson 
i:  Waters,  111  U.  S.  640,  4  Sup.  Ct.  619, 
28  L.  ed.  547.  Ark. — Penn's  Admr.  v. 
Tolleson,  20  Ark.  652.  Ga.— Southern 
Cotton  Mills  V.  Eagan,  138  Ga.  504, 
75  S.  E.  611;  Southe;rn  Marble  Co.  v. 

Vol.  XVI 


Stegall,  90  Ga.  236,  15  S.  E.  806.  lU. 
Skakel  v.  Cycle  Trade  Pub.  Co.,  237 
III.  482,  86  N.  E.  1058;  Kennedy  v.  Af- 
dal,  229  111.  295,  82  N.  E.  291;  Devine 
V.  Harkness,  117  111.  145,  7  N.  E.  52; 
McMullen  v.  Gable,  47  111.  67.  Md. 
Payne  v.  Payne,  97  Md.  678,  55  Atl. 
368;  Gregory  v.  Lenning,  54  Md.  51. 
Mich.— Page  ii.  Kress,  80  Mich.  85,  44 
N.  W.  1052,  20  Am.  St.  Eep.  504;  Tong 
V.  Marvin,  26  Mich.  35.  Miss.— Swof- 
ford  V.  Garmon,  51  Miss.  348;  Eedus  v. 
Hayden,  43  Miss.  614;  Mitchell  v.  Har- 
ris, 43  Miss.  314.  Neb. — Omaha  Loan 
&.Bldg.  Assn.  V.  Hendee,  108  N.  W.  190; 
McKeighan  v.  Hopkins,  19  Neb.  33,  26 
N.  W.  614.  N.  J.— Mutual  Life  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Goddard,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  482; 
Hayes  v.  Stiger,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  196.  N.  Y. 
Howell  V.  Mills,  53  N.  Y.  322;  Le  Eevro 
V.  Laraway,  22  Barb.  167.  Tenn, 
Moore  v.  Watson,  4  Coldw.  64;  Bogers 
V.  Clark,  5  Sneed  665.  Va. — Harman  ». 
Copenhaver,  89  Va.  836,  17  S.  E.  482; 
Allison  V.  Allison,  88  Va.  328,  13  S.  E. 
549;  Virginia  Fire  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cot- 
trell,  85  Va.  857,  9  S.  E.  132,  17  Am. 
St.  Eep.  10^. 

•  [a]  Where  the  master  was  directed 
to  sell  for  not  less  than  $2600  but  actu- 
ally sold  for  $1000  to  persons  who  were 
informed  as  to  his  directions,  the  court 
ordered  a  resale  before  they  had  paid 
their  bid.  Eequa  v.  Bea,  2  Paige  (N. 
Y.)   339. 

fb]  Co-defendant  HI. — Where  a  co- 
defendant  of  mortgagor  took  advantage 
of  his  illness  and  prevented  a  post- 
ponement and  bought  the  property  at 
ons-third  of  its  value  the  court  ordered 
a  resale.  Billington  v.  Forbes,  10  Paige 
(N.  Y.)    487. 

fc]  Praudulent  negligence  or  mis- 
conduct in  any  person  connected  with 
the  sale.  Mitchell  v.  Harris,  43  Miss. 
314;  Pattison  v.  Josselyn,  43  Miss.  373. 

Fraud  coupled  ■with  inadequacy  of 
price,  see  supra,  XII,  D,  2. 

Agreement  to  stifle  competition  as 
ground,  see  infra,  XII,  D,  6. 
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ing  surprise,  mistake,  and  misapprehension  are  applicable  also  to  judi- 
cial sales,  and  they  may  be  sufficient  grounds  for  setting  aside  a  sale.*'' 
The  mistake  must  have  been  caused  by  some  one  connected  with  the 
sale,*^  and  must  have  caused  injury.^^  A  judicial  sale  may  be  set  aside 
where  there  is  surprise  or  misapprehension  created  by  the  conduct  of 
the  purchaser,**  or  the  ofScer  who  conducted  the  sale.^* 


so.  XT,  S. — In  re  Burr  Mfg.  &  Sup- 
ply Co.,  217  Fed.  16,  133  C.  G.  A.  126, 
revelled,,  209  Fed.  138;  Morrison  v. 
Burnette,  154  Fed.  617,  83  C.  C.  A 
391.  Ala.— Helena  Coal  Co.  v.  Sibley, 
132  Ala.  651,  32  So.  718;  Branch  Bank 
V.  Hunt,  8  Ala.  876.  Cat — Thompson  v. 
San  Francisco,  119  Cal.  538,  51  Pac. 
S63.  m.— Skakel  v.  Cycle  Trade  Pub- 
lishing Co.,  237  111.  482,  86  N.  E.  1058; 
McMuUen  v.  Gable,  47  HI.  67.  Md. 
Columbia  Paper  Bag  Co.  v.  Carr,  116 
Md.  541,  82  Atl.  442;  Hunting  v.  Wal- 
ter, 33  Md.  60  (where  purchaser  bought 
und-er  the  impression  that  he  was  buy- 
ing free  from  all  incumbrance  except 
a  ground  rent) ;  Billingslea  v.  Baldwin, 
23  Md.  85;  Bolgiano  v.  Cooke,  19  Md. 
375;  Anderson  v.  Foulke,  2  Har.  &  G. 
346.  Miss. — SwofEord  v.  Garmon,  51 
Miss.  348;  Eedus  v.  Hayden,  43  Miss. 
614;  Mitchell  v.  Harris,  43  Miss.  314. 
Mo. — Patton  v.  Hanna,  46  Mo.  314. 
N.  Y. — ^Le  Fevre  v.  Laraway,  22  Barb. 
167;  Gould  v.  Gager,  24  How.  Pr.  440, 
18  Abb.  Pr.  32.  N.  C— Clayton  v. 
Glover,  56  N.  C.  371,  mistake  of  pur- 
chaser. Oliio. — Ohio  Life  Ins.  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Goodin,  10  Ohio  St.  557.  S.  C. 
Bonham  v.  Cave,  102  S.  C.  308,  86  8. 
E.  681;  Howlett  v.  Central  Carolina  L. 
&  1.  Co.,  50  S.  C.  1,  27  S.  E.  5^3,  a 
mutual  mistake  as  to  identity  of  lotj 
where  two  lots  were  sold  under  one 
proceeding.  Tenn. — Spence  v.  Armour, 
9  Heisk.  167.  Va.— McComb  v.  Gilke- 
son,  110  Va.  406,  66  S.  E.  77,  135  Am. 
St.  Eep.  944;  Nitro-Phosphate  Syndi- 
cate Co.  11.  Johnson,  100  Va.  774,  42  S. 
E.  995;  Allison  v.  Allison,  88  Va.  328, 
13  S.  E.  549;  Virginia  Fire  &  M.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Cottrell,  85  Va.  857,  9  S.  E.  132, 
17  Am.  St.  Eep.  108;  Terry  v.  Cole's 
Exr.,  80  Va.  695;  Hickson  V.  Eucker, 
77  Va.  135;  Berlin  v.  Melhorn,  75  Va. 
639. 

When    coupled   with   inadequacy    of 
price,  see  supra,  XII,  D,  2. 

Mistake  in  bidding,  as  a  ground,  see 
infra,  XII,  D,  6. 


[a]  The  character  of  the  mistake 
of  fact  for  which  equity  will  relieve 
is  defined  to  be  some  unintentional  act, 
omission  or  error,  arising  from  ignor- 
ance, surprise,  imposition,  or  misplaced 
confidence.  Mounteastle  v.  Moore,  11 
Heisk.    (Tenn.)    481. 

[b]  A  mistake  of  the  attorney  as 
to  the  amount  of  liens  on  the  property 
and  as  to  the  amount  the  property 
would  bring  is  no  ground  for  setting 
aside  the  sale.  Ex  parte  Jones,  47  S.  C. 
393,  25  S.  E.  285. 

[c]  A  mistake  of  law  is  not  suffi- 
cient. Fraser  v.  Eraser,  128  111.  App, 
73  (mistake  '  of  counsel) ;  Hayes  v. 
Stiger,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  196,  mistake  of  a 
purchaser  that  could  have  been  avoided 
by  the  use   of  ordinary  prudence. 

[d]  Misinformation  as  to  Adjourn- 
ment.— Where  the  referee  informed  the 
defendants  that  the  sale  would  be  ad- 
journed and  this  promise  was  relied 
upon,  the  sale  will  be  set  aside  where 
the  referee  next  day  sold  the  property 
at  the  time  advertised.  Angel  v.  Clark, 
21  App.  Div.  339,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  731. 

[e]  Belief  from  mistake  is  onl^ 
granted  to  the  mistaken  party.  Wil- 
ber  V.  Wilber,  119  App.  Div.  740,  104 
N.  Y.  Supp.  179. 

81.  Ohio. — ^Mechanic's  Savings  & 
Bldg.  L.  Assn.  v.  O 'Conner,  29  Ohio  St. 
651.  Pa. — Hartman  v.  Pemberton,  24 
Pa.  Super.  222.  S.  C. — ^Young  v.  Teague, 
Bailey  Eq.  13. 

82.  Doughty  v.  Moss,  1  Bush  (Ky.) 
161. 

83.  Miss.— Mitchell  v.  Harris,  43 
Miss.  314;  Pattison  v.  Josselyn,  43 
Miss.  373.  N.  J.— Woodward  v.  Bul- 
lock, 27  N.  J.  Eq.  507.  N.  Y.— Howell 
V.  Mills,  53  N.  Y.  322;  Le  Fevre  v.  Lara- 
way,  22  Barb.  167. 

84.  m.— Kennedy  v.  Afdal,  229  HI. 
295,  82  N.  E.  291.  N.  Y.— Le  Fevre  v. 
Laraway,  22  Barb.  167;  Griffith  v.  Had- 
ley,  10  Bosw.  587.  Wis.— Koop  v.  Bur- 
ris,  95  Wis.  301,  70  N.  W.  473. 

And  see  cases  in  preceding  note. 
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5.  Irregularities  in  Proceedings.  —  A  judicial  sale  will  be  set  aside 
for  substantial  errors  only:^'  mere  informalities,  irregularities,  and 
technical  errors  are  insufficient.^'  Irregularities  which  would  other- 
wise be  sufficient,  however,  may  justify  setting  aside  the  sale  when 
other  circumstances  such  as  fraud  or  inadequacy  of  price,  are  present.^' 
After  confirmation,  however,  all  nonjurisdictional  irregularities  are 
cured,  and  the  sale  will  not  be  set  aside  except  upon  grounds  on  which 
a  sale  between  individuals  will  be  set  aside.*^ 

Sufficient  Grounds.  —  A  judicial  sale  may  be  set  aside  for  want  of 
notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  aetion,^^  for  failure  to  publish  the  notice 
in  a  newspaper  required  by  statute,®"  for  holding  the  sale  at  an  un- 
usually early  hour  whereby  the  property  sold  for  less  than  its  value,®* 
or  holding  the  sale  during  an  epidemic  which  prevents  interested  part- 
ies from  attending  ;^^  for  failure  to  strike  the  property  off  to  the  high- 
est responsible  bidder,®^  or  for  failure  of  the  purchaser  to  pay®*  the 


85.  Columbia  Paper  Bag  Co.  v.  Oarr, 
116  Md.  541,  82  Atl.  442;  Billingslea 
V.  Baldwin,  23  Md.  85;  Bolgiano  v. 
Cooke,  19  Md.  375.  See  12  Standaed 
Peoc.  845. 

Purchase  by  the  officer  as  ground  for 
setting  aside  the  sale,  see  6  Standard 
Peoc.  575;  12  Standard  Pboc.  849. 

86.  Nalle  v.  Toung,  160  V.  S.  624,  6 
Sup.  Ot.  420,  40  L.  ed.  560,  in  Louis- 
iana. See  6  Standard  Proc.  576;  12 
Standard  Proc,  845. 

[a]  Insufficient  Notice  of  Confirma' 
tion. — Where  the  date  fixed  for  con- 
firmation in  the  motion  was  the  27th 
and  was  served  on  the  25th,  the  short- 
ness of  the  notice  is  not  suflScient  to 
set  aside  the  decree  confirming  the  sale, 
Allison  V.  Allison,  88  Va.  328,  13  S.  B. 
549. 

[b]  The  giving  of  a  deed  instead  of 
a  certificate  of  purchase  as  required  bjr 
law  does  not  warrant  setting  aside  the 
sale.     Burke  v.  Weaver,  71  111.  359. 

87.  See  Banning  «.  Pendery,  7  Ohio 
Dec.  677,  and  supra,  XII,  D,  2. 

fa]  A  sale  made  on  election  day 
which  brings  an  inadequate  price  will 
be  set  aside.  Banning  «,  Pendery,  7 
Ohio  Dec.  677. 

Sale  en  masse  where  there  is  fraud 
or  inadequacy  of  price,  see  infra,  this 
section. 

88.  U.  S.—In  re  Burr  Mfg.  &  Supply  Co., 
217  Fed.  16,  133  C.  C.  A.  126  (reversed, 
209  Fed.  138);  Morrison  v.  Burnette, 
154  Fed.  617,  83  C.  C.  A.  391.  Tenn. 
Spence  «.' Armour,  9  Heisk.  167.  Va. 
Nitro-Phosphate  Syndicate  v.  Johnson, 
100  Va.  774,  42  S.  B.  996;  Patterson  v. 
Ealun,  87  Va.  49,  12  S.  E.  144;  Karn  v. 
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Borer  Iron  Works,  86  Va.  754,  11  S.  E. 
431;  Va.  Fire  &  Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cot- 
trell,  85  Va.  857,  9  S.  E.  132,  17  Am. 
St.  Hep.  108;  Hickson  v.  Eueker,  77  Va. 
135;  Berlin  v.  Melhorn,  75  Va.  639. 

Effect  of  confirmation  on  irregulari- 
ties, see  supra,  XI,  O. 

89.  Kizer  Lumb.  Co.  V.  Mosely,  56 
Ark.  544,  20  S.  W.  409. 

90.  Stout  V.  Brown,  64  Ark.  312,  48 
S.  W.  415,  attachment  sale. 

91.  Thomason  v.  Craighead,  32  Ark. 
391. 

92.  Kirkland  v.  Texas  Egress  Co., 
57  Miss.  316. 

93.  Spalding  v.  Murphy,  63  Neb.  401, 
88  N.  W.  489. 

94.  U.  S. — Camden  «.  Mayhew,  129 
V.  S.  73,  9  Sup.  Ct.  246,  32  L.  ed.  608; 
Hearne  v.  Barry,  3  Oranch  C.  C.  168,  11 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,303.  Ala. — Howison  v. 
Oakley,  118  Ala.  215,  23  So.  810.  Ark. 
Phelps  V.  Jackson,  31  Ark.  272.  Ga. 
Walters  v.  Hargrove,  61  Ga.  267.  HI. 
Harwood  v.  Cox,  26  111.  App.  374.  Ky. 
Napper  v.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.,  107  Ky. 
134,  53  S.  W.  28,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  340. 
La. — Succession  of  Haggerty,  28  La. 
Ann.  87.  Md. — Brundige  v.  Morrison, 
56  Md.  407-;  Stephens  v.  Magruder,  31 
Md.  168.  Miss. — Sharpley  v.  Plant,  79 
Miss.  175,  28  So.  799,  89  Am.  St.  Eep. 
588.  N.  Y.— Thompson  v.  Dimond,  3 
Edw.  Ch.  298.  N.  O.—Ex  parte  Pettillo, 
80  N.  C.  50.  Tenn.— Mosby  v.  Hunt, 
9  Heisk.  675;  Munson  v.  Payne,  9  Heisk. 
672.  Va.— Mosby  v.  Wither 's  Bxrs.,  80 
Va.  82;  Long  v.  Weller's  Exr.,  29  Gratt. 
(70  Va.)  347.  W.  Va.— Hyman,  Moses 
&  Co.  V.  Smith,  13  W.  Va.  744. 

[a]    Although  the  property  may  have 
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purchase  price,  or  furnish  the  security  required.*'  Any  misdescrip- 
tion of  the  estate  by  the  person  selling,  whether  innocently  made  or 
not  and  relied  upon  by  the  purchaser  entitles  him  to  have  the  sale  set 
aside.*" 

^  Insufficient  Grounds. —  It  has  been  held  that  it  is  not  ground  for  set- 
ting aside  the  sale  that  the  decree  failed  to  designate  the  place  of  sale 
when  the  sale  was  actually  held  at  the  proper  place,*'  that  the  writ, 
under  which  the  property  was  sold  issued  for  a  larger  amount  than 
was  due,*^  that  the  notice  was  not  published  in  every  edition  of  the 
paper,**  or  that  one  of  the  officers  designated  to  make  the  sale  was  ab- 
sent.^ Nor  will  a  sale  be  set  aside  for  a  refusal  of  the  officer  to  ad' 
journ  the  sale  in  the  exercise  of  a  reasonable  discretion,^  for  failure 
of  consideration,^  because  the  sale  was  made  during  a  severe  financial 
panic,*  or  on  a  general  state  election  day  ;^  because  the  officer  failed  to 
make  a  report,*  or  because  he  did  not  sign  the  report  properly.^  A 
mistake  in  calculation  of  the  amount  of  purchase  money  should  be 
corrected,  but  is  no  ground  for  declaring  the  sale  a  nullity,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud.® 

The  sale  of  lands  en  masse,  unless  there  has  been  fraud,  injury,^  or 


been    conveyed    since.    MeKenzie    v. 
Bacon,  40  La.  Ann.  157,  4  So.  65. 

[b]  Wbere  an  assignment  of  the  bid- 
der's rights  has  been  made,  a  resale 
should  be  ordered  only  after  default  in 
making  payment  within  a  reasonable 
time  by  the  assignee.  Dist.  of  Colum- 
bia V.  MeBlair,  124  U.  S.  320,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  547,  31  L.  ed.  449. 

95.  Stephens  v.  Magruder,  31  Md. 
168. 

[a]  The  commissioner  selling  has  a 
discretion  in  reselling  when  the  pur- 
chaser does  not  execute  the  necessary 
bond  for  the  purchase  money.  Swaf- 
ford  V.  Howard,  20  Ky.  L.  Bep.  1793, 
50  8.  W.  43. 

96.  Doyle  v.  Whitridge,  97  Md.  711, 
55  Atl.  459;  Laight  v.  Pell,  1  Bdw.  Ch. 
(N.  Y.)   577. 

97.  Hooper  v.  Young,  58  Ala.  585. 

98.  Amato  v.  Ermann,  47  La.  Ann. 
967,  17  So.  505. 

[a]  That  fact  would  not  affect  the 
validity  of  the  title,  but  simply  the 
question  as  to  the  payment  of  the  price. 
Lynch  v.  Kitchen,  2  La.  Ann.  843. 

99.  Everson  v.  Johnson,  22  Hun  (N. 
Y.)   115. 

1.  Hopper  V.  Hopper,  79  Md.  400, 
29  Atl.  611. 

2.  Morris  v.  Woodward,  25  N".  J. 
Eq.  32. 

3.  IlL— Wing  V.  Dodge,  80  HI.  564, 


this  being  a  defense  when  sued  for  the 
purchase  money.  Ky. — ^Williams  v. 
Glenn's  Admr.,  87  Ky.  87,  7  S.  W.  610, 
12  Am.  St.  Bep.  461.  Mo.— Clarke  v. 
Cooper,  148  Mo.  App.  230,  128  S.  W.  47. 
Contra,  Glenn  v.  Clapp,  11  Gill  &  J. 
(Md.)  1,  holding  that  a  purchaser  might 
have  a  sale  set  aside  before  the  fund 
was  distributed,  where  the  title  was 
defective  and  there  was  a  total  failure 
of  consideration. 

4.  Pewabie  Min.  Co.  V.  Mason,  145 
U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36  L,  ed. 
732. 

5.  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Lanahan, 
45  Md.  396;  King  v.  Piatt,  37  N.  Y. 
155,  3  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  434,  35  How. 
Pr.  23. 

6.  Atkinson  v.  Jefferson  College,  54 
W.  Va.  32,  46  S.  E.  253. 

7.  Bean  v.  Meguiar,  20  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
885,  47  S.  W.  771,  where  a  deputy 
signed  the  report  in  his  own  name  in- 
stead of  signing  as  deputy. 

8.  Cowan  V.  Anderson,  7  Coldw* 
(Tenn.;   284. 

9.  111. — Osmond  v.  Evans,  269  HI. 
278,  110  N.  B.  16;  Ward  v.  Ward,  174 
HI.  432,  51  N.  B.  806;  Kerfoot  v.  Bill- 
ings, 160  111.  563,  43  N.  E.  804;  Pair- 
man  V.  Peck,  87  111.  156.  Kan. — Green- 
well  V.  Moffett,  77  Kan.  41,  93  Pac. 
609.  Ky.— West  v.  McDonald,  113  S. 
W.  872,  the  objection  that  the  property, 
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inadequacy  of  price,"  is  not  ground  for  setting  aside  the  sale. 
6.  Matters  Relating  to  Bidding.  —  Where  a  party  desirous  of  pur- 
chasing property,  by  his  improper  conduct  prevents  others  from  bid- 
ding against  him  and  thus  succeeds  in  purchasing  the  property  at 
less  than  its  fair  market  value,  the  sale  will  be  set  aside.^^  So,  an  agree- 
ment among  bidders  which  prevents  competition  is  a  fraud  sufficient 
to  set  aside  a  sale."  Equity  will  not,  however,  set  aside  the  sale  at  the 
instance  of  a  party  to  the  agreement."  Collusive  bidding,"  and  mis- 
take in  bidding,^''  are  grounds  for  setting  aside  the  sale,  as  is  the  em- 
ployment of  bye  bidders  or  puffers."    But  it  is  ordinarily  no  ground 


being  divisible,  should  have  been  sold 
in  parcels  cannot  be  made  by  a  pur- 
chaser. Miss, — See  Provine  v.  Thorn- 
ton, 92  Miss.  395,  46  So.  950.  Mo. 
Benkendorf  v.  Vinoenz,  52  Mo.  441. 
N.  Y.— But  see  Griffith  v.  Hadley,  10 
Bosw.  587;  Ames  v.  Lockwood,  13  How. 
Pr.  555.  Okla. — Miller  v.  Trudgeon,  16 
Okla.  337,  86  Pac.  523,  8  Ann.  Cas.  739. 
g.  I>. — Thompson  v.  Browne,  10  S.  D. 
344,  73  N.  W.  194.  Tenn. — Johnson  v. 
Evans,  1  Tenn.  Ch.  603.  Wis.— Lloyd  v. 
Frank,   30   Wis.   306. 

As  to  collateral  a.ttack,  see  infra, 
XIX. 

As  to  necessity  for  sale  in  paxcels, 
see  supra,  IX,  C,  5. 

10.  U.  S.— Sehroeder  v.  Toung,  161 
U.  S.  334,  16  Sup.  Ot.  512,  40  L.  ed. 
721.  111.— Bowen  v.  Bowen,  265  111. 
638,  107  N.  E.  129;  Dimmitt  v.  Plinn, 
229  111.  Ill,  82  N.  E.  249;  Douthett  v. 
Kettle,  104  111.  356;  Morris  v.  Eobey,  73 
111.  462.  Ky.— Van  Meter  «.  Van  Met- 
er's Assignee,  88  Ky.  448,  11  S.  W.  80. 
N.  J.— S,ee  Eyan  v.  "Wilson,  64  N.  J. 
Eq.  797,  52  Atl.  993.  N.  Y.— American 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Oakley,  9  Paige  Ch.  259. 

See  supra,  XII,  D,  2. 

11.  U.  S.— Cocks  V.  Izard,  7  Wall. 
559,  19  L.  ed.  275;  In  re  Ethier,  118 
Fed.  107.  lU.— Kennedy  v.  Afdal,  229 
m.  295,  82  N.  E.  291;  Ingalls  v.  Eow- 
ell,  149  HI.  163,  36  N.  E.  1016.  Miss. 
Mitchell  V.  Harris,  43  Miss.  314;  Pat- 
tison  V.  Josselyn,  43  Miss.  373.  N.  J. 
Van  Dyke  v.  Van  Byke,  31  N.  J.  Eq. 
176. 

[a]  Where  Purchaser  Chilled  Bid- 
ding.—Toole  V.  Johnson,  61  S.  C.  34,  39 
S.  E.  254;  Herndon  v.  Gibson,  38  ft.  -O. 
357,  17  S.  E.  145,  37  Am.  St.  Eep.  765, 
20  L.  E.  A.  545. 

[b]  One  who  hires  aJiother  not  to 
bid  against  him  commits  a  fraud,  for 
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which  the  sale  may  be  set  aside.  Barne? 
V.  Mays,  88  Ga.  696,  16  S.  E.  67. 

12.  HL— Mansfield  v.  Wallace,  217 
ni.  610,  75  S.  B.  682;  Quigley  v.  Breck 
enridge,  180  111.  627,  54  N.  E.  580; 
Wilson  V.  Kellogg,  77  HI.  47;  Garrett 
V.  Moss,  20  111.  549.  md.— See  Goldman 
V.  Oppenheim,  118  Ind.  95,  20  N.  B. 
635.  la. — ^Fleming's  Heirs  v.  Hutch- 
inson, 36  Iowa  519;  Kerwer  v.  Allen,  31 
Iowa  578.  Mo. — Shuck  v.  Missouri 
Lumber  &  Min.  Co.,  244  Mo.  366,  148  S. 
W.  609.  Neb.— Gobls  «.  O'Connor,  43 
Neb.  49,  61  N.  W.  131.  Ohio.— Saxton 
V.  Seiberling,  48  Ohio  St.  554,  29  N.  E. 
179.  Pa.— Phelps  v.  Benson,  161  Pa. 
418,  29  Atl.  86.  Tenn.— MoMinn's- 
Legatees  v.  Phipps,  3  Sneed  196. 

See  supra,  IX,  K,  5, 

[a]  There  may  be  exceptions  to  the 
rule,  as  where  bidders  are  interested 
with  one  another  in  protecting  liens, 
or  where  one  cotenant  bids  for  the 
others.  Shuck  v.  Missouri  Lumber  & 
Min.  Co.,  244  Mo.  366,  148  S.  W.  609. 
See  also  Fairy  v.  Kennedy,  68  S.  C.  250, 
47  S.  E.  138,  and  supra,  IX,  K,  5. 

13.  Harrell  v.  Wilson,  108  N.  C.  97, 

12  S.  E.  889. 

14.  Ark.— See  Nash  v.  Delinquent 
Lands,  111  Ark.  158,  163  S.  W.  1147. 
Mo. — Miltenberger  v.  Morrison,  39  Mo. 
71;  Wooton  v.  Hinkle,  20  Mo.  290.  N.  Y. 
Fisher  v.  Hersey,  17  Hun  370,  appeal 
dismissed,  78  N.  T.  387,  employment 
of  puffer. 

15.  Conover  v.  Walling,  15  N.  J.  Eq. 
173,  where  a  less  price  was  obtained 
than  p&srslse  Would,'  h&ve  been  of- 
lered. 

le.  McDowell  V.  Simms,  41  N.  C, 
278;  Morehead  v.  Hunt,  16  N".  0.  35. 
See  Woods  v.  Hall,  16  N.  C.  411,  415, 
See  supra,  IX,  K,  5. 
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for  vacating  a  judicial  sale  that  only  a  few.  bidders  were  present,^'  or 
that  only  one  bid  was  received.^^ 

7.  Reversal  and  Modification  of  the  Judgment  or  Decree.  —  Where 
a  party  to  a  suit,^"  his  attorney,^"  or  assignee^^  purchases  property  at  a 
judicial  sale,  a  subsequent  reversal  of  the  judgment  or  decree  under 
which  the  sale  is  made  is  ground  for  setting  aside  the  sale,"^  But  it  is 
otherwise  where  the  property  is  bought  by  a  bona  fide  purchaser  with- 
out notice,^^  provided  the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  render  the  decree 


17.  Learned  v.  Geer,  139  Mass.  31, 
29  N.  E.  215;  Hudgins  v.  Lanier,  23 
Gratt.   (64  Va.)   494. 

[a]  But  where  because  of  iuclem- 
eucy  of  the  weather  persons  intending 
to  bid  are  deterred  from  attending,  and 
.  the  only  bidder  present  lived  there, 
the  sale  may  be  set  aside,  without 
weighing  the  conflicting  evidence  as  ta 
the  sufiieiency  of  the  price  at  which 
the  sale  was  made.  Boberts  v.  Boberts, 
13  Gratt.  (54  Va.)  689,  70  Am.  Dee. 
435. 

18.  Swires  v.  Brotherline,  41  Pa.  135, 
80  Am.  Dec.  601. 

19.  Ala.^ — Phillips  V.  Benson,  82  Ala. 
500,  2  So.  83;  McDonald  v.  Mobile  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  65  Ala.  358.  Ark. — Milling- 
ton  V.  Hill,  54  Ark.  239,  15  S.  W.  606; 
Pishbaek  v.  Weaver,  34  Ark.  569.  OaU 
Barnhart  v.  Edwards,  128  Cal.  572,  61 
Pac.  176;  Purser  v.  Cady,  120  Cal.  214, 
52  Pac.  489;  Eeynolds  V.  Harris,  14  Cal. 
667,  76  Am.  Dee.  459.  IlL— Denk  v. 
Fiel,  249  111.  424,  94  N.  E.  672;  Hay 
V.  Bennett,  153  111.  271,  38  N.  E.  645; 
Smith  V.  Brittenham,  109  HI.  540;  Fer- 
gus V.  Woodworth,  44  HI.  374.  Kan. 
Hubbard  v.  Ogden,  22  Kan.  671.  Ky. 
See  Dist.  of  Clifton  «.  Pflrman,  33  Ky. 
L*.  Eep.  529,  110  S.  "W.  406.  N.  Y. 
Wambaugh  v.  Gates,'  8  N.  Y.  138.  Ohio. 
Boberts  v.  Price,  2  Ohio  Dec.  681.  See 
McBride  v.  Longworth,  14  Ohio  St.  349, 
84  Am.  Dec.  383.  Okla. — ^Arnold  v. 
Joines,  150  Pac.  130.  Tenn. — ^Welcker 
V.  Staples,  88  Tenn.  49,  12  S.  W.  340,  17 
Am.  St.  Eep.  869;  Micou  t>.  Davis,  16 
Lea  257.  Tex. — Adams  v.  Odom,  74 
Tex.  206,  12  S.  W.  34,  15  Am,  St.  Eep. 
827.  Wash.— Prince}  v.  Mottman,  84 
Wash.  287,  146  Pac.  841.  Va.— Buch- 
anan V.  Clark,  10  Gratt.  (51  Va.)  164. 
W.  Va. — Lowther  v.  Lowther-KaufFman 
Oil  &  Coal  Co.,  75  W.  Va.  171,  83  S. 
E.  49;  Frederick  v.  Cox,  47  W.  Va.  14, 
34  S.  E.  958;  Dunfee  v.  Childs,  45  W. 
Va,  155,  30  S.  E.  102.    Wis.— See  Jesup 


V.  Eacine  Bank,  15  Wis.  604,  82  Am. 
Dec.  703. 

[a]  Whether  the  reversal  is  based 
on  an  amendable  or  an  incurable  de- 
fect, the  rule  obtains.  McDonald  v. 
Mobile  Life  Ins.  Co.,  65  Ala.  358. 

[b]  The  next  friend  of  an  infant 
comlpainant  stands  in  the  attitude  of 
a  party  to  the  suit  and  is  neither  such 
a  stranger  nor  bona  fide  purchaser  as 
to  render  his  title  good  as  against  the 
owners  of  the  land  upon  the  reversal 
of  the  decree  ordering  the  sale.  Car- 
roll V.  Draughon,  152  Ala.  418,  44  So. 
553,  126  Am.  St.  Eep.  51. 

[c]  Exception  of  Iiienholder. — 
Where  lands  encumbered  by  various 
liens  are  sold  at  the  suit  of  one  of  the 
lienholders  and  are  purchased  by  a 
lienholder  and  the  proceeds  are  dis- 
tributed among  the  various  incum- 
brancers by  order  of  the  court,  such 
purchaser,  though  a  party  to  the  suit, 
is  entitled  to  the  protection  which  the 
statute  affords  to  purchasers  at  judi- 
cial sales,  upon  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment or  decree  under  which  the  sale 
was  made.  McBride  v.  Longworth,  14 
Ohio  St.  349,  84  Am.  Dec.  383. 

20.  U,  S. — Galpin  v.  Page,  18  Wall. 
350,  21  L.  ed.  959.'  Ala.— Phillips  v 
Benson,  82  Ala.  500,  2  So.  93;  Marks 
V.  Cowles,  61  Ala.  299.  111.— Smith  v. 
Brittenham,  109  111.  540.  Ky.— Salter 
V.  Dunn,  1  Bush  311.  Tex. — Stroud  v. 
Casey,  25  Tex.  740,  78  Am.  Dee.  556. 

21.  McDonald  v.  Mobile  Life  Ins. 
Co.,  65  Ala.  358. 

22.  Compare  sitpm,  IX,  I. 

23.  U.  S. — ^Davis  v.  Gaines,  104  TJ. 
S.  386,  26  L.  ed.  757;  McGoon  v. 
Scales,  9  Wall.  23,  19  L.  ed.  545;  Gray 
V.  Brignardello,  1  Wall.  627,  17  L.  ed. 
692;  Grignon's  Lessee  v.  Astor,  2  How. 
319,  11  L.  ed.  283;  Voorhees  v.  Bank 
of  United  States,  10  Pet.  449,  9  L.  ed. 
490;  The  John  Twohy,  Jr.,  189  Fed. 
965.     Ala. — ^Phillips  v.  Benson,  82  Ala. 
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or  judgment,^*  and  the  decree  is  not  void.^'  To  be  within  the  pro- 
tection of  the  rule  the  purchaser  must  have  paid  the  purchase  money,^' 
and  he  must  show  that  he  is  a  purchaser  of  the  legal  title,  not  a  mere 
equity,  or  in  other  words  that  he  has  received  a  deed  to  the  property.^^ 
When  a  judgment  has  been  set  aside  before  confirmation  of  a  sale  it 
necessarily  follows  that  the  sale  must  be  set  aside.^^ 

If  the  judgment  is  modified  on  appeal,  but  not  so  as  to  affect  that. 


500,  2  So.  93;  Marks  v.  Cowles,  61  Ala. 
299.  See  Lesslie  v:  Eichardson,  60  Ala. 
563.  Ark. — Moore  v.  Woodall,  40  Ark. 
42.  Cal. — Reynolds  v.  Harris,  14  Cal. 
667,  76  Am.  Dec.  459;  Loring  u.  lUsley, 
1  Cal.  24.  Pla.— Garvin  v.  Watkins,  29 
Fla.  151,  10  So.  818.  111.— Denk  v:  Fiel, 
249  111.  424,  94  N.  E.  672;  Lambert  «. 
Livingston,  131  111.  161,  23  N.  E.  352; 
Barlow  v.  Stanford,  82  111.  298;  Wad- 
liams  V.  Gay,  73  111.  415;  Goudy  v.  Hall, 
86  III.  313,  87  Am.  Dec.  217.  Ind. 
McCormick  v.  McClure,  6  Blackf.  466, 
39  Am.  Dec.  441;  Doe  ex  dem.  Noble  v. 
Swiggett,  5  Blaekf.  328.  Ky.— Harris 
V.  Hopkins,  166  Ky.  147,  179  S.  W. 
14;  Gossom  v.  Donaldson,  18  B.  Mon. 
230,  68,  Am.  Dec.  723;  Campbell  v. 
Johnston,  4  Dana  177;  Dist.  of  Clifton 
V.  Pfirman,  33  Ky.  L.  Kep.  529,  110  S. 
W.  406;  May  v.  Ball,  22  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
1681,  60  S.  W.  722;  Dunn  v.  German 
Bank,  8  Ky.  L.  !Eep.  777,  3  S.  "W.  425. 
Md.— Benson  v.  Yellott,  76  Md.  159,  24 
Atl.  451:  Brendel  v.  Zion  Clmrcli,  71 
Md.  83,  17  Atl.  936;  Newbold  v.  Sclil«ns, 
66  Md.  585,  9  Atl.  849;  Dorsey  v. 
Thompson,  37  Md.  25;  Ward  v.  Hollins, 
14  Md.  158;  Wampler  v.  Wolfinger,  13 
Md.  337.  Minn. — Branley  v.  Dambly, 
69  Minn.  282,  71  N.  "W.  1026.  Miss. 
Henderson  v.  Herrod,  23  Miss.  434;  Doe 
ex  dem.  Helm  v.  Natchez  Ins.  Co.,  8 
Smed.  &  M.  197.  Mo.— Lindell  Eeal 
Estate  Co.  v.  Lindell,  142  Mo.  61,  43  S. 
W.  368.  Neb. — Kazebeer  v.  Nunemaker, 
82  Neb.  732,  118  N.  "W.  646;  McAus- 
land  V.  Pundt,  1  Neb.  211,  93  Am.  Dec. 
358.  N.  Y.— Hening  v.  Punnett,  4  Daly 
543;  Holden  v.  Sackett,  12  Abb.  Pr. 
473.  N.  C— Lanier  v.  Heilig,  149  N, 
C.  384,  63  S.  E.  69;  Harrison  v.  Har- 
grove, 120  N.  C.  96,  26  S.  E.  936,  58 
Am.  St.  Eep.  781;  England  v.  Garner, 
90  N.  C.  197;  Morris  v.  Gentry,  89  N. 
C.  ,248;  Sutton  v.  Schonwald,  86  N.  C. 
198,  41  Am.  Eep.  455.  Ohio.— McBride 
V.  Longworth,  14  Ohio  St.  349,  84  Am. 
Deo.   383;   Irwin  v.  JefEers,  3  Ohio  St. 
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389;  Miller  v.  Erdhouse,  7  Ohio  Dee. 
294.  Pa.— See  In  re  Markle  's  Est.,  182 
Pa.  393,  38  Atl.  620.  Tenn. — Behrn  v. 
White,  108  Tenn.  392,  67  S.  W.  810; 
Micou  V.  Davis,  16  Lea  257;  Winches- 
ter V.  Winchester,  1  Head  460;  Lewis 
V.  Baker,  1  Head  385.  Tex. — ^Huckins  v. 
Kapf,  14  S.  W.  1016,  4  Wills.  Civ.  Cas., 
§16.  Va.— Zirkle  v.  McCue,  26  Gratt. 
(67  Va.)  517.  Wash.— Prince  v.  Mott- 
man,  84  Wash.  287,  146  Pac.  841.  W.  Va. 
Lowther  v.  Lowther-Kauffman  Oil  & 
Coal  Co.,  75  W.  Va.  171,  83  S.  E.  49; 
Chapman  i).  Branch,  72  W.  Va.  54,  78 
S.  E.  235;  Hansford  v.  Tate,  61  W. 
Va.  207,  56  S.  B.  372;  Perkins  v.  Pfalz- 
graff,  60  W.  Va.  121,  53  S.  E.  913; 
Dunfee  v.  Childs,  45  W.  Va.  155,  30 
S.  E.  102.  Wis. — Jesup  «.  Eacine  Bank, 
15  Wis.  604,  82  Am.  Dec.  703. 

[a]  Where  no  bond  was  given  to 
stay  the  execution  of  the  decree,  the 
purchaser's  rights  will  not  be  disturbed 
or  affected  by  a  reversal  unless  it  can 
be  shown  that  there  was  unfairness  or 
collusion  in  making  the  sale.  Garritee 
V.  Popplein,.73  Md..322,  20  Atl.  1070. 

24.  TJ.  S. — Gray  «.  Brignardello,  1 
Wall.  627,  17  L.  ed.  692;  The  John 
Twohy,  Jr.,  189  Fed.  965.  lU.— Denk 
V.  Fiel,  249  111.  424,  94  N.  E.  672;  Lam- 
bert V.  Livingston,  131  111.  161,  23  N. 
E.  352.  Mich.— Eitson  v.  Dodge,  3*3 
Mich.  463.  Okla.— Threadgill  v.  Col- 
cord,  16  Okla.  447,  85  Pac.  703.  Va. 
Zirkle  v.  McCue,  26  Gratt.  (67  Va.) 
517. 

25.  Phillips  V.  Benson,  82  Ala.  500, 
2  So.  93;  Lowther  v.  Lowther-Kauffman 
Oil  &  Coal  Co.,  75  W.  Va.  171,  83  S. 
E.  49. 

26.  Eeynolds  v.  Harris,  14  Cal.  667, 
76  Am.  Dee.  459. 

27.  Eeynolds  v.  Harris,  14  Cal.  667, 
76  Am.  Dec.  459. 

28.  Thornton  v.  Thornton,  23  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  930,  64  S.  W.  524. 
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portion  which  directs  a  sale  of  the  property,  the  sale  will  not  be  set 
aside  even  though  the  plaintiff  was  the  purchaser.^' 

E,  Parties.  —  A  bill  to  set  aside  a  judicial  sale  may  be  main- 
tained by  one  having  an  interest  in  the  matter'"  although  he  is  not  a 
party  to'the  suit,'^  but  he  must  be  interested  and  injuriously  affected 
by  the  sale.'^  The  court  may  set  aside  a  sale  and  order  a  resale  on  its 
own  motion  to  prevent  a  sacrifice  of  an  infant's  property.'^  All  per- 
sons who  will  be  affected  by  the  decree  setting  aside  the  sale  must  be 
made  parties  in  a  suit  to  vacate  a  judicial  sale.^* 

F.  Leave  of  Coitet  To  Fn>E  Bill.  —  It  is  not  necessary  to  obtain 


29.  Barnhart  v.  Edwards,  128  Cal. 
572,  61  Pac.  176. 

30.  Poiter  v.  Graves,  104  V.  S.  171, 
26  L.  ed.  691;  In  re  Burr  Mfg.  &  Sup- 
ply Co.,  217  Fed.  16,  133  0.  C.  A.  126 
(reversing  209  Fed.  138);  Aderholt  v. 
Henry,  82  Ala.  541,  3  So.  114. 

[a]  An  executor,  legatee,  and.  cred- 
itors of  an  estate  have  sufficient  inter- 
est to  maintain  a  bill  to  set  aside  a 
.iudicial  sale.  Cohen  v.  Menard,  136  111. 
130,  24  N.  E.  604. 

[b]  The  heirs  may  have  an  admin- 
istrator's sale  to  himself  set  aside. 
Shaw  V.  Swift,  1  Ind.  565. 

[c]  A.  creditor  in  his  own  behalf 
and  for  others  may  apply  by  petition 
to  have  a  sale  set  aside  where  the  ad- 
ministrator has  refused  to  do  so,  in  the 
name  of  the  administrator,  on  such 
terms  as  the  court  may  impose.  Van 
Dyks  V.  Van  Dyke,  31  N.  J.  Eq.  176. 

[d]  Defendant  may  move  to  set 
aside  the  sale.  Moore  v.  Titman,  33 
111.  358. 

[e]  A  purchaser  (1)  at  the  sale  may 
apply  to  have  the  sale  set  aside.  N.  C, 
Clavton  1>.  Glover,  56  N.  C.  371.  Pa. 
Johnson's  Appeal,  114  Pa.  132,  6  Atl. 
556.  Tenn. — Pearson  ■».  Johnson,  2 
Sneed  580.  (2)  But  he  may  ask  to 
have  the  sale  set  aside  only  when  it 
was  fraudulently  conducted  without  his 
knowledge  of  the  fraud  (Veazie  v.  Will- 
iams, 8  How.  (U.  S.)  34,  12  L.  ed. 
1018),  (3)  being  usually  estopped  by 
acceptance  of  benefits  of  th«  sale. 
Porter  v.  Graves,  104  XT.  S.  171,  26  L. 
ed.  691;  French  v.  Edwards,  13  Wall. 
(U.  S.)   506,  20  L.  ed.  702. 

[f]  Purchaser's  Surety. — If  the  pur- 
chaser does  not  seek  to  set  aside  the 
sale  hie  security  cannot  do  so.  I/illard 
V.  Puckett,  9  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  568. 

31.  Goodell  V.  Harrington,  76  N.  T. 
547;  Rohrback  v.  Germania  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,   62    N.   Y.   47,   20   Am.   Eep.   451; 


Gould  V.  Mortimer,  26  How.  Pr.  (N.  T.) 
167,  16  Abb.  Pr.  448;  Kellogg  v.  How- 
ell, 62  Barb.   (N.  Y.)  280. 

[a]  In  case  of  sale  of  infant's  prop- 
erty a  stranger  may  move  to  set  aside 
the  sale  where  fraud  had  been  per- 
petrated on  the  minor.  Ex  parte 
Guernsey,  21  HI.  443.  See  12  Stand- 
AKD  Proc.  851. 

£52.  U.  S.— Ire  re  Burr  Mfg.  &  Supply 
Co.,  217  Fed.  16,  133  C.  C.  A.  126,  re- 
versing 209  Fed.  138.  La. — ^Dufour  v. 
Leftwick,  33  La.  Ann.  1471;  Gilmer  v. 
Nicholson,  21  La.  Ann.  589.  Md. 
Presstman  v.  Mason,  68  Md.  78,  11  Atl. 
764.  W.  Va.— Klapneek  «/.  Keltz,  50 
W.  Va.  331,  40  S.  E.  570. 

[a]  One  who  has  merely  a  collateral 
interest  in  some  question  involved  with- 
out any  actual  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  cannot  intervene  in  the  pro- 
ceedings. The  Lottawanna,  20  Wall, 
*(U.  S.)   201,  22  L.  ed.  259. 

[b]  A  .bidder  whose  bid  is  not  ac- 
cepted by  the  auctioneer  cannot,  in  the 
absence  of  any  other  interest,  have  the 
tax  sale  set  aside.  Atanasio  v.  Thomp- 
son, 88  N.  J.  L.  38,  95  Atl.  737. 

33.  See  12  Standard  Proc.  851. 

34.  Ala. — Branch  State  Bank  v. 
Hunt,  8  Ala.  876.  D.  C. — Edwards  v. 
Maupin,  7  Mackey  39.  Fla. — Howse  v. 
Moody,  14  Fla.  59.  Ga.— Miller  v.  But- 
ler, 137  Ga.  90,  72  S.  E.  913.  La.— Bank 
of  Louisiana  v.  Delery,  2  La.  Ann.  649. 
N.  J. — Wimpfheimer  v.  Prudential  Ins. 
Co.,  56  N.  J.  Eq.  585,  39  Atl.  916. 

[a]  Creditors  and  Heirs. — Where 
heirs  seek  to  set  aside  a  sale  under  a 
decree  ordered  at  a  creditor's  instance 
the  creditor  and  all  heirs  should  be 
made  parties.  Hoe  v.  Wilson,  9  Wall, 
(V.  S.)  501,  19  L.  ed.  762. 

fb]  A  sheriff  conducting  the  sale  is 
a  proper  party  defendant.  Commercial 
Bank  v.  Sandford,  99  Fed.  154. 

[c]  The  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale 
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leave  of  court  to  file  a  bill  to  set  aside  a  sale  on  the  ground  of  fraud." 
G.  Pleadings.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Before  confirmation,  a  judicial 
sale  may  be  set  aside  either  on  motion,^*  by  objection  to  confirmation," 
or  on  petition,^^  but  not  generally  by  bill  to  set  it  aside.''  For  mat- 
ters appearing  on  the  face  of  the  papers  and  proceedings  in  the  case, 
a  sale  niay  be  confirmed  or  set  aside  without  a  formal  motion.*"  But 
for  matter  not  appearing  in  the  record  the  proper  method  of  setting 
aside  a  sale  is  by  petition,*^  or  motion,*''  not  by  exceptions  to  the  re- 
port.*' 

After  confirmation,  the  appropriate  remedy  to  impeach  the  sale  and 
to  obtain  a  resale,  is  by  original  bill,**  although  in  somie  jurisdictions  the 


is  a  necessary  party  to  a  proceeding  to 
eet  the  sale  aside.  Fla. — MacFarlane 
V.  MacFarlane,  50  Fla.  570,  39  So.  995. 
111.— EUguth  V.  EUguth,  250  111.  214, 
95  N.  E.  169;  Schulz  v.  Hasse,  227  111. 
156,  81  N.  E.  50.  Kan.— McDonald  v. 
Citizens  Bank,  58  Kan.  461,  49  Pae, 
595;  Pope  v.  Amidon,  6  B^n.  App.  398, 
50  Pae.  1093.  Tex. — Chase  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  595,  20  S.  W. 
1027. 

As  to  right  of  purchaser  to  be  heard 
in  opposition,  see  XII,  H. 

[d]  Assignees  of  Purcliaser.— Where 
land  in  partition  proceedings  were  sold 
to  plaintiff  and  the  sale  duly  confirmed, 
and  he  thereafter  sold  to  bona  fide  pur- 
chasers, the  latter  were  not  necessary 
parties  nor  need  they  be  notified  of  a 
motion  to  vacate  the  sale.  Welch  v. 
Marks,  39  Minn.  481,  40  N.  W-  611. 

As  to  notice  to  purchaser,  see  infra, 
XII,  H. 

35.  McConnel  v.  Gibson,  12  111.  128. 

36.  Phillips  V.  Benson,  82  Ala.  500, 
2  So.  93;  Coflfey  v.  CofEey,  16  lU.  141; 
Day  V.  Graham,  6  111.  435. 

37.  Phillips  V.  Benson,,  82  Ala.  500, 
2  So.  93. 

As  to  objections  to  confirmation,  see 
supra,  XI,  3. 

38.  AJa^— Aderholt  v.  Henry,  82 
Ala.  541,  3  So.  114.  111.— CofEey  v. 
Coffey,  16  111.  141.  Miss.— Henderson 
V.  Herrod,  23  Miss.  434.  N.  J.— Knick- 
erbocker Trust  Co.  V.  Carteret  Steel  Co., 
81  N.  J.  Eq.  130,  86  Atl.  55.  Tenn. 
Spence  v.  Armour,  9  Heisk.  167. 

[a]  Nature  of  Proceeding. — A  peti- 
tion to  set  aside  a  sale  constitutes  a 
proceeding  in  equity  and  not  under  the 
common  law.  Files  v.  Brown,  124  Fed, 
133,  59  C.  C.  A.  403. 

39.  Phillips  V.  Benson,  82  Ala.  500. 
2  So.  93;  Sayre  v.  Elyton  Land  Co.^  73 

y.Qj.  xvj 


Ala.  85.    Compare  Wells  v.  Lenox,  108 
Ark.  366,  159  S.  W.  1099. 

[a]  As  Exception  to  Report. — An 
action  to  set  aside  a  sale  before  con- 
firmation and  before  the  report  was 
filed  may  be  deemed  an  exception  to 
the  report.  Taylor  v.  Gilpin,  3  Met. 
(Ky.;   544. 

40.  Baker  v.  Hall,  29  Kan.  617,  630, 
and  without  notice  to  any  person. 

41.  Bryant  v.  McCoUum,  4  Heisk, 
(Tenn.)   511. 

42.  Baker  v.  Hall,  29  Kan.  617,  630. 

43.  Bryant  v.  McCollum,  4  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)   511. 

44.  Ala. — Phillips  v.  Benson,  2  Ala. 
500,  2  So.  93;  Sayre  v.  Elyton  Land 
Co.,  73  Ala.  8'5.  Cal. — Thompson  v. 
Superior  Court,  119  Cal.  538,  51  Pae. 
863.  Fla.— Marsh  v.  Marsh,  72  So.  638. 
m.— Olark  V.  Glos,  180  111.  556,  54  N. 
E.  631,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  223;  Coflfey 
V.  Coflfey,  16  HI.  141;  Day  v.  Graham, 
6  111.  435;  Sichweinfurth  v.  Poehlman, 
83  111.  App.  428.  N.  J.— Koegel  v. 
Koegel,  83  N.  J.  Elq.  179,  89  Atl.  861. 
N.  a— Eawls  V.  Carter,  119  N.  C.  596, 
26  S.  E.  154;  Smith  v.  Gray,  116  N.  C. 
311,  21  S.  E.  200;  Smith  v.  Fort,  105 
N.  C.  446,  10  S.  E.  914.  S.  C— Orr  c. 
Orr,  7  8.  E.  381.  Tenn.— Spence  v.  Ar- 
mour, 9  Heisk.  167;  McMinn's  Legatees 
V.  Phipps,  3  Sneed  196;  Moore  v.  Wat- 
son, 4  Coldw.  64.  Utah — Moore  v. 
Moore,  42  Utah  140,  129  Pae.  344. 

[a]  Where  the  sale  has  been  con- 
firmed, the  purchase  money  paid,  ancjl 
the  term  closed  the  sale  cannot  be  set 
aside  unless  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  application  is  made  are  set  out  in 
an  original  bill,  and  the  opposite  party 
has  an  opportunity  of  answering,  or 
interposing  a  plea  or  demurrer.  Moore 
c.  Watson,  4  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  64. 

[bj    Whpn  Bjll  Proper,- Where   thp 
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sale  can  be  set  aside  after  confirmation  upon  petition/^  or  on  motion, 
after  due  notice.*^  A  party  cannot  bring  an  action  to  set  aside  the  sale 
if  he  could  have  obtained  relief  by  motion,*^  though  it  has  been  held 
that  the  ihanner  of  bringing  the  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  court 
is  not  of  particular  importance  so  long  as  new  rights  have  not  inter- 
vened and  the  parties  have  notice  and  opportunity  to  be  heard.** 

2.  Fonn  and  Requisites.  —  The  pleadings  should  conform  to  thfi 
usual  principles  of  pleading  and  set  forth  the  facts  upon  which  relief 
is  sought.*"    A  bill  to  relieve  one  from  a  purchase  at  a  judicial  sale 


original  suit  is  determined,  or  the  pur- 
chaser was  not  a  party  to  the  original 
suit,  or  where  the  suit  is  undetermined 
and  one  of  the  parties  was  the  first 
purchaser  and  others  not  parties  have 
acquired  an  interest  in  the  property 
the  proceedings  should  be  by  bill.  Hen- 
derson V.  Herrod,  23  Miss.  434. 

45.  Fla. — Marsh  v.  Marsh,  72  So. 
638.  Mich. — Butters  v.  Butters,  153 
Mich.  153,  117  N.  W.  203.  N.  J.— Koe- 
gel  V.  Koegel,  83  N.  J.  Eq.  179,  89 
Atl.  861;  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  God- 
dard,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  482;  Woodward  v. 
Bullock,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  507.  Va.— Langy- 
her  V.  Patterson,  77  Va.  470;  Cralle  v. 
Meem,  8  Gratt.   (49  Va.)   496. 

[a]  After  delivery  of  the  deed,  a 
sale  may  be  set  aside  on  petition. 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Goddard,  33 
N.  J.  Eq.  482;  Campbell  v.  Gardner, 
11  N".  J.  Eq.  423,  69  Am.  Dec.  598. 

[b]  Treating  Bill  as  Petition. — ^If  a 
bill  to  enjoin  collection  of  the  pur- 
chase money  has  befen  taken,  the  bill 
should  be  treated  as  a  petition,  and  the 
matter  heard  thereon.  Cralle  v.  Meem, 
8  Gratt.   (49  Va.)  496. 

[c]  Treating  Cross-bill  as  Petition. 
Where  a  suit  is  brought  in  chancery 
to  compel  the  purchaser  to  pay  the  bal- 

Tince  of  the  purchase  money,  and  the 
purchaser  answers  averring  new  matter 
constituting  a  claim  for  affirmative  re- 
lief and  files  a  cross-bill  for  the  same 
purpose,  the  cross-bill  and  answer  of 
the  appellant  should  be  treated  as  a 
petition  in  the  original  summary  pro- 
ceeding and  relief  granted  upon  it 
therein.  Ammons  i}.  Ammons,  .50  W. 
Va.  390,  40  S.  E.  490.  , 

[dl  Where  a  sale  under  a  decree 
in  equity  is  irregular  or  for  some  cause 
inequitable,  the  proper  remedy  of  the 
party  is  by  summary  application  for 
tesale  in  the  cause.  Brown  v.  Frost, 
10  Paige  (N.  T.)  243;  Nicholl' «.  Nich- 
oll,    8   Paige    (N.   Y.)    349;     Gould    v. 


Mortimer,   26   How.  Pr.    (N.  T.)    167, 
16  Abb.  Pr.  448. 

46.  Oal. — Thompson  v.  Superior  Court, 
119  Cal.  538,  51  Pac.  863.  N.  C. 
Lanier  v.  Heilig,  149  N.  C.  384,  63  S. 
E.  69;  Morris  v.  White,  96  N.  C.  91, 
2  S.  E.  254.  Utah. — Moore  v.  Moore, 
42  Utah  140,  129  Pac.  344.  Va.— Langy- 
her  Vi  Patterson,  77  Va.  470. 

[a]  The  proceeding  by  motion  is 
preferable  to  that  by  bill  in  equity. 
Thompson  v.  Superior  Court,  119  Cal. 
538,  51  Pae.  863;  Moore  v.  Moore,  42 
Utah  140,  129  Pac.  344. 

[b]  Waiver. — A  motion  to  set  aside 
a  confirmation  is  not  waived  by  later 
filing  a  motion  to  set  aside  interloc- 
utory orders.  Godfrey  v.  Cunningham, 
77  Neb.  462,  109  N.  W.  765,  both  mo- 
tions may  be  considered  at  the  same 
time. 

47.  Gould  V.  Mortimer,  26  How.  Pr. 
(N.  T.)  167,  16  Abb.  Pr.  448;  Brown 
11.  Frost,  10  Paige  (N.  Y.)  243.  Com- 
pare, Thompson  v.  Superior  Court,  119 
Cal.  538,  51  Pac.  863. 

48.  Butters  v.  Butters,  153  Mich. 
153,  117  N.  W.  203. 

49.  See  Godfrey  v.  Cunningham,  77 
Neb.  462,  109  N.  W.  765;  Ward  v.  West 
(Tenn.;,  35  S.  W.  563;  McMinn's 
Legatees  v.  Phipps,  3  Sneed  (Tenn.) 
196,  and  generally  the  titles  "Bills 
and  Answers;"  "Declaration  and  Com- 
plaint." 

[a]  Affidavits  of  the  moving  party 
to  set  aside  a  sale  must  state  the  facts 
upon  which  the  judicial  discretion  must 
be  exercised.  State  Realty  &  Mtg.  Co. 
V.  Villaume,  121  App.  Div.  793,  106 
N.  Y.  Supp.  698. 

[b]  In  alleging  fraud  the  particular 
acts  of  fraud  must  be  distinctly  al- 
leged. Payne  v.  Payne,  97  Md.  678, 
55  Atl.  368.  See  also  the  title 
"Fraud  and  Deceit,"  and  the  follow- 
ing: U.  S.— The  Kalpolah,  14  Fed. 
Cas.  No.,  7,602.     N.  J.— Small  v.  Bou- 
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should  contain  an  offer  to  put  the  other  parties  in  statu  quo.'" 
H.  NoTiCB.  —  It  seems  that  before  confirmation,  a  sale  may  be 
set  aside  without  notice  to  the  purchaser."^  After  confirmation,  how- 
ever, all  parties  interested,*^  including  the  purchaser,*^  must  be  given 
notice  of  the  proceedings.  It  has  been  held  that  the  assignee  of  the 
purchaser  should  be  given  notice,"*  although  there  are  cases  to  the  con- 
trary.''*  But  if  no  notice  is  required,  the  assignee  may  come  in  by  peti- 


dinot,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  381.  N.  C— Murray 
V.  Southerland,  125  N.  C.  175,  34  S.  E. 
270. 

[c].  The  grounds  of  nullity  must  be 
set  forth.  An  allegation  that  the  de- 
scription by  which  the  property  was 
sold  is  "faulty"  dofis  not  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  the  s/ale  is  a  nullity. 
Smith  V.  Krause  &  Managan  Lumber 
Co.,  125  La.  703,  51  So.  693. 

[d]  The  means  of  preventing  com- 
petition in  bidding,  when  such  is  the 
ground  on  which  it  is  sought  to  set 
aside  the  sale,  must  be  fully  set  out 
in  the  petition.  Evers  v.  Watson,  156 
U.  S.  527,  15  Sup.  Ct.  430,  39  L.  ed. 
520. 

fe]  Although  the  secret  employment 
of  a  bye  bidder  may  be  a  fraud  upon 
the  vendee,  he  must  aver  in  his  bill 
and  show  that  he  abandoned  the  eon- 
tract  as  soon  as  he  discovered  the 
fraud.  McDowell  v.  Simms,  41  N.  C. 
278. 

50.  Fraser  v.  Fraser,  128  111.  App, 
73;  Stockton  v.  Downey,  6  La.  Ann. 
581.  See  also  Farquhar  v.  lies,  39  La. 
Ann.  874,  2  So.  791;  Barelli  v.  Gauche, 
24  La.  Ann.  324. 

[a]  As  to  pleading  tender  or  return 
of  consideration,  see  Washburn  v.  Car- 
michael,  32  Iowa  475,  and  generally 
the  titles  "Beecission  and  Cancella' 
tion;"  "Tender." 

51.  Hay's  Appeal,  51  Pa.  58. 

[a]  When  confirmation  is  resisted 
on  the  ground  that  the  bid  was  less 
than  the  appraised  value,  "it  is  not 
clear  that  the  court  should  have  di- 
rected any  notice  to"  the  bidder. 
However  this  may  be,  he  cannot  com- 
plain when  he  attended  the  second 
sale.     Hay's  Appeal,  51  Pa.  58. 

[b]  For  matters  appearing  on  the 
face  of  the  proceedings,  a  sale  may  be 
confirmed  or  set  aside  without  a  formal 
motion  and  without  notice  to  any  per- 
son.    But   for  matters   not   so   appear- 
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ing,  a  proper  motion  on  notice  to  all 
persons  interested  in  the  sale  must  be 
made.  Baker  v.  Hall,  29  Kan.  617, 
630. 

fc]  In  Missouri,  the  court  having 
control  over  the  execution  of  its 
process  may  set  aside  the  sale  without 
notice  to  the  purchaser,  at  the  term 
to  which  the  report  is  made.  Burden 
V.  Taylor,  124  Mo.  12,  27  S.  W.  349; 
Neiman  v.  Early,  28  Mo.  475. 

52.  Butters  v.  Butters,  153  Mich. 
153,  117  N.  W.  203;  Langyher  v.  Pat- 
terson, 77  Va.  470. 

[a]  Contents. — A  notice  of  motion 
to  vacate  or  set  aside  a  sale  must  state 
specifically  the  grounds  of  irregularitj', 
and  it  is  not  sufBeient  to  state  them 
in  the  moving  affidavits  alone.  Ger- 
man-American Bank  v.  Dorthy,  39 
App.  Div.  166,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  172. 

53.  IT.  S.— Halliday  v.  Stuart,  151 
IT.  S.  229,  14  Sup.  Ct.  302,  38  L.  ed. 
141;  Morrison  v.  Burnette,  154  Fed. 
617,  83  C.  C.  A.  391.  Ark.— Miller  v. 
Henry,  105  Ark.  261,  150  S.  W.  700, 
Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  754.  Cal. — Thompson 
V.  Superior  Court,  119  Cal.  538,  51  Pac. 
863.  Fla. — MacFarlane  v.  MacFarlane, 
50  Fla.  570,  39  So.  995.  111.— Schulz 
V.  Hasse,  227  111.  156,  81  N.  E.  50; 
Roberts  v.  Clelland,  82  111.  538;  Dun- 
ning V.  Dunning,  37  111.  306.  Mich. 
Butters  v.  Butters,  153  Mich.  153,  117 
N.  W.  203.  Tex. — Burks  v.  Benn«tt, 
62  Texj  277.  Va. — ^Langyher  v.  Patter- 
son, 77  Va.  470. 

But  see  Kirby  v.  Circuit  Court,  10 
8.  Z).  38,  71  N.  W.  140. 

Where  purchaser  has  failed  to  pay, 
see  infra,  XIII,  C. 

As  to  right  to  be  beard,  see  infra, 
XII,  I. 

54.  Lawrence  v.  Jarvis,  36  Mich.  281, 

55.  Eoberts  v.  Clelland,  82  HI.  538; 
Kirby  v.  Circuit  Court,  10  S.  D.  38, 
71  N.  W.  140,  because  no  notice  to  pur- 
chaser was  necessary. 
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tion  within  a  reasonable  time  and  obtain  leave  of  court  to  contest  the 
motion.^" 

I.  Hearing  and  Determination."  —  The  purchaser  at  a  judicial 
sale  has  a  right  to  be  heard  in  opposition  to  an  application  to  set  aside 
the  sale.^^  In  determining  the  right  of  the  petitioner  to  have  the  sale 
set  aside,  the  courts  must  have  recourse  to  the  principles  which  would 
govern  in  a  proceeding  to  rescind  a  contract  of  sale,^®  considering  also 
whether  the  parties  interested  are  under  disabilities.^"*  Where  suffi- 
cient grounds  are  alleged,  it  is  error  to  refuse  to  hear  evidence.^^  The 
court  may  view  the  premises."^  Whether  or  not  a  sale  shall  be  vacated 
or  set  aside  rests  largely  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  eourt,^^  but  a 
strong  case  must  be  presented  before  relief  will  be  granted  where  the 
sale  has  been  confirmed,  and  the  conveyance  executed  and  the  pur- 


56.  Roberts  v.  Clelland,  82  111.  538; 
Comstock  V.  Purple,  49  111.  158. 

57.  Form  of  order  setting  aside  sale 
on  ground  of  mistake  and  inadequacy 
of  price,  see  9  Standard  Peoc.  751. 

58.  U.  S. — Davis  v.  Mercantile  Trust 
Co.,  152  U.  8.  590,  14  Sup.  Ct.  693, 
38  L.  ed.  563;  Kneeland  v.  American 
L.  &  Tr.  Co.,  136  U.  S.  89,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  950,  34  L.  ed.  379;  Blossom  v.  Mil- 
waukee E.  Co.,  1  Wall.  655,  17  L.  ed. 
673.  Ala.— Aderholt  v.  Henry,  82  Ala. 
541,  3  So.  114.  Mo.— Thomas  v.  El- 
liott, 215  Mo.  598,  114  S.  W.  987;  Wau- 
chope  V.  McCormick,  158  Mo.  660,  59 
S.  W.  970.  W.  Va.— Connell  v.  Wil- 
helm,  36  W.  Va.  598,  15  S.  E.  245j 
Hughes  &  Co.  V.  Hamilton,  19  W.  Va 
366. 

As  to  right  to  notice,  see  supra, 
XII,  H. 

Bight  of  assignee  to  resist  motional 
see  supra,  XII,  H. 

59.  Koegel  «.  Koegel,  83  N.  J.  Eq. 
179,  89  Atl.  861. 

60.  Kiebel  V.  Leick,  216  HI.  474,  75 
N.  E.  187. 

[a]  But  the  settled  principles  gov- 
erning judicial  sales  are  applicable 
alike  to  infants  and  adults,  and  where 
there  is  no  ground  for  setting  aside 
a  sale  except  of  an  advance  bid,  the 
fact  that  some  of  the  parties  are  in- 
fants will  not  be  controlling.  Litton 
V.  Flanary,  116  Va.  710,  82  S.  E.  692. 

61.  Dilley  v.  Jasper  Lumber  Co.,  103 
Tex.  22,  122  8.  "W.  255. 

62.  Medland  v.  Van  Etten,  75  Neb. 
794,  106  N.  W.  1022,  in  deciding  a  mo- 
tion. 

63.  U.  S. — Milwaukee  B.  Co.  v.  Sout- 
ter,  5  Wall.  660,  18  L.  ed.  678.  Cal. 
Bechtel  v.  Wier,  152  Cal.  443,  93  Pac, 


75,  15  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  549;  Humboldt, 
etc.  Society  v.  March,  136  Cal.  321  68 
Pac.  968;  In  re  Jack's  Est.,  115  Cal. 
203,  46  Pac.  1057.  Del.— Central  Trust 
&  Savings  Co.  v.  Chester  County  Elec- 
tric Co.,  9  Del.  Ch.  123,  77  Atl.  771. 
Mich. — Brewer  v.  Landis,  111  Mich.  217, 
69  N.  W.  493;  Nugent  v.  Nugent,  54 
Mich.  557,  20  N.  W.  584.  Neb.— Strode 
f.  Hoagland,  76  Neb.  542,  107  N.  W. 
754;  Eoberts  v.  Eobinson,  49  Neb.  717, 
68  N.  W.  1035,  59  Am.  St.  Eep.  567. 
N.  y.— Matter  of  Supt.  of  Banks,  207 
N.  Y.  11,  100  N.  E.  428;  Fisher  v. 
Hersey,  78  N.  Y.  387;  Hale  v.  Clau- 
sen, 60  N.  Y.  339;  German- American 
Bank  v.  Dorthy,  39  App.  Div.  166,  57 
N.  Y.  Gupp.  172;  Everson  v.  Johnson, 
22  Hun  115;  Purdy  v.  Wilkins,  95  Misc. 
706,  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  17.  N.  C— Har- 
rell  V.  Blythe,  140  N.  C.  415,  53  8.  E. 
232.  Okla.— Sparks  v.  National  Bank 
of  Lawton,  21  Okla.  827,  97  Pac.  575. 
Wis. — Homestead  Land  Co.  v.  Schlitz 
Brewing  Co.,  94  Wis.  600,  69  N.  W. 
346. 

Review  on  appeal,  see  infra,  XII,  J. 

[a]  The  court's  power  and  discre- 
tion is  not  an  arbitrary  one,  and  can 

be  exercised  only  for  cause  showing 
such  irregularities  or  misconduct  as 
presumably  interfered  with  the  proper- 
ty bringing  its  reasonable  value.  The 
court  must  regard  the  rights  of  all 
the  parties,  including  the  purchaser. 
Bethurum  v.  Baker,  166  Ky.  507,  179 
8.  W.  436. 

[b]  Fraud  should  be  established  by 
clear  and  satisfactory  proof.  See  the 
following:  111. — Wilson  v.  Kellogg,  77 
111.  47.  Ky. — Caulder  v.  Elmore,  ITl 
Ky.  575,  188  8.  W.  666.  Mich.— Page 
1}.  Kress,  80  Mich.  85,  44  N.  W.  1052, 
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chaser  put  in  possession.**  A  court  in  setting  aside  a  sale  may  im- 
pose terms.'" 

J.  Review.  — ^Appealability  of  Order.  —  An  order  setting  aside  a 
sale,**  or  refusing  to  set  it  aside,*'  is  such  a  final  order  as  may  be  ap- 
pealed. 

Who  May  Appeal. — A  purchaser  at  the  skle,*^  whether  or  not  he  was 
a  party  to  the  suit,*^  or  his  assignee,'"  may  appeal  from  an  order  set- 
.  ting  aside  a  sale. 

Determination.  —  As  the  application  is  addressed  to  the  discretion  of 
the  court,  the  appellate  court  will  not  review  '  the    determination,'^ 


20  Am.  St.  Eep.  504;  Ledyard  v.  Phil- 
lips, 32  Mich.  13.  Miss. — Locke  v. 
Keller,  90  Miss.  3,  43  So.  673. 

[e]  But  see  Fisher  v.  Hersey,  78  N. 
Y.  387,  holding  that  where  fraud  is  al- 
leged, equity  may  order  a  resale  upon 
facts  casting  such  a  degree  of  suspicion 
upon  the  fairness  of  the  sale  as  to 
render  it  expedient  to  vacate  the  sale 
although  the  fraud  may  not  clearly  be 
established. 

64.  Southern  Cotton  Mills  v.  Eagan, 
138  Ga.  504,  75  S.  E.  611.  See  Smith's 
Estate,  188  Pa.  222,  41  Atl.  542. 

[a]  Although  there  may  have  been 
irregularities  in  the  sale,  the  court  •will 
not  set  aside  a  sale  upon  a  petition 
filed  sixteen  months  after  confirmation, 
where  it  appears  the  purchaser  has 
been  placed  in  possession,  paid  prac- 
tically all  the  purchase  money,  and 
there  is  no  offer  to  refund  the  money, 
and  no  averment  in  the  petition  that 
the  land  was  sold  at  an  inadequate 
price.  Smith's  Estate,  188  Pa.  222,  41 
Atl.  542. 

65.  Las  Vegas  Ey.  &  Power  Co.  v. 
Trust  Co.,  15  N.  M.  634,  110  Pac.  856; 
German-American  Bank  v.  Dorothy,  39 
App.  Div.  166,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  172; 
German-American  Bank  v.  Dorthy,  39 
App.  Div.  646,  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  171. 
See  Vingut  v.  Ketcham,  102  App.  Div. 
403,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  605. 

'  66.  111. — Bondurant  v.  Bondurant, 
251  111.  324,  96  N.  E.  306;  Barnes  v. 
Henshaw,  226  111.  605,  80  N.  E.  1076. 
Neb. — Penn  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Creighton  Theatre  Bldg.  Co.,  51  Neb. 
659,  71  N.  W.  279;  Berkley  v.  Lamb, 
8  Neb.  392,  1  N.  "W.  320.  Ohio.— Mayer 
■D.  Wick,  15  Ohio  St.  548.  Wis.— Jesup 
V.  Eacine  Bank,  15  Wis.  604,  82  Am. 
Dec.   703. 

[a]  As  Involving  a  "Freehold." 
An  order  setting  aside  a  sale  prevents 

Vol.  XVI 


the  purchaser  from  obtaining  title  and 
therefore  involves  a  freehold,  so  that 
an  appeal  therefrom  may  be  taken 
directly  to  the  supreme  court  under  the 
Illinois  practice.  Bondurant  v.  Bon- 
durant, 251  111.  324,  96  N.  E.  306; 
Barnes  v.  Henshaw,  226  111.  605,  80 
N.  E.  1076. 

67.  Woodward  «.  BuUoek,  27  N.  J. 
Eq.  507. 

[a]  Order  Continuing  Consideration 
of  Confirmation. — Where  an  order  does 
not  set  aside  a  safe,  but  continues  the 
consideration  of  the  confirmation  of  the 
sale  to  a  future  term  it  is  interloc- ' 
utory  and  not  appealable.  National 
Bank  v.  Jarvis,  26  W.  Va.  785;  Childs 
V.  Hurd,  25  W.  Va.  530. 

68.  Neb.— Penn  Mut.  Life  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Creighton  Theatre  Bldg.  Co.,  51  Neb. 
659,  71  N.  W.  279.  Tenn.r— Newland  v. 
Gaines,  1  Heisk.  720.  W.  Va.— Kable 
V.  Mitchell,  9  W.  Va.  492. 

[a]  A  purchaser  who  has  conveyed 
to  another  would  be  injuriously  af- 
fected by  an  order  setting  aside  the 
sale  and  may  appeal.  Lawrence  v.  Jar- 
vis,  36  Mich.  281. 

[b]  In  Missouri,  the  purchaser  ig 
not  given  by  statute  the  right  to  ap- 
peal from  an  order  setting  aside  a  sale 
in  partition.  Thomas  v.  Elliott,  215 
Mo.  598,  602,  605,  114  S.  W.  987, 
overruling  Wauchope  v.  McCormick,  158 
Mo.  660,  59  S.  W.  970. 

69.  Knickerbocker  Trust  Co.  v.  Car- 
teret Steel  Co.,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  130,  86 
Atl.  55;  Chamberlain  v.  Larned,  32  N, 
J.  Eq.  295. 

70.  Newland  v.  Gaines,  1  Heisk. 
(Tenn.)    720. 

71.  Neb.— Beatrice  Paper  Co.  v. 
Beloit  Iron  Works,  46  Neb.  900,  65 
N.  W.  1059;  Nebraska  Loan  &  Trust 
Co.  V.  Hamer,  40  Neb.  281,  58  N.  W. 
695.    N.  Y.— Hale  v.  Clauson,  60  N.  Y. 
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except  for  an  abuse  of  discretion  by  the  court  below." 
K.  Restraining  Proceeding.  —  It  seems  that  in  a  proper  ease  an 
injunction  will  lie  to  restrain  a  party  from  moving  to  set  aside  a  sale.''^ 
_  Xin.  RESALE.  —  A.  In  General.''*  —  The  court  in  its  discre- 
tion may  order  a  resale  of  the  property.''^  Where  the  sale  has  been 
completed,  the  court  alone  has  power  to  order  a  resale.^'  But  where 
the  sale  was  not  consummated  for  want  of  bidders  or  other  cause,  the 
officer  can  proceed  and  sell  the  property  on  a  new  advertisement  under 
the  original  decree  of  sale,  without  an  order  of  court."  And  where 
the  purchaser  refuses  to  comply  with  his  bid,  the  commissioner  or  sher- 


339;  Bows  v.  Congdon,  28  N.  Y.  122; 
Wakeman  v.  Price,  3  N.  Y.  334,  3 
Code  Eep.  196.  N.  C— "Weil  v.  Wood- 
ard,  104  N.  C.  94,  10  S.  E.  129.  Pa- 
Williams'  Estate,  140  Pa.  187,  21  Atl. 
242,  as  the  matter  is  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  th*  court  no  appeal  lies  un- 
less, there  is  an  abuse  of  discretion. 

See  supra,  XII,  I. 

[a]  Statement  of  Kule. — It  is  the 
exclusive  province  of  the  trial  judge 
to  find  the  facts  of  the  matter  in  ap- 
plications to  relieve  from  a  judgment 
taken  against  the  party  through  his 
mistake,  surprise,  etc.  Such  findings 
are  not  reviewable .  by  the  appellate 
court.  It  is,  however,  the  duty  of 
the  appellate  court  to  determine  wheth- 
er or  not  the-  facts  found,  in  any 
reasonable  view  of  them,  constitute 
such  mistake,  surprise,  etc.,  and  if  they 
do  not,  then  order  a  reversal.  Or  if 
the  court  denies  the  motion  on  th-a 
ground  the  facts  do  not  present  a  case 
for  tne  exercise  of  his  discretion,  then 
the  appellate  court  may  review  his  de- 
cision. WeU  V.  Woodard,  104  N.  C. 
94,  10  S.  E.  129. 

72.  U.  S.—In  re  Shea,  126  Fed.  153, 
61  C.  C.  A.  219.  Okla.— Sparks  v.  City 
National  Bank,  21  Okla.  827,  97  Pac. 
575.  Wis. — John  Paul  Itumb.  Co.  v. 
Neumeister,  106  Wis.  243,  82  N.  W. 
144;  Koop  V.  Burris,  95  Wis.  301,  70 
N.  W.  473;  Homestead  Laud  Co.  v 
Schlitz  Brewing  Co.,  94  Wis.  600, '  69 
N.  W.  346. 

73.  See  Eogers  v.  Holyoke,  14  Minn. 
220. 

[a]  The  fact  that  no  report  of  sale 
was  made  is  not  sufficient  ground  for 
an  injunction  restraining  a  party  from 
moving  to  set  aside  a  sale.  Eogers  i>. 
Holyoke,  14  Minn.  220,  the  court  may 
be  called  upon  to  pass  on  this  objec- 
tion. 

[b]  One  not  a  party  to  the  action 


cannot  proceed  by  a  suit  for  an  injunc- 
tion in  the  absence  of  any  question 
which  cannot  be  determined  on  the 
motion  to  set  aside  the  sale.  Rogers 
V.  Holyoke,  14  Minn.  220. 

74.  Form  of  bond  on  resale,  see  9 
Standakd  Proc.  751. 

75.  U.  S.— Ballentyne  v.  Smith,  205 
U.  S.  285,  27  Sup.  Ct.  527,  51  L.  ed. 
803;  Pewabic  Min.  Co.  v.  Mason,  145 
U.  S.  349,  12  Sup.  Ct.  887,  36  L.  ed. 
732.  N.  Y.— Goodell  v.  Harrington,  76 
N.  Y.  547;  Hale  v.  Clauson,  60  N.  Y. 
339.  N.  C— Harrell  v.  Blythe,  140  N. 
C.  415,  53  S.  E.  232;  Pritchard  V. 
Askew,  80  N.  C.  86. 

Discretion  in  setting  aside  sale,  see 
supra,  XII,  I. 

[a]  There  must  have  been  a  con- 
summated sale  in  the  first  place.  Greffet 
r.  Willman,  114  Mo.  106,  21  S.  W.  459; 
Hall  V.  Giesing,  178  Mo.  App.  233, 
165  S.  W.  1181.  See  also  Schaefer  v. 
O'Brien,  49  Md.  253.  But  see  Brown 
V.  Frost,  10  Paige  (N.  Y.)  243. 

76.  Peirson  v.  Fisk,  99  Mich.  43,  57 
N.  W.  1080. 

[a]  The  officer  selling  has  no  such 
power.  Peirson  v.  Fisk,  99  Mich.  43, 
57  N.  W.  1080. 

77.  Miss. — Vannerson  v.  Cord,  Smed. 
&  M.  Ch.  345.  N.  Y.— Hewlett  v. 
Davis,  3  Edw.  Ch.  338.  Can.— Sher- 
wood V.  Campbell,  1  Ch.  Chamb.  299. 

[a]  The  commissioner's  power  to 
sell  is  not  exhausted  by  his  first  i  at- 
tempt to  sell,  unless  he  is  restricted 
by  the  decree  or  his  authority  limited 
to  a  sale  at  a  particular  time.  Upon 
a  failure  to  sell  from  accident  or  the 
non-compliance  of  the  purchaser  he  has 
full  power  to  advertise  and  sell  again. 
Vannerson  v.  Cord,  Smed.  &  M.  Ch. 
(Miss.)  345. 
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iff  may  ignore  the  bid  and  immediately  resell  the  property/'  but  he 
cannot  wait  until  the  sale  is  closed  and  the  bidders  have  departed  be- 
fore again  offering  the  property  for  sale,^'  unless  he  readvertises  the 
sale.^"  Where  the  purchaser  has  failed  to  pay  the  agreed  price  the 
court  may  order  a  resale  at  the  purchaser's  risk,  holding  him  respon- 
sible for  any  deficiency,*^  or  may  set  aside  the  first  sale,  release  the 
purchaser,  and  direct  a  resale.*^ 


78.  111.— See  Dills  v.  Jasper,  33  111. 
262.  Compare,  Augustine  v.  Doud,  1 
m.  App.  588.  Ky. — Carter  v.  Carter,  23 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  1963,  66  S.  W.  624.  Neb. 
Jones  V.  Null,  9  Neb.  254,  2  N.  W. 
350.  N.  Y.— Egan  v.  Buellesbaeh,  116 
App.  Div.  306,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  476; 
In  re  Philip,  95  Misc.  709,  160  N.  Y. 
Supp.  49.  Tex. — Sypert  v.  McCowen's 
Exrs.,  28  Tex.  635;  Short's  Admr.  v. 
Eamsey,  18  Tex.  397.  W.  Va.— Low- 
man  v.  Funkhouser  (W.  Va.),  90  8.  B. 
340. 

79.  Mo. — Barnard  v.  Duncan,  38  Mo. 
170,  90  Am.  Dec.  416.  Neb. — Jones  v. 
Null,  9  Neb.  254,  2  N.  W.  350.  N.  Y. 
In  re  Philip,  95  Mise.  709,  160  N.  Y. 
Supp.  49. 

80.  In  re  Philip,  95  Mise.  709,  160 
N.  Y.  Supp.  49. 

[a]  Rule  Explained. — ^In  the  rule 
that  the  referee  may  immediately  upon 
the  purchaser's  refusal  to  comply  with 
the  terms  of  the  sale  resell  the  prop- 
erty without  application  to  the  court, 
the  word  "immediately"  has  reference 
to  putting  up  for  sale  without  a  court 
order.  When  the  property  is  struck 
off,  the  terms  of  the  sale  complied  with 
so  far  as  required  on  the  sales  day  and 
the  bidders  have  departed,  the  referee 
cannot  resell  without  a  compliance  with 
the  statute  as  to  notice.  In  re  Philip, 
95  Misc.  709,  160  N.  Y.  Supp.  49. 

81.  1J.  S. — Camden  v.  Mayhew,  129 
r.  S.  73,  9  Sup.  Ot.  246,  32  L.  ed.  608. 
Ala. — Howison  v.  Oatley,  118  Ala.  215, 
23  So.  810.  Ark.— Phelps  v.  Jackson,  31 
Ark.  272.  Cal. — Hammond  v.  Cailleaud, 
111  Cal.  206,  43  Pac.  607,  52  Am.  St. 
Eep.  167.  Ga.— Smith  v.  Roberts,  106 
Ga.  409,  32  S.  E.  375.  111.— Thrifts  v. 
Fritz,  101  ni.  457;  Hill  v.  Hill,  58  111. 
239;  Dines  v.  Dussair,  164  111.  App.  89. 
Ky. — Napper  v.  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co., 
107  Ky.  134,  53  8.  W.  28,  92  Am.  St. 
Eep.  340;  Page  v.  Hughes,  9  B.  Mon. 
115.  La. — Succession  of  Haggerty,  28 
La.  Ann.  87;  Miltenberger  v.  Hill,  17 
La.  Ann.  52.  Md. — Schaefer  v.  O'Brien, 

Vol.  XVI 


49  Md.  253;  Gordon  v.  Matthews,  30 
Md.  235;  Farmers  &  Planters  Bank  v. 
Martin,  7  Md.  342,  61  Am.  Dec.  350. 
Mich. — Peirson  v.  Fisk,  99  Mich.  43, 
57  N.  W.  1080.  Miss. — Mount  v.  Brown, 
33  Miss.  566,  69  Am.  Dec.  362.  Mo. 
Hewitt  V.  Lally,  51  Mo.  93.  Mont. 
State  V.  Dist.  Court,  27  Mont.  415,  71 
Pae.  401.  N.  Y. — Strauss  v.  Bendheim, 
162  N.  Y.  469,  56  N.  E.  1007  {reversing 
44  App.  Div.  82,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  398;; 
Goodwin  v.  Simonson,  73  N.  Y.  133; 
Eowley  v.  Feldman,  84  App.  Div.  400, 
82  N.  Y.  Supp.  679.  N.  C— Hudson  v. 
Coble,  97  N.  C.  260,  1  S.  E.  688;  Ex 
parte  Pettillo,  80  N.  C.  50;  In  re 
Yates,  59  N.  C.  212.  Tenn.— Fulton  v. 
Davidson,  3  Heisk.  614.  Tex. — Dawson 
V.  Miller's  Admr.,  20  Tex.  171,  70  Am. 
Dec.  380.  W.  Va. — Lowman  v:  Funk- 
houser, 90  S.  E.  340;  Stout  v.  Philippi 
Mfg.  &  Mercantile  Co.,  41  W.  Va.  339, 
23  S.  E.  571;  Hyman,  Meses  &  Co.  v. 
Smith,  13  W.  Va.  744.  Eng. — Harding 
v.  Harding,  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  514,  41  Eng. 
Eeprint  198.  Can. — In  re  Heely,  1  Ch. 
Chamb.  (U.  C.)  54;  Crooks  v.  Crooks,  4 
Grant's  Ch.  _(U.  C.)   376. 

[a]  It  is  entirely  discretionary  with 
the  court  whether  upon  a  motion  it 
will  direct  the  purchaser  to  complete 
the  sale  or  direct  a  resale  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  purchaser.  Burton  v.  Linn, 
21  App.  Div.  609,  47  N.  Y.  Supp.  835; 
Dunlop  V.  Mulry,  40  Misc.  131,  81  N.  Y. 
Supp.   260. 

As  to  the  order,  see  infra,  XIH,  E. 

Sale  upon  same  conditions  as  a 
prerepLulsite  to  liability,  see  infra,  XIII, 
G. 

82.  Cal. — ^Hammond  v.  Cailleaud,  111 
Cal.  206,  43  Pac.  607,  52  Am.  St.  Eep. 
167.  Ga.— Smith  v.  Eoberts,  106  Ga. 
409,  32  S.  E.  375.  Md.— Sloan  v.  Safe- 
Deposit  &  Trust  Co.,  73  Md.  239,  90 
Atl.  922  (where  the  purchaser  became 
insolvent  before  complying  with  the 
terms  of  sale);  Gibson's  Case,  1  Bland 
50.  N.  Y. — Latourette  v.  Latourette, 
25  App.  Div.  145,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  1076. 
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B,  How  Order  Obtained.  —  A  resale  may  be  ordered  on  the  court 's 
own  motion.*^  Where  the  purchaser  fails  to  comply  with  his  bid,  an 
order  of  resale  may  be  obtained  by  a  petition^*  or  motion^"  in  the  orig- 
inal cause,  or  a  rule  to  show  cause. '^  There  is  no  necessity  of  resort- 
ing to  an  original  bill  where  a  purchaser  on  time  defaults  in  his  pay- 
ments.^'^ 

C.  Notice. _ — A  defendant,  who  has  appeared,  is  entitled  to  notice 
of  an  application  for  a  resale.^'  In  order  to  charge  the  purchaser  with 
any  deficiency  arising  on  a  resale  caused  by  his  failure  to  pay,  he  must 
be  given  notice,*^  although  there  is  authority  to  the  effect  that  inas- 


N.  C— Hudson  v.  Coble,  97  N.  C.  260, 
1  S.  E.  688.  W.  Va.— Stout  v.  Philippi 
Mfg.  &  Merc.  Co.,  41  W.  Va.  339,  23 
S.  E.  571,  56  Am.  St.  Eep.  843. 

[a]  When  Bidder  May  Be  Released. 
A  bidder  unable  to  pay  down  the  10% 
in  cash  according  to  the  terms  of  sale 
and  upon  asking  for  a  day's  adjourn- 
ment to  procure  it  may  be  excused  from 
his  bid  when  the  property  was  later 
resold  for  a  sum  less  than  his  bid,  when 
be  had  acted  in  good  faith  and  thought 
the  practice  was  to  allow  time  to  pro- 
cure the  money.  Leslie  v.  Saratoga 
Brew.  Co.,  59  App.  Div.  400,  69  N.  Y.' 
Supp.  581. 

[b]  In  case  of  insolvency  or  inabil- 
ity to  pay  the  purchaser  may  be  re- 
leased from  his  bid.  Hodder  v.  EufSn, 
1  Ves.  &  B.  544,  35  Eng.  Eeprint  212; 
In  re  Heely,  1  Ch.  Chamb.  (IT.  C.)  54. 

83.  Le  Fevre  v.  Laraway,  22  Barb. 
(N.  T.)   167. 

84.  Thrifts  v.  Fritz,  101  111.  457; 
Stephens  v.  Magruder,  81  Md.  168.  See 
supra,  XII,  Gr. 

[a]  Origin  of  Right  To  Sell  at  Pur- 
chaser's Risk. — The  right  to  resell  at 
the  first  purchaser's  risk  is  a  condi- 
tion of  every  judicial  sale  implied  by 
law,  and  depends  neither  upon  con- 
ditions in  the  order  of  sale  nor  the 
terms  announced  at  the  time  of  the 
sale.  Howison  v.  Oakley,  118  Ala.  215, 
23  So.  810. 

85.  Thrifts  v.  Fritz,  101  111.  457; 
Van  Name  v.  Queens  Land  &  Title  Co., 
137  App.  Mv.  940,  122  N.  Y.  Supp. 
720.     See  supra,  XII,  G. 

86.  U.  S.— Stuart  v.  Gay,  127  tJ.  S. 
518.  8  Sup.  Ct.  1279,  32  L.  ed.  191, 
citing  Koontz  v.  Northern  Bank,  16 
Wall.  196,  21  L.  ed.  465,  wh-ere  pur- 
chaser on  time  defaulted.  Va. — White- 
head V.  Bradley,  87  Va.  676,  13  S.  E. 
195.  W.  Va. — Lowman  v.  Funkhouser, 
90  S.  E.  340. 


87.  Stuart  «.  Gay,  127  IT.  S.  518, 
527,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1279,  32  L.  ed.  191; 
Stephens  v.  Magruder,  31  Md.  168. 

[a]  Reason. — The  cause  is  open  and 
pending,  awaiting  a  final  decree  dis- 
tributing the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  in 
which  no  further  step  can  be  taken 
until  the  proceeds  are  paid  in  full  com- 
pliance with  its  decrees.  Stuart  v.  Gay, 
127  U.  S.  518,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1279,  32  L. 
ed.  191;  Stephens  v.  Magruder,  31  Md. 
168. 

88.  Eobinson  v.  Meigs,  10  Paige  (N. 
Y.)  41.    Compare  supra,  XII,  G. 

89.  XT.  S. — Bayne  v.  Brewer  Pottery 
Co.,  90  Fed.  622.  Ala.— See  Oakley  v. 
Howison,  131  Ala.  505,  32  So.  644.  Oal. 
Hammond  v.  Cailleaud,  111  Cal.  206, 
43  Pac.  607,  52  Am.  St.  Eep.  167.  Ga. 
Green  v.  Ansley,  92  Ga.  647,  19  S.  B. 
53,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  110.  111.— Harbison 
V.  Timmous,  139  HI.  167,  28  N.  B.  982; 
Thrifts  V.  Fritz,  101  111.  457;  Hill  v. 
Hill,  58  111.  239;  Tilton  v.  Pearson,  67  , 
HI.  App.  372.  Md.— Schaefer  v.  O'Brien, 
49  Md.  253.  N.  C.—In  re  Yates,  59  N. 
C.  306.  Ohio.— Galpin  v.  Lamb,  29 
Ohio  St.  529.  Va.— Thornton  v.  Fair- 
fax, 29  Gratt.  (70  Va.)  669.  W.  Va. 
Stout  V.  Philippi  Mfg.  Co.,  41  W.  Va. 
339,  23  S.  E.  571,  56  Am.  St.  Eep. 
843. 

.  Compare  supra,  XII,  H. 
\[a]  Form  of  Notice. — Where  the 
statute  does  not  provide  its  character, 
the  notice  may  be  that  the  purchaser 
pay  the  amount  of  his  bid  wixhin  a 
certain  time,  and  in  default  thereof 
that  there  be  a  resale,  holding  him 
responsible  for  any  deficiency,  or  that 
he  appear  and  show  cause  why  he 
should  not  pay  his  bid  and  complete 
the  sale.  Peirson  v.  Fisk,  99  Mich.  43, 
57  N.  W.  1080. 

[b]  Remedy  Where  Recital  of  No- 
tice Is  Untrue. — If  an  order  of  resale 
at  the  purchaser's  risk  reciting  that  he 
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much  as  a  pnrcHaset  becomes  a  party  to  the  cause  by  his  act  of  pnf- 
chase  he  is  not  entitled  to  notice."" 

D.  Prerequisites  to  Order.  —  Before  ordering  a  resale  the  amounts 
and  priorities  of  liens  must  be  ascertained.^^ 

B.  The  Order.  —  Where  the  purchaser  fails  or  refuses  to  com- 
plete his  purchase,  the  order  may  release  the  purchaser  and  direct  a 
resale,*^  or  it  may  provide  for  a  resale  holding  the  purchaser  respon- 
sible for  any  deficiency."^  In  the  latter  case,  the  former  sale  is  not  set 
aside,  but  the  property  is  sold  as  that  of  the  purchaser."*  The  court 
directing  the  resale  may  require  the  first  purchaser  to  release  to  the 
purchaser  on  the  resale  all  the  title  he  may  have  acquired."^ 

Imposing  Conditions. —  Where  the  parties  were  not  entitled  as  a  mat- 
ter of  right  to  a  resale,  the  court  may  impose  terms  as  a  condition  to 
granting  the  relief." 

F.  Review.  —  The  order  granting  or  refusing  a  resale,  in  so  far 
as  it  is  discretionary,  is  not  ordinarily  reviewable  on  appeal."' 

G.  The  Sale.  —  Where  a  sale  is  vacated  and  a  resale  ordered,  the 
resale  must  be  advertised  and  conducted  in  all  respects  as  the  first 
sale,"*  except  that  it  need  not  necessarily  be  on  the  same  terms.""  To 
hold  the  first  purchaser  liable  for  any  deficiency,  however,  the  resale 
must  be  made,  as  near  as  may  be  upon  the  same  terms  as  the  first  sale.* 


had  notice  is  untrue  in  this  regard, 
the  purchaser's  remedy  is  to  move  to 
vacate  or  modify  the  order  and  upon  & 
denial  thereof  to  appeal.  Hammond  v, 
Cailleaud,  111  Cal.  206,  43  Pae.  607,  52 
Am.  St.  Rep.  167. 

90.  Ky.— Fenley  v.  Tyler,  18  Ky.  L. 
Bep.  666,  37  S.  W.  679.  Miss.— Pear- 
son «.  Moreland,  7  Smed.  &  M.  609,  45 
Am.  Dec.  319.  Tenn, — Simmons  v.  Eed- 
roond,  62  S.  W.  366;  Vaughn  v.  Tealey, 
39  S.  W.  868;  Mosby  v.  Hunt,  9  Heisk. 
675;    Munson  v.  Payne,   9   Heisk.   672. 

91.  Payne  v.  Webb,  23  W.  Va.  558. 

92.  Hammond  v.  Cailleaud,  111  Cal. 
206,  43  Pac.  607,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  167. 
See  supra,  XIII,  A. 

93.  Hammond  v.  Cailleaud,  111  Cal. 
206,  43  Pac.  607,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  167. 
See  supra,  XIII,  A. 

As  to  action  against  purchaser,  see 
infra,  XVI. 

[a]  To  charge  the  purchaser  with 
any  deficiency  on  the  second  sale,  the 
order  should  direct  the  purchaser  _  to 
complete  his  purchase  within  a  time 
fixed  by  the  court,  and,  in  default 
thereof,  a  sale  of  the  property  at  the 
bidder's  risk  and  expense.  111. — Thrifts 
V.  Fritz,  101  111.  457;  Hill  v.  Hill,  58 
111.  239.  Md.— Schaefer  «.  O'Brien,  49 
Md.   253.     W.  Va.— Stout    v.    Philippi 
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Mfg.  &  Mere.  Co.,  41  W.  Va.  339,  23 
S.  E.  571,  56  Am.  St.  Bep.  843. 

94.  Whitehead  v.  Bradley,  87  Va. 
676,  13  S.  E.  195;  Virginia  Fire  &  M. 
Ina.  Co.  V.  Cottrell,  85  Va.  857,  9  S.  B. 
132,  17  Am.  St.  Bep.  108;  Hurt  v.  Jones, 
75  Va.  341;  Clarkson  v.  Read.  15  Gratt. 
(56  Va.)   288. 

95.  Stuart  v.  Gay,  127  D.  S.  518, 
527,  8  Sup.  Ct.  1279,  32  L.  ed.  191. 

96.  Vingut  v.  Ketcham,  102  App, 
Div.  403,  92  N.  Y.  Supp.  605.  See  Ger- 
man-American Bank  v.  Dorthy,  39  App. 
Div.  166.  57  N.  Y.  Supp.  172. 

97.  Fisher  v.  Hersey,  78  N.  Y.  387; 
Goodell  V.  Harrington,  76  N.  Y.  547; 
Hale   V.   Clausen,   60   N.   Y.   339.     See 

supra,  xrr,  J. 

[a]  An  order  refusing  a  resale  is 
appealable  where  the  facts  were  such 
as  to  give  the  complaining  party  a 
right  to  have  the  sale  vacated  and  a 
resale  ordered.  Fisher  v.  Hersey,  78 
N.  Y.  387;  Howell  v.  Mills,  53  N.  Y. 
322,  332. 

98.  Howison  v.  Oakley,  118  Ala.  215, 
23  So.  810. 

99.  Ala. — Howison  v.  Oakley,  118 
Ala.  215,  23  So.  810.  Pa.— Whilden  v. 
Singerly,  3  Phila.  218.  Va.— Dickin- 
son V.  Clement,  87  Va.  41,  12  8.  E. 
105. 

1.    Cal, — Hammond  v.  Cailleaud,  111 
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A  resale  of  property  sold  under  foreclosure  must  be  made  subje<it  to 
redemption.^ 

H.  Costs.  —  Where  the  irregular  conduct  of  the  purchaser'  or 
his  mistake/  necessitate  a  resale  he  may  be  charged  with  the  costs. 

XIV.  RENTING  THE  PROPERTY.^  —  An  estate  ordered  to  be 
sold  is  under  the  protection  of  the  court,  and  may  be  rented  until  a  sale 
can  be  effected." 

XV.  COMPELLING  EXECUTION  OP  DEED  AND  GIVING  OP 
POSSESSION.  —  A  summary  proceeding  before  the  court,  not  manda- 
mus, is  the  proper  remedy  to  compel  the  execution  of  a  deed  under  a 
certificate  of  sale,''  although  some  courts  hold  mandamus  to  be  a  proper 
remedy.*  A  writ  of  assistance  is  an  appropriate  remedy  to  place  in 
possession  a  purchaser  or  his  assignee  under  a  decree  of  sale,^  but 
where  no  writ  of  possession  is  asked  and  the  case  has  been  finally  dis- 
posed of,  the  purchaser  will  be  remitted  to  his  remedy  at  law  to  recover 
possession.^" 

Upon  the  death  of  the  commissioner  before  issuance  of  a  deed,  the  pur- 
chaser may  by  motion  have  a  new  commissioner  appointed.^^ 

XVI.  REMEDIES  WHERE  PURCHASER  FAILS  TO  COMPLY 
WITH  BID.^^  —  Where  after  confirmation  of  a  sale  the  purchaser  fails 


Cal.  206,  43  Pae.  607,  52  Am.  St.  Eep. 
167.  Ga. — Smith  v.  Roberts,  106  Ga. 
409,  32  S.  E.  375.  La.— Labauve  v.  Me- 
Cabe,  34  La.  Ann.  183.  N.  J. — Shinn  v. 
Eoberts,  20  N.  J.  L.  435,  43  Am.  Dec. 
636.  N.  Y.— Eiggs  v.  Pursell,  74  N.  Y. 
370;  Baecht  v.  Hevesy,  115  App.  Div. 
509,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  413.  Pa.— Weast 
V.  Derrick,  100  Pa.  509. 

2.  Bruschke  v.  Wright,  166  111.  183, 
46  N.  E.  813,  57  Am.  St.  Eep.  125, 
reversing  62  lU.  App.  358. 

3.  Kennedy  v.  Af  dal,  229  HI.  295,  82 
N.  E.  291;  Brundige  v.  Morrison,  56 
Md.  407;  Schaefer  v.  O'Brien,  49  Md. 
253. 

4.  Vingut  V.  Vingut,  62  Hun  622,  17 
N.  Y.  Supp.  159. 

5.  Determining  that  rental  will  not 
pay  judgment  within  specified  period, 
as  condition  precedent  to  sale,  see 
supra,  III,  D. 

e.  Williams'  Case,  3  Bland  (Md.) 
186.  See  Barnett  v.  Kincaid,  2  Lans. 
(N.  Y.)  320. 

7.  People  V.  Bowman,  181  HI.  421, 
55  N.  E.  148,  72  Am.  St.  Eep.  265, 
sale  under  decree  of  foreclosure. 

8.  State  V.  Cunningham,  6  Idaho  113, 
53  Pae.  451. 


[a]  A  sheriif  cannot  resist  the 
granting  of  a  mandamus  to  compel  him 
to  execute  a.  deed  on  the  ground  that 
he  has  already  issued  one  to  another 
person,  who  has  sold  and  conveyed  the 
premises  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Post  v.  Fleming,  2  N.  Y. 
484. 

[b]  Conditions  Precedent. — A  pur- 
chaser at  a  judicial  sale  will  not  be 
entitled  to  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  en- 
force his  rights  without  a  clear  show- 
ing ,that  he  has  done  at  the  proper 
time  everything  necessary  to  complete 
the  purchase.  People  ex  rel.  Monroe 
V.  Circuit  Judge,  19  Mich.  296. 

9.  See  3  Standard  Pboc.  143,  144. 

[a]  Fending  Appeal. — ^Inasmuch  as 
the  reversal  of  the  decree  cannot  af- 
fect the  rights  of  the  purchaser  not  a 
party,  he  need  not  await  final  decision 
before  applying  for  a  writ  of  posses- 
sion. Lambert  v.  Livingston,  131  111, 
161,  23  N.  E.  352. 

10.  Planters'  Bank  v.  Powlkes,  4 
Sneed  (Tenn.)  461. 

11.  Campbell  v.  Farley,  158  N.  C. 
42,  73  S.  E.  103;  Kemp  v.  Kemp,  85 
N.  C.  491,  496. 

12.  Eight  of  officer  to  ignore  bid 
and  resell,  see  supra,  ZIII. 
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or  refuses  to  comply  with  his  bid,  the  court  has  the  power  and  may 
compel  him  to  complete  his  purchase,^^  upon  petition,^*  or  by  motion,^^ 


13.  IT.  S.— Wood  V.  Mann,  3  Sumn. 
318,  322,  30  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,954.  See 
Blossom  V.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E.  Co.,  3 
Wall.  196,  18  L.  ed.  43.  Neb.— Maul 
V.  Hellman,  39  Neb.  322,  58  N.  W. 
112.  N.  y. — ^Archer  v.  Archer,  155  N. 
Y.  415,  50  N.  E.  55,  63  Am.  St.  Eep. 
688  {affirming  84  Hun  297,  82  N.  Y. 
Supp.  410,  65  N.  Y.  St.  609);  Proctor 
V.  Farnam,  5  Paige  614.  Teun. — Dibrell 
V.  Williams,  3  Coldw.  528;  Vanbibber 
V.  Sawyers,  10  Humph.  81,  51  Am.  Dec. 
694;  Deaderick  v.  Smith,  6  Humph. 
138.  W.  Va. — ^Lowman  v.  Funkhouser, 
90  S.  E.  340.  Wis.— Atkins  v.  Kichard- 
son,  18  Wis.  244. 

[a]  This  juiisdictiou  continues  and 
will  be  exercised  so  long  as  the  con- 
trol of  the  court  over  the  case  and 
parties  remain.  The  death  of  one  of 
the  parties  or  his  security  will  not  de- 
feat the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
Dibrell  v.  Williams,  3  Coldw.  (Tenn.) 
528. 

[b]  Status  of  Purchaser. — A  pur- 
chaser becomes  a  party  to  the  proceed- 
ings, and  brings  himself  within  the 
court 's  jurisdiction  in  the  cause  for  the 
enforcement,  not  only  of  the  terms  of 
sale  against  him,  but  also  of  terms  in 
his  favor  against  the  ofB.cer  who  has 
made  the  sale.  In  re  Two  Elvers  Wood- 
enware  Co.,  199  Fed.  877,  118  0.  C.  A. 
325. 

[c]  The  order  of  the  court  should 
require  him  to  pay  in  a  reasonable  time, 
four  days  being  too  short  and  three 
months  too  long.  Atkinson  v.  Eichard- 
son,  15  Wis.  594. 

[d]  That  the  purchaser  was  bidding 
for  another  will  not  prevent  the  court 
from  enforcing  the  bid.  Ogilvie  v, 
Eichardson,  14  Wis.  157. 

[e]  The  assignee  of  the  bidder  (1) 
may  also  be  compelled  to  complete  the 
purchase,  for  the  r^son  that  one  who 
interferes  pendente  lite  with  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  suit  submits  him- 
self to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
and  may  be  compelled  to  complete  his 
purchase.  Archer  ■».  Archer,  155  N.  Y. 
4]  5,  50  N.  E.  55,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  688; 
Proctor  V.  Farnam,  5  Paige  (N.  Y.)  614. 
But  see  Weaver  v.  Nelson  (Miss.),  12  So. 
597,  holding  that  (2)  where  the  com- 
missioner sold  on  credit,  and  the  pur- 
chasers without  having  paid  resold  the 
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property,  the  court  could  not  subject 
the  purchasers  from  the  bidders  to  an 
order  to  pay  the  bid  of  the  vendors  or 
surrender  the  property  to  the  commis- 
misioner,  inasmuch  as  they  were  not 
parties  to  the  original  suit. 

Form  of  order  compelling  purchaser 
to  complete  his  purchase,  see  9  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  752. 

14.  N.  J. — MeCarter  v.  Finch,  55  N. 
J.  Bq.  245,  36  Atl.  937;  Silver  v.  Camp- 
bell, 25  N.  J.  Eq.  465.  N.  Y.— Wanser 
V.  De  Nyse,  188  N.  Y.  378,  80  N.  E. 
1088,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  871;  Archer  v. 
Archer,  155  N.  Y.  415,  50  N.  E.  55, 
63  Am.  St.  Eep.  688;  Proctor  v.  Far- 
nam, 5  Paige  614.  Wis. — ^Atkinson  V. 
Richardson,  18  Wis.  244. 

15.  N.  Y. — Carstens  v.  Locasto,  172 
App.  Div.  760,  159  N.  Y.  Supp.  270; 
In  re  Callahan's  Will,  159  N.  Y.  Supp. 
942.  N.  C. — Marsh  v.  Nimocks,  122  N. 
C.  478,  29  S.  E.  840,  65  Am.  St.  Eep. 
715;  Hudson  v.  Coble,  97  N.  C.  260,  1 
S.  E.  688.  Wis. — Atkinson  v.  Richard- 
son, 18  Wis.  244. 

[a]  In  the  Fending  Action. — The 
motion  to  compel  the  purchaser  to  com- 
plete the  sale  should  be  made  in  the 
action  in  which  the  sale  is  ordered. 
Van  Name  v.  Queen 's  Land  &  Title  Co., 
137  App.  Div.  940,  122  N.  Y.  Supp. 
720. 

Form  of  notice  of  motion  to  compel 
purchaser  to  complete  his  purchase,  see 
9  Standard  Proc.  752. 

Form  of  affidavit  to  move  to  compel 
purchaser  to  complete  his  purchase,  see 
9  Standard  Proc.  751. 

[b]  The  court  may,  on  motion,  and 
without  notice,  enter  judgment  and 
award  execution  against  him  for  the 
purchase  money.  Blackmore  v.  Barker, 
2  Swan  (Tenn.)  340;  Deaderick  V. 
Smith,  6  Humph.  (Tenn.)  138,  146. 

[c]  Where  notes  of  the  purchaser 
(1)  payable  to  the  clerk  are  taken, 
judgment  may  be  rendered  on  motion 
without  notice,  at  maturity  of  the 
notes.  Still  v.  Boon,  5  Sneed  (Tenn.) 
380;  Eagan  v.  Phister,  5  Sneed  (Tenn.) 
298.  (2)  The  purchaser  may  appeal 
from  such  judgment.  Eagan  v.  Phister, 
5  Sneed  (Tenn.)  298. 

[d]  Investigation  of  Title. —  (1) 
When  an  objection,  which  may  in- 
volve either  a  question  of  fact  or  a 
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by  summary  proceedings  without  original  bill.^'  The  purchaser  may 
be  proceeded  against  by  rule  or  attachment,^^  by  an  action  for  damages 
for  the  purchase  priee,^*  or  in  the  event  of  a  resale,  for  the  deficiency 


question  of  law  on  undisputed  facts,  is 
made  that  there  are  outstanding  rights 
and  interests  not  eoncludsd  by  the  de- 
cree of  sale,  the  court  will  decline  to 
pass  upon  the  objection  and  will  re- 
lieve the  purchaser  from  his  purchase. 
In  re  Callahan's  Will,  ISft  N.  T.  Supp. 
942.  But  see  Graham  v.  Bleakie,  2  Daly 
(N.  T.)  55,  holding  that  (2)  where  a 
rule  was  made  against  the  purchaser 
to  enforce  compliance  with  his  bid,  he 
may  have  a  reference  to  inquire  into 
the  title,  and  if  it  prove  defective  ha 
will  not  be  compelled  to  complete  the 
purchase. 

16.  Silver  v.  Campbell,  25  N.  J.  Eq. 
465;  Marsh  v.  Mmoeks,  122  N.  C.  478, 
29  S.  E.  840,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  715. 

17.  TJ.  S.— Camden  v.  Mayhew,  129 
U.  S.  73,  9  Sup.  Ct.  246,  32  L.  ed.  608; 
Blossom  V.  Milwaukee,  etc.  E.  Co.,  1 
Wall.  655,  17  L.  ed.  673;  The  Kate 
Williams,  2  Flip.  50,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
7,623.  OaL— HaUeck  v.  Guy,  9  Cal.  181, 
70  Am.  Dec.  643.  Fla.— Allred  v.  Mc- 
Gahagan,  39  Fla.  118,  21  So.  802.  Ga. 
Smith  V.  Roberts,  106  Ga.  409,  32  S. 
E.  375.  lU.— Kiebel  v.  Leiek,  216  Dl. 
474,  75  N.  E.  187.  Ky.— Vance's  Admr. 
V.  Foster,  9  Bush  389.  La. — ^Lund  v. 
Baccich,  134  La.  410,  64  So.  226.  Md. 
Schaefer  v.  O'Brien,  49  Md.  253;  Farm- 
ers &  Planters  Bank  v.  Martin,  7  Md. 
342,  61  Am.  Dec.  350;  Anderson  v. 
Foulke,  2'Har.  &  G.  346.  Mich.— Peir- 
eon  V.  Fisk,  99  Mich.  43,  57  N.  W. 
1080.  N.  J.— Bowne  v.  Bitter,  26  N.  J. 
Eq.  456.  N.  Y. — Goodwin  v.  Simonson, 
74  N.  T.  133;  Brasher 's  Exrs.  v.  Cort- 
landt,  2  Johns.  Ch.  505;  Eowley  v. 
Feldman,  84  App.  Div.  400,  82  N.  T. 
Supp.  679.  N.  O.—In  re  Yates,  59  N. 
C.  212.  Ohio.— Under  Bev.  St.,  §5397; 
Corcoran  •».  Pacific  Building  Assn.,  8 
Ohio  Dec.  Ill,  5  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  712; 
Murphy  v.  Hardee,  22  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
511,  12  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  837.  S.  C— Haig 
V.  Confiscated  Estates  Comm.,  1  Desaus. 
Eq.  112.  Va. — Richardson  v.  Jones,  106 
Va.  540,  56  S.  E.  343;  Robertson  v. 
Smith,  94  Va.  250,  26  S.  E.  579,  64 
Am.  St.  Eep.  723;  Williams  v.  Blakey, 
76  Va.  254.  Wash. — Rice  v.  Ahlman, 
70  Wash.  12,  126  Pac.  66.  W.  Va. 
Stout  V.  Philippi  Mfg.  &  Merc.  Co.,  41 
W.  Va.  339,  23  S.  E.  571,  56  Am.  St. 


Bep.  843.  Eng. — ^Landsdown  v.  Elder- 
ton,  14  Ves.  Jr.  512,  33  Eng.  Reprint 
617. 

[a]  Order  To  Show  Cause. — The  ap- 
plication to  punish  for  contempt  must 
be  made  by  an  order  to  show  cause  and 
not  on  notice  of  motion.  Dunlop  v. 
Mulry,  40  Misc.  131,  81  N.  Y.  Supp. 
260,  affirmed,  83  N.  Y.  Supp.  177. 

[b]  Where  no  bond  or  security  ig 
given  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
price  the  purchaser  may  be  compelled 
to  complete  his  purchase  by  a  summary 
order;  but  where  a  bond  is  given  the 
purchaser  or  his  surety  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  bond  in  a  summary 
■'''ay,  by  the  court.  Richardson  v.  Jones, 
3  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  163,  22  Am.  Dee. 
293. 

18.  Ala. — See  CuUi  v.  House,  133 
Ala.  304,  32  So.  254,  form  of  complaint. 
Cal. — Hammond  v.  Cailleaud,  111  Cal. 
206,  43  Pac.  607,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  167. 
6a. — Downing  v.  Peabody,  56  Ga.  40. 
Md. — ^Farmers  &  Planters  Bank  v.  Mar- 
tin, 7  Md.  342,  61  Am.  Deo.  350.  N.  Y. 
See  Latourette  v.  Latourette,  25  App. 
Div.  145,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  1076.  Ohio. 
Murphv  V.  Hardee,  22  Ohio  C.  C.  511, 
12  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  837.  Pa.— King  v. 
Gunnison,  4  Pa.  171.  Tex. — ^Dawson  v. 
Miller's  Admr.,  20  Tex.  171,  70  Am. 
Dec.  380. 

See  the  title  "Speciflc  Perform- 
ance." 

[a]  A  confirmation  (1)  is  a  neces- 
sary prerequisite  to  the  action  (Ark. 
I'reeman  u.  Watkina,  52  Ark.  446,  13 
S.  W.  79.  Miss. — Campe  v.  Saucier,  68 
Miss.  278,  8  So.  846,  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 
273.  Tex. — Dowling  v.  Duke,  20  Tex. 
181),  unless  (2)  the  purchaser  has  de- 
faulted so  as  to  render  confirmation 
legally  impossible.  CuUi  v.  House,  133 
Ala.  304,  32  So.  254. 

[b]  After  Unsuccessful  Suit  on  Bond. 
Where  a  purchaser  at  a  trustee's  sale 
gave  bond  according  to  the  order  of 
sale,  but  afterward  by  fraud  defeated 
an  action  brought  on  the  bond,  he  may 
still  be  held  liable  in  equity  on  a  bill 
showing  his  improper  conduct,  though 
limitations  may  meanwhile  have  barred 
the  bond  at  law.  Richardson  v.  Jones, 
3  Gill  &  J.  (Md.)  164,  22  Am.  Dec. 
293. 
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arising  on  the  second  sale,^^  or  by  a  suit  for  specific  performance."* 
Any  deficiency  on  the  resale  may  be  recovered  in  an  action  by  the  per- 
son entitled  to  the  proceeds,^^  or  by  the  officer  who  made  the  sale.^^ 

The  summary  process  exercised  by  courts  of  equity  to  compel  a  pur- 
chaser to  complete  his  bid  is  merely  cumulative  of  the  remedy  by  action 
at  law.^s 

XVII.    COLLECTING  AND  DISTRIBUTING  PROCEEDS.  —  As  a 

commissioner  appointed  by  decree  to  sell  has  no  powers  except  those 
conferred  upon  him  by  the  order  of  his  appointment,^*  generally 
he  is  authorized  and  required  to  collect  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.^^  He 


^  [c]  Authority  of  a  special  commis- 
sioner to  sue  a  purchaser  on  his  notes 
nwiy  be  implied  from  authority  to  with- 
draw and  collect  them.  Monroe  v. 
Hurry,  72  W.  Va.  821,  79  S.  E.  830. 
See  Clarke's  Admr.  v,  §hanklin,  24  W. 
Va.  30. 

[d]  Showing  in  Answer. — ^In  an  ac- 
tion to  enforce  a  bid  in  order  to  avoid 
payment  on  the  ground  of  mistake  the 
bidder  must  have  asked  to  have  the 
bid  set  aside,  and  offered  to  place  the 
X>arties  in  statu  quo,  and,  where  he 
has  resold  the  property,  at  least  to  ac- 
count for  the  proceeds  of  the  resale 
by  him.  IHrst  Nat.  Bank  v.  Oonger,  37 
Iowa  474. 

19.  Howison  v.  Oakley,  118  Ala.  215, 
23  So.  810;  Cobb  v.  Wood,  8  Cush. 
(Mass.)  228. 

[a]  An.  action  for  damages  accrues 
as  soon  as  the  purchaser  refuses  to 
comply  with  his  obligation,  and  may 
be  brought  before  the  expiration  of 
the  time  of  credit  allowed.  Mount  «. 
Brown,  33  Miss.  566,  69  Am.  Dec.  862. 

As  to  release  of  purchaser  upon  or- 
dering a  resale,  see  supra,  XIII,  A. 

,Sale  upon  same  conditions  as  a 
prerequisite  to  liability,  see  supra,  XIII, 
G. 

[b]  The  complaint  must  allege  that 
the  defendant's  bid  was  accepted  and 
approved  by  the  court,  but  it  is  not 
necessary  to  aver  that  there  was  a  re- 
sale. Howison  V.  Oakley,  118  Ala.  215, 
23  So.  810. 

20.  Cal. — ^Hammond  v.  Cailleaud,  111 
Cal.  206,  43  Pac.  607,  52  Am.  St.  Eep. 
167.  Ga.— Smith  v.  Boberts,  106  Ga. 
409,  32  S.  E.  375.  N.  J.— Bowne  v. 
Bitter,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  456.  N.  0.— Hud- 
son V.  Coble,  97  N.  C.  260,  1  S.  E.  688. 
Ohio. — Pierce  v.  Stewart,  61  Ohio  St, 
422,  56  N.  E.  201.     Va,— See  MeAl- 
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lister  V.  Harman,  101  Va.  17,  42  S.  E. 
920. 

See  the  title  "Specific  Performance." 

21.  Button  V.  Williams,  35  Ala.  503, 
76  Am.  Dec.  2&7. 

22.  Ala. — Hutton  v.  Williams,  35 
Ala.  503,  76  Am.  Dec.  297.  Ark.— Har- 
der V.  Sayle-Stegall  Oomm.  Co.,  61  Ark. 
66,  31  S.  W.  979.  CaL — Hammond  v. 
Cailleaud,  111  Cal.  206,  43  Pac.  607,  52 
Am.  St.  Bep.  167,  Md. — ^Farmers  & 
Planters  Bank  v.  Martin,  7  Md.  342, 
61  Am.  Dec.  350.  N.  J, — Shinn  v.  Bob- 
erts, 20  N.  J.  L,  435,  43  Am.  Deo.  636,, 
Ohio. — Galpin  v.  Lamb,  29  Ohio  St. 
529,  534;  Mayer  v.  Wick,  15  Ohio  St. 
548;  Murphy  «.  Hardee,  22  Ohio  Cir, 
Ct.  511,  12  Ohio  Cir.  Dee.  837, 

[a]  TTnder  statute,  a  motion  by  the 
of&cer  who  made  the  sale  will  lie  to 
recover  any  deficiency  arising  upon  the 
resale.    Hewitt  v.  Lally,  51  Mo.  93. 

23.  Ga. — Smith  v.  Boberts,  106  Ga. 
409,  32  S.  E.  409.  Ky. — ^Helm  v.  Dam- 
eron,  10  Ky.  L.  Eep.  450.  N.  J,— Town- 
shend  v.  Simon,  38  N.  J.  L.  239;  Shinn 
».  Boberts,  20  N.  J,  L.  435,  43  Am. 
Dec.  636;  Tex.— Dawson  v.  Miller's 
Admr.,  20  Tex.  171,  70  Am.  Dec.  380. 
Va, — See  Clarkson  1).  Bead,  15  Gratt, 
(56  Va.)  288. 

24.  Blair  v.  Core,  20  W,  Va,  265. 

25.  Kan. — Studebaker  v.  Johnson,  41 
Kan,  326,  21  Pac,  271,  13  Am.  St.  Bep. 
287;  Ferguson  v.  Tutt,  8  Kan.  370. 
Md.— Dent  v.  Maddox,  4  Md.  522.  lUiss, 
Coulter  w.  Herrod,  27  Miss.  685.  Neb, 
Craw  V.  Abrams,  68  Neb.  546,  94  N.  W. 
639;  Kre  Assn.  of  Philadelphia  v. 
Buby,  58  Neb.  730,  79  N.  W.  723;  Clark 
&  L.  Investment  Co.  v.  Way,  52  Neb. 
204,  71  N.  W.  1021,  N,  C— Brown  v. 
Coble,  76  N.  C.  391,  Tenn.— Matthews 
V.  Thompson,  2  Heisk.  588,  Va,— Fin- 
ney V,  Edwards,  75  Va.  44, 
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must  hold  it  until  confirmation,  and  then  pay  it  to  the  person  entitled 
thereto,^"  without  waiting  for  the  execution  of  the  deed."  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  one  selling,  when  an  order  distributing  the  proceeds  has 
been  made,  either  to  pay  the  money  to  the  party  directed,^*  or  to  pay 
the  same  into  court.^^  If  he  fails  to  do  so  he  may  in  an  appropriate  pro- 
ceeding be  charged  therewith.""  The  proceeds  may  be  distributed  upon 
motion.^^  But  the  ofSeer  selling  has  no  right  to  file  a  petition  praying 
a  distribution  of  the  proceeds."^ 

XVin.    REDEMPTION.  —  The  right  of  redemption  is  purely  stat- 
utory,^* and  one  seeking  to  redeem  must  comply  substantially  with  all 


[a]  A  commissioner  vith  authority 
to  take  notes  payable  to  himself,  has 
authoiity,  to  receive  payment  of  the 
notes  when  they  fall  due.  Matthews 
V.  Thompson,  2  Heisk.  (Tenn.)   588. 

[b]  A  special  commissioner  cannot 
collect  the  proceeds  unless  the  original 
or  a  subsequent  decree  or  order  gives 
him  authority  to  do  so.  Blair  v.  Core, 
20  W,  Va.  265. 

26.  Ferguson  v.  Tutt,  8  Kan.  370; 
Fire  Assn.  of  Philadelphia  v.  Euby,  58 
Neb.  730,  79  N.  W.  723;  Bachle  v. 
Webb,  11  Neb.  423,  9  N.  W.  473. 

[a]  Decree  Construed.  —  Where  the 
terms  of  the  decree  of  sale  are  that 
the  proceeds  "will  after  payment  of 
costs,  be  applied  to  pay"  certain  speci- 
fied creditors,  the  master  selling  can- 
not pay  the  money  over  until  the  fur- 
ther order  of  the  court.  Penn's  Admr. 
V.  Tolleson,  20  Ark.  652. 

27.  Ferguson  v.  Tutt,  8  Kan.  370. 

28.  Eichardson  v.  State,  2  Gill  (Md.) 
439. 

[a]  Effect  of  Absence  of  Direction. 
The  fact  that  the  decree  appointing  the 
trustee  contained  no  directions  that  he 
bring  the  proceeds  of  sale  into  court, 
cannot  be  construed  as  authority  for 
him  to  disburse  them.  Dent  v.  Mad- 
dox,  4  Md.  522. 

[b]  Ketaiuing  Proceeds. — A  trustee 
to  sell  cannot  retain  the  share  of  the 
proceeds  awarded  to  a  distributee  for 
the  payment  of  a  simple  contract  debt 
due  to  him  from  the  distributee.  Poe 
V.  Snowden,  70  Md.  383,  17  AtL  S77.     , 

29.  Ricliardson  v.  Sta*e,  .2  ■GaM  .(MS.)  i 
439.  I 

[aj  The  court  has  the  power  to  di- 
rect the  trustee  to  bring  the  proceeds 
of  a  sale  into  court,  to  be  disposed  of 
under  its  order.  Sp;vrall  «..  Qpstigan,  1 
MA.  Ci.  2,08.. 


30.  Mackubin  v.  Brown,  1  Bland 
(Md.J   410. 

[a]  In  North  Carolina,  an  action  by 
the  party  entitled  to  the  money  is  the 
only  remedy.  Smith  v.  Moore,  79  N. 
C.  82. 

[b]  Where  there  is  no  order  direct- 
ing the  master  to  make  a  sale,  a  rule 
against  him  to  show  cause  why  he  has 
not  paid  over  the  proceeds  will  not  lie. 
Ex  parte  Perry,  Harp.  Eq.   (S.  C.)   50. 

31.  Toch  V.  Toeh,  8  App.  Div.  299, 
40  N.  y.  Supp.  952. 

[a]  An  action  is  not  necessary. 
Toch  V,  Toeh,  8  App.  Div.  299^  40  N. 
Y.  Supp.  952. 

[b]  When  Made. — A  motion  for  dis- 
tribution of  the  proceeds  should  not  be 
made  until  the  sum  due  from  the  pur- 
chaser has  been  ascertained,  and  the 
money  paid  into  court,  and  when  pre- 
maturely made  the  court  may  refuse  to 
entertain  it,  but  without  prejudice  to  a 
later  application.  Clark  &  L.  Inv.  Co. 
V.  Way,  52  Neb.  204,  71  N.  W.  1021. 

[c]  Any  person  having  a  lieu  or  en- 
titled to  a  part  of  proceeds  in  court 
may  apply  to  the  court  to  have  their 
respective  interests  ascertained  and  the 
money  paid  to  the  persons  entitled  there- 
to. Toch  V.  Toch,  8  App.  Div.  299,  40 
N.  T.  Supp.  952. 

32.  Collins  v.  Kiederling  (N.  J.  Eq.), 
97  Atl.  948. 

3^.  Oal. — Tuolumne  Redemption  Co. 
V.  Sedgwick,  15  Cal.  516.  Colo. — Con- 
way V.  John,  14  Colo.  30,  23  Pac.  170. 
lU.— Zeman  v.  Ward,  260  111.  93,  102 
M.  E.  1066;  Hyman  v.  Bogue,  135  III. 
!9,  26  N.  E.  40;  Littler  v.  The  People, 
-43  111.  188;  West  v.  Fleming,  18  111.  248, 
68  Am.  Dec.  539.  Ky. — Columbia  Bank 
V.  Carter,  12  Ky.  L.  Rep.  969,  15  S.  W. 
1056.  Minn. — Stone  v.  Bassett,  4  Minn. 
29&-    JJfib.— eroanaimt  v.  Gloe,  55  Neb. 

yoi.  XVI 


832 


JUDICIAL  SALES 


the  requirements  of  the  statute.-''*  The  statute  allowing  redemption 
from  sales  on  execution  and  under  decrees  directing  the  sale  of  mort- 
gaged lands  does  not  apply  to  ordinary  chancery  sales.'' 

Who  May  Redeem  —  The  persons  who  may  redeem  are  generally  pre- 
scribed in  the  statutes.^'  Generally  -they  may  be  grouped  into  three 
classes :  First.  The  debtor  himself,  his  heirs,  devisees  or  personal  rep- 
resentatives. Second.  The  debtor's  vendee,  junior  mortgagee  or  as- 
signee of  the  equity  of  redemption.  Third.  The  debtor's  judgment 
creditors.'*' 

Time  for  Redemption.  —  The  time  allowed  for  redemption  is  purely 
statutory.^^  In  some  states  it  cannot  take  place  before  confirmation,^' 
though  elsewhere  the  rule  is  otherwise.*" 

To  VTliom  Money  May  Be  Paid. —  The  party  whose  land  is  sold  may 
pay  the  redemption  money  to  the  purchaser,*^  or  to  his  transferee,*^ 
or  to  the  clerk  of  the  court  in  which  the  property  is  sold.*' 


709,  76  N.  W.  424.  N.  Y.— Crisfield  v. 
Murdock,  127  N.  Y.  315,  27  N.  B.  1046. 
Tenn.— White  v.  Bates,  89  Tenn.  570, 
15  S.  W.  651. 

[a]  The  right  to  redemption  exists 
only  in  cases  of  real  estate  and  not  of 
personalty  in  some  states.  Conway  v. 
John, -14  Colo.  30,  23  Pac.  170. 

[h]  The  statute  applies  to  a  sale  of 
assigned  property  made  under  a  decree 
obtained  by  the  assignee  for  creditors. 
Graves  v.  Long,  87  Ky.  441,  9  S.  W. 
297. 

[c]  The  right  to  redeem  is  governed 
by  tie  law  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
sale.    Moor  v.  Seaton,  31  Ind.  11. 

[d]  The  court  cannot  take  away  the 
right  of  redemption  conferred  by  stat- 
ute. Fiteh  V.  Wetherbee,  110  HI.  475. 
See  Hall  v.  Bond,  68  App.  Div.  293,  74 
N.  Y.  Supp.  5. 

[e]  Where  there  is  no  prayer  for  a 
sale  in  bar  of  the  right,  a  decree  of 
sale  barring  it  is  erroneous.  Turner 
Bros.  V.  Argo,  89  Tenn.  443,  14  S.  W. 
930. 

34.  III.— Zeman  v.  Ward,  260  Bl.  93, 
102  N.  E.  1066;  Hyman  v.  Bogue,  135 
111.  9,  26  N.  E.  40;  Littler  v.  People, 
43  111.  188;  Traeger  v.  Mutual  Bldg.  & 
L.  Assn.,  63  111.  App.  286,  must  be 
within  time  allowed  by  statute.  Ind. 
Williams  v.  HofCman,  39  Ind.  App.  315, 
76  N.  E.  440.  Ky.— See  Moore  v. 
Bishop,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1622,  49  S.  W. 
957.  Minn.— See  White  v.  Eathbone,  73 
Minn.  236,  75  N.  W.  1046. 

35.  West  V.  Fleming,  18  HI.  248,  68 
Am.  Dec.  539;  Farnsworth  v.  Strasler, 
12  111.  482. 
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36.  See  the  statutes,  and  Hewes  v. 
Seal,  80  Miss.  437,  32  So.  55. 

87.  Owen  v.  Kilpatrick,  96  Ala.  421, 
11  So.  476.  See  also  Schroeder  c. 
Young,  161  U.  S.  334,  16  Sup.  Ct.  512, 
40  L.  ed.  721;  Ktch  v.  Wetherbee,  110 
m.  475;  McRoberts  v.  Conover,  71  Bl. 
524. 

[a]  As  Against  Prior  Bedemptioner. 
The  right  to  redeem  does  not  exist  in 
favor  of  a  mortgagee  of  the  debtor  as 
against  a  prior  redemptioner.  Owen  v. 
Kilpatrick,  96  Ala.  421,  11  So.  476. 

[b]  The  death  of  the  judgment 
debtor  after  the  sale  does  not  affect 
the  judgment  creditor's  right  to  re- 
deem.   Jones  V.  Burden,  20  Ala.  382. 

38.  See  the  statutes. 

39.  Wood  V.  Morgan,  4  Humph. 
(Tenn.)   371.      .^ 

40.  Jones  v.  Burden,  20  Ala.  382; 
Haskell  v.  State,  31  Ark.  91. 

41.  Hitt  V.  Caney  Fork  Gulf  Coal 
Co.,  124  Tenn.  334,  139  S.  W.  693. 

[a]  Payment  After  Notice  of  Trans- 
fer.— If  it  is  paid  to  the  purchaser  after 
notice  of  a  transfer  by  him  to  another 
the  redemption  would  not  be  good. 
Hitt  V.  Caney  Pork  Gulf  Coal  Co.,  124 
Tenn.  334,  139  S.  W.  693. 

42.  Hitt  V.  Caney  Fork  Gulf  Coal 
Co.,  124  Tenn.  334,  139  S.  W.  693. 

[a]  If  he  pay  to  the  person  claim- 
ing under  the  purchaser  he  assumes  the 
risk  of  the  claim  being  valid.  Hitt  v. 
Caney  Fork  Gulf  Coal  Co.,  124  Tenn. 
334,  139  S.  W.  693. 

43.  Hitt  V.  Caney  Fork  Gulf  Coal 
Co.,   124   Tenn.   334,   139   S.    W.    693; 
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A  ^ill  to  redeem  mnst  aver  that  complainants  have  paid  or  tendered 
the  redemption  money  to  the  person  authorized  to  receive  it.**  No  de- 
cree for  redemption  should  be  made  until  the  money  is  paid  into  court.*^ 

XIX.  COLLATERAL  ATTACK.  — A  sale  made  and  confirmed 
by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  cannot  be  attacked  in  a  collateral 
proceeding,  because  of  errors  or  irregularities  in  the  proceedings,*" 


Maupin  v.   Blanton,  93   Tenn.  422,  25 
S.  W.'  99. 

44.  Hyman  v.  Bogue,  135  III.  9,  26 
N.  E.  40;  Simmons  v.  Marable,  11 
Humph.   (Tenn.)  436. 

[a]  An  allegation  of  readiness  to 
make  redemption  is  insufficient.  Hy- 
man V.  Bogue,  135  111.  9,  26  N.  B.  40. 

45.  Simmons  v.  Marable,  11  Humph. 
(Tenn.)  436. 

4&  tl.  S.— Hine  v.  Morse,  218  U.  S. 
493,  31  Sup.  Ct.  37,  54  L.  ed.  1123; 
Thaw  V.  Falls,  136  U.  S.  519,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  1037,  34  L.  ed.  531;  Voorhees  v. 
Bank  of  United  States,  10  Pet.  449,  10 
L.  ed.  490;  Jarrell  v.  Cole,  215  Fed. 
315,  131  C.  C.  A.  589;  Wood  v.  Brown- 
ing, 176  Fed.  273,  100  C.  C.  A.  161; 
May  V.  Logan  County,  30  Fed.  250. 
Ala. — Crowder  v.  Doe  ex  dem.  Arnett, 
193  Ala.  470,  68  So.  1005;  Butler  v. 
"Watrous,  185  Ala.  130,  64  So.  346; 
Birmingham  Coal  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Doe, 
181  Ala.  621,  62  So.  26;  Haynes  v. 
Simpson,  143  Ala.  554,  39  So.  352; 
Friedman  v.  Shamblin,  117  Ala.  454,  23 
So.  821;  Daughtry  v.  Thweatt,  105  Ala. 
615,  16  So.  920,  53  Am.  St.  Eep.  146; 
Bland  v.  Bowie,  53  Ala.  152.  Alaska. 
Etner  v.  Heid,  2  Alaska  600.  Ark. 
Washington  v.  Govan,  73  Ark.  612,  84 
S.  W.  792;  Alexander  v.  Hardin,  .54  Ark, 
480,  16  S.  W.  264.  But  see  Wells  v. 
Eice,  34  Ark.  346;  Fleming  v.  Johnson, 
26  Ark.  421.  Oal.— Scarf  v.  Aldrich, 
97  Cal.  360,  32  Pac.  324,  33  Am.  St. 
Eep.  190;  Dennis  v.  Winter,  63  Cal. 
16.  lU.— Sheahan  v.  Madigan,  275  111. 
372,  114  N.  B.  135;  Eedmond  v.  Cass, 
226  HI.  120,  80  N.  E.  708;  Frothing- 
ham  V.  Petty,  197  Hl.f  418,  64  N.  E. 
270;  Field  v.  Peeples,  180  HI.  376,  54 
N.  E.  304;  Wing  v.  Dodge,  80  111.  564; 
Conover  v.  Musgrave,  68  HI.  58.  Ind. 
Denton  v.  Arnold,  151  Ind.  188,  51  N. 
E.  240;  Meikel  v.  Borders,  129  Ind.  529, 
29  N.  E.  29;  Davidson  v.  Hutchins,  112 
Ind.  322,  13  N.  E.  106;  Woolery  v. 
Grayson,  110  Ind.  149,  10  N.  B.  935 
(unless  the  decree  is  void;;  Hawkins 
V.  Eagan,  20  Ind.  193;  Wilkins  v.  De 
Pauw,   10  Ind.   159.     la. — ^Eingstad  v. 


Hanson,  150  Iowa  324,  130  N.  W.  145; 
Hamifil  v.  Donnelly,  75  Iowa  93,  39  N. 
W.  210.  Kan.— Lake  v.  Hathaway,  75 
Kan.  391,  89  Pac.  666;  Bowman  v. 
Cockrill,  6  Kan.  311;  Paine  v.  Sprat- 
ley,  5  Kan.  525.  Ky. — Harris  v.  Hop- 
kins, 166  Ky.  147,  179  S.  W.  14;  Sears' 
Heirs  v.  Sears'  Heirs,  95  Ky.  173,  25 
S.  W.  600,  44  Am.  St.  Eep.  213;  Daw- 
son v.  Litsey,  10  Bush  408;  Guffy  V. 
Anderson,  31  Ky.  L.  Eep.  407,  102  S. 
W.  321;  McDyer  v.  Scaggs,  7  Ky.  L. 
Bep.  222.  Iia»— Hibernia  Bk.  &  Tr. 
Co.  V.  Whitney,  122  La.  890,  48  So. 
314;  Whitaker  v.  Ashbey,  43  La.  Ann. 
117,  8  So.  394;  Boullemet's  Succession, 
39  La.  Ann.  1046,  3  So.  401;  O'Hara 
f.  Booth,  29  La.  Ann.  817;  Fontelieu's 
Succession,  28  La.  Ann.  638;  Doherty 
V.  Leake,  24  La.  Ann.  224.  Me. — In- 
ternational Wood  Co.  V.  The  National 
Assurance  Co.,  99  Me.  415,  59  Atl.  544, 
105  Am.  St.  Eep.  288.  Md.— Newbold 
V.  Sehlens,  66  Md.  585,  9  Atl.  849;  Long 
•».  Long,  62  Md.  33;  Gregory  v.  Len- 
Ding,  54  Md.  51.  Mich.^Brown  v.  Han- 
nah, 152  Mich.  33,  115  N.  W.  980; 
Pfirrman  v.  Wattles,  86  Mich.  254,  49 
N.  W.  40.  Miss.— Ladd  v.  Craig,  94 
Miss.  659,  47  So.  777;  Morton  «.  Car- 
roll, 68  Miss.  699,  9  So.  896;  Stampley 
V.  King,  51  Miss.  728.  Mo.— Smith ,  v. 
Black,  231  Mo.  681,  132  S.  W.  1129; 
Cox  V.  Boyce,  152  Mo.  576,  54  S-  W. 
467,  75  Am.  St.  Eep.  483;  Noland  v. 
Barrett,  122  Mo.  181,  26  S.  W.  692,  43 
Am.  St.  Eep.  572;  Exendine  v.  Morris, 
76  Mo.  416;  Githens  v.  Barnhill  (Mo. 
App.),  184  S.  W.  145;  Bobb  v.  Graham, 

15  Mo.  App.  289.  Neb.— Omaha  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Ferguson,  99  Neb.  131,  155  N. 
W.  220;  Huberman  v.  Evans,  46  Neb. 
784,  65  N.  W.  1045;  Myers  v,  Mc- 
Gavock,  39  Neb.  843,  58  N.  W.  522, 
42  Am.  St.  Eep.  627;  Neligh  v.  Keene, 

16  Neb.  407,  20  N.  W.  277;  McKeighan 
V.  Hopkins,  14  Neb.  361,  15  N.  W.  711. 
N.  J.— See  Clark  v.  Costello,  59  N.  J. 
L.  234,  36  Atl.  271;  Dickinson  v.  Tren- 
ton, 33  N.  J.  Eq.  63;  Eunyon  is.  Newark 
India-Eubber  Co.,  24  N.  J.  L.  467. 
N.y.—Concklin V.Hall,  2  Barb.  Ch.  136. 
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even  though  the  sale  was  voidable,*'^  but  it  is  otherwise  where  the  sale 
is  a  nullity.** 

A  decree  of  sale  however  erroneous  and  irregular  cannot  be  collater- 
ally attacked  if  the  court  rendering  it  had  jurisdiction,**  but  it  is 


N.  O.— Raekley  «.  Roberts,  147  N.  C, 
201,  60  S.  B.  975;  Murray  v.  Souther- 
land,  125  N.  C.  175,  34  S.  E.  270.  Ohio. 
Herbst  v.  Bates,  9  Ohio  Deo.  (Reprint) 
444,  13  Wkly.  L.  Bui.  565.  Okla. 
Threadgill  v.  Colcord,  16  Okla.  447,  85 
Pac.  703.  Ore.— McCulloch  v.  Estes,  20 
Ore.  349,  25  Pac.  724.  S.  0.— McLean 
V.  Crouch,  99  S.  C.  118,  82  S.  E.  988; 
Cathcart  v.  Sugenheimer,  18  8.  C.  123. 
As  to  when  proceeding  is  ,  collateral, 
see  Connor  v.  McCoy,  83  S.  C.  165,  65 
S.  E.  257.  Tenn. — Puekett  v.  Wynns, 
132  Tenn.  513,  178  S.  W.  1184;  Wilson 
V.  Sehaefer,  107  Tenn.  300,  64  S.  W. 
208;  Killough  v.  Warren,  58  S.  W.  898; 
Robertson  v.  Winchester,  85  Tenn.  171, 
1  S.  W.  781;  Greenlaw  v.  Greenlaw,  16 
Lea  435;  Harris  McClanahan,  11  Lea 
181;  Johnson  v.  Evans,  1  Tenn.  Ch. 
603;  Greenlaw  v.  Kernahan,  4  Sneed 
371.  Tex.— Holland  v.  Nance,  102  Tex. 
177,  114  S.  W.  346;  Nash  v.  Milburn, 
25  Tex.  783;  Berryman  v.  McDonald,  49 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  81,  107  S.  W.  944; 
Storer  v.  Lane,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  250, 
20  S.  W.  852.  Utah. — Moore  v.  Moore, 
42  Utah  140,  129  Pac.  344.  Va.— Law- 
son  V.  Moorman,  85  Va.  880,  9  S.  E. 
150;  Wilcher  v.  Robertson,  78  Va.  602. 
W.  Va.— Lee  v.  Smith,  54  W.  Va.  89, 
46  S.  E.  352;  Klapneck  v.  Keltz,  50  W. 
Va.  331,  40  S.  E.  570.  Wis.— Anderson 
V.  Chicago  Title  &  Trust  Co.,  101  Wis. 
385,  77  N.  W.  710;  Eaton  v.  White,  18 
Wis.  517;  Farmers  &  Millers  Bank  v. 
Luther,  14  Wis.  96. 

[a]  One  not  a  party  cannot  collat- 
terally  attack  the  proceedings.  HI. 
Clark  V.  Glos,  180  HI.  556,  54  N.  B.  631, 
72  Am.  St.  Rep.  223.  Tex.— Grant  v. 
Hill  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  29  S.  W.  247. 
Va.— Turnbull  v.  Mann,  99  Va.  41,  37 
S.  B.  288. 

As  to  collateral  attack  generally  see 
the  title  "Judgments." 

47.  U.  S.— Gibson  v.  Lyon,  115  U. 
S.  439,  6  Sup.  Ct.  129,  29  L.  ed.  440; 
Ludlow  «!.  Ramsey,  11  Wall.  581,  20  L. 
ed.  216;  Harvey  v.  Tyler,  2  Wall.  328, 
17  L.  ed.  871 ;  Voorhees  v.  Bank  of  Uni- 
ted States,  10  Pet.  449,  9  L.  ed.  490; 
Thompson  v.  Tolmie,  2  Pet.  157,  7  L. 
ed.  381.    111.— Clark  v.  Glos,  180  111.  556, 
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54  N.  E.  631,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  223.  Ind. 
Eliason  v.  Bronnenburg,  147  Ind.  248. 
46  N.  E.  582.  Mo.— Evans  v.  Robber- 
son,  92  Mo.  192,  4  S.  W.  941,  1  Am 
St.  Rep.  701. 

48.  Camden  v.  Havmond,  9  W.  Va 
680. 

49.  U.     S.— Central     Trust     Co.     » 
Peoria,   D.   &   E.   R.  Co.,  118   Fed.   30. 

55  G.  C.  A.  52;  Mootry  v.  Grayson,  104 
Fed.  613,  44  C.  C.  A.  83.  Ala.— Crow 
der  V.  Doe  ex  dem.  Arnett,  193  Ala.  470 
68  So.  1005;  Morring  v.  Tipton,  126  Ala 
350,  28  So.  562;  Moore  v.  Cottingham 
113  Ala.  148,  20  So.  994,  59  Am.  St 
Rep.  100;  Cobb  v.  Garner,  105  Ala.  467 
17  So.  47,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  136;  Bland 
V.  Bowie,  53  Ala.  152.  Ark. — Sturdy 
V.  Jacoway,  19  Ark.  499.  Cal. — Estate 
of  Deviucenzi,  119  Cal.  498,  51  Pac. 
845;  Ions  t>.  Harbison,  112  Cal.  260,  44 
Pac.  572;  Dane  •».  Layne,  10  Cal.  App. 
366,  101  Pae.  1067.  Fla.— Mann  v.  Jen- 
nings, 25  Fla.  730,  6  So.  771.  Ga. 
Martin  v.  Dix,  134  Ga.  481,  68  8.  B.  80; 
Adams  v.  Adams,  113  Ga.  824,  39,8.  E. 
291.  See  Sirmans  &  Bro.  v.  Sirmans, 
74  Ga.  541.  Hi. — Reinhardt  v.  Seamans, 
208  111.  448,  69  N.  E.  847;  Bradley  v. 
Dfone,  187  111.  175,  58  N.  B.  304,  79 
Am.  St.  Rep.  214.  Ind.— Thomas  v. 
Thompson,  149  Ind.  391,  49  N.  E.  268; 
Lantz  V.  Maffett,  102  Ind.  23,  26  N.  B. 
195.  la. — Rice  v.  Bolton,  126  Iowa  654, 
100  N.  W.  634,  102  N.  W.  509.  Kan. 
Watkins  Land  Mortgage  Co.  v.  Mullen, 
62  Kan.  1,  61  Pae.  385,  84  Am.  St. 
Rep.  372.  Ky.— Dennis  v.  Alves,  113 
8.  W.  483;  Blackwell  v.  Townsend,  91 
Ky.  609,  16  S.  W.  587.  Me.— Lebroke 
V.  Damon,  89  Me.  113,  35  Atl.  1028. 
Md.— Scarlett  v.  Robinson,  112  Md.  202, 
76  Atl.  181;  Simpson  v.  Bailey,  80  Md. 
421,  30  Atl.  622;  Hamilton  v.  Traber, 
78  Md.  26,  27  Atl.  229,  44  Am.  St.  Rep. 
258.  Mass. — Thayer  v.  Winchester,  133 
Mass.  447;  Perkins  v.  Fairfield,  11 
Mass.  227.  Mich. — Pratt  v.  Houghtal- 
ing,  45  Mich.  457,  8  N.  W.  72.  Miss. 
Shannon  v.  Summers,  86  Miss.  619,  38 
So.  345;  Sivley  v.  Summers,  57  Miss. 
712.  Mo. — Blic'kensderffer  v.  Hanna,  231 
Mo.  93,  132  8.  W.  678;  Stark  v.  Kirch- 
graber,  186  Mo.  633,  85  S.  W.  868,  105 
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otherwise  if  the  court  had  no    jurisdiction    to    make    the    decree.^" 
Tlie  order  of  confirmation  cannot   be   collaterally  impeached  for   non- 
jurisdictional  irregularities.^^ 


Am.  St.  Eep.  629;  Covington  v.  Cham- 
blin,  156  Mo.  574,  57  S.  W.  728;  Eog- 
ers  V.  Johnson,  125  Mo.  202,  28  S.  W. 
635.  Mont. — Plains  L.  &  I.  Co.  v. 
Lynch,  38  Mont.  271,  99  Pac.  847,  129 
Am.  St.  Eep.  645.  Neb.— Omaha  Nat. 
Bank  «.  Ferguson,  99  Neb.  131,  155  N. 
W.  220;  Schroeder  v.  Wilcox,  39  Neb. 
136,  57  N.  W.  1031.  N.  H.— MsrrlU  v. 
Harris,  26  N.  H.  142,  57  Am.  Dec.  359. 
N.  Y.— Smith  v.  Blood,  106  App.  Div. 
317,  94  N.  Y.  Supp.  667.  N.  C— Bare- 
foot V.  Musselwhite,  153  N.  C.  208,  69 
S.  E.  71;  Dickens  v.  Long,  109  N.  C. 
165,  13  S.  E.  841.  Ore.— Smith  v. 
"Whiting,  55  Ore.  393,  106  Pac.  791.  Pa. 
Snyder  v.  Markel,  8  Watts  416;  Fox  v. 
Winters,  4  Eawle  174.  S.  C— Epper- 
son V.  Jackson,  83  S.  C.  157,  65  S.  B. 
217.  Terni. — Puekett  v.  Wyuns,  132 
Tenn.  513,  178  S.  W.  1184;  Wilson  v. 
Schaefer,  107  Tenn.  300,  64  S.  W.  208. 
Tex.— Lyne  v.  Sanford,  82  Tex.  58,  19 
S.  W.  847,  27  Am.  St.  Esp.  852;  Boss 
V.  Martin  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  128  S.  W. 
718.  Va. — Peirce  v.  Graham,  85  Va. 
-227,  7  S.  E.  189.  Wash. — McKenna  v. 
Cosgrove,  41  Wash.  332,  83  Pac.  240. 
W.  Va.— First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hyer,  46 
W.  Va.  13,  32  S.  E.  1000. 
See  6  Standard  Proc.  565. 
See  generally  the  title  "Judgments." 
[a]  Though  a  statute  provides  that 
a  decree  made  against  a  defendant 
•without  personal  service,  who  does  not 
appear,  is  not  absolute  for  eighteen 
months,  or  for  six  months  after  service 
of  a  copy  on  him,  a  decree  executed  by 
a  sale  made  twelve  months  after  its 
rendition,  which  sale  was  confirmed, 
is  not  void  on  collateral  attack  on  the 
ground  that  the  record  does  not  show 
the  service  of  a  copy  of  the  decree 
upon  him.  Seelye  v.  Smith,  85  Ala.  25, 
4  So.  664  (court  obtained  jurisdiction 
by  publication),  distinguishing  Sayre  v. 
Elyton  Land  Co.,  73  Ala.  85,  wherein 
the  sale  was  made  within  six  months 
after  rendition  of  decree  upon  the 
ground  that  attack  was  a  direct  and 
not  a  collateral  one. 


[b]  Though  the  failure  to  execute 
a  bond  required  to  be  executed  before 
the  execution  of  a  decree  of  sale,  fur- 
nishes good  ground  for  refusing  to  con- 
firm the  sale  or  for  setting  it  aside  in 
a  direct  proceeding  made  within  a  rea- 
sonable time,  it  furnishes  no  ground  for 
a  collateral  attack  upon  a  sale  made 
iind  confirmed,  especially  where  such 
attack  is  not  made  until  after  a  con- 
siderable lapse  of  time,  during  which 
there  was  no  complaint  on  this  ground. 
Seelye  f.  Smith,  85  Ala.  25,  32,  4  So. 
664,  distinguishing  Sayre  v.  Elyton  Land 
Co.,  73,  Ala.  85,  on  the  ground  that 
tho  attack  made  therein  was  a  direct 
and  not  a  collateral  attack. 

50.  Cal. — Estate  of  Devineenzi,  119 
Cal.  498,  51  Pac.  845.  Mo.— See  Des- 
loge  V.  Tucker,  196  Mo.  587,  94  S.  W. 
283;  Stark  v.  Kirchgraber,  186  Mo.  633, 
85  S.  W.  868,  105  Am.  St.  Eep.  629. 
Neb. — Wells  v.  Steckleberg,  50  Neb. 
670,  70  N.  W.  242. 

[al]  Whether  the  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion appears  affirmatively  in  the  record 
or  not,  an  unauthorized  decree  of  sals 
mav  be  attacked  collaterally.  Smith  v. 
Wiidman,  178  Pa.  245,  35  Atl.  1047,  56 
Am.  St.  Eep.  760,  36  L.  E.  A.  834; 
Sager  v.  Mead,  164  Pa.  125,  30  Atl. 
284. 

51.  Ala. — Eellam  v.  Eiehards,  56  Ala. 
238.  Minn. — Hotchkiss  v.  Cutting,  14 
Minn.  537.  Mo. — Price  v.  Springfield 
E.  E.  Assn.,  101  Mo.  107,  14  S.  W.  57, 
20  Am.  St.  Eep.  595;  Tutt  v.  Boyer,  51 
Mo.  425.  N.  0. — Spivey  v.  Harrell,  101 
N.  C.  48,  7  S.  E.  693.  Tex.— Stroud  v. 
Hawkins,  28  Tex.  Civ.  App.  321,  67  S. 
W.   534. 

[a]  Fraud. — An  order  confirming  a 
judicial  sale  cannot  be  collaterally  at- 
tacked except  for  fraud  practiced  upon 
tho  court  in  the  procurement  of  the 
judgment.  Bank  of  Pine  Bluff  v.  Levi, 
90  Ark.  166,  118  S.  W.  250.  But  see 
Spivey  V.  Harrell,  101  N.  C.  48,  7  8.  E. 
693. 
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By  the  Editorial  Staff. 
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2.  As  Dependent  Upon  Amount  in  Controversy,  876 

3.  Courts  in  Which  May  Be  Exercised,  877 

a.  Generally,  877 

b.  In  Justice  Courts,  877 

e.    In  Probate  Courts  and  Proceedings,  877 

4.  As  Dependent  Upon  Character  of  Action  and  Issues, 

877 

a.  In  General,  877 

b.  In  Actions  at  Law  Generally,  878 
e.     Suits  in  Equity  Generally,  879 

d.  Special  Proceedings  Generally,  881 

e.  Actions  Involving  Both  Legal  and  Equitable  Con- 
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(I.)     Generally,  882 

(II.)     As  Affected  by  Plaintiff's  Pleadings,  883 

(III.)     As  Affected  by  Defendant 's  Pleadings,  884 

(A.)     Legal  Defense  to  Equitable  Action, 

884 
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885 
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fenses, 888 
(rV.)     As  Affected  by  Intervention  and  Inter- 
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VL.    Quo  Warranto,  904 
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X.    Garnishment,  905 
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ances, 907 
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F.    Assertion  of  Right,  913 
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g.    Excuse  for  Failure  To  Demand,  921 
h.    Effect  of  Failure  To  Demand,  921 

3.  Payment  of  Fees,  923 

4.  Waiver,  925 

a.  In  Civil  Cases,  925 
(I.)     Generally,  925 

(II.)     Form  and  Sufficiency  of  Waiver,  926 
(A.)     Generally,  926 
(B.)     Express  Waiver,  928 
(C.)     Implied  Waiver,  930 
(D.)     Eecord  of  Waiver,  938 

;{IIL)     Effect  of  Waiver,  939 
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(B.)     Where  Pleadings  Are  Amended,  940 
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(V.)     Withdrawal  of  Waiver,  941 
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b.  Qualifications  of  Commissioners,  957 

c.  Appointment  and  Oath  of  Persons  Selecting,  958 
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(I.)     Generally,  958 
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3.  Time  of  Selection,  960 

4.  Place  of  Selection,  962 

5.  Tlie  Selection,  962 

a.  In  General,  962 

b.  Number  Selected,  963 

c.  Presumption  of  Regularity,  964 

d.  Mandamus  To  Compel,  964 

6.  Signing  and  Returning  Jury  List,  964 

7.  TAe  Jury-Box  or  Wheel,  966 

a.  Jw  General,  966 

b.  Preparation  of  Ballots,  966 

e.  Depositing  Ballots  and  Locking  Box,  966 
B.    The  Jury  Panel,  968 

1.    Drawing  Regular  Panel,  968 

a.  In  General,  968 

b.  Notice  of  Drawing,  969 

c.  Time  and  Place  of  Drawing,  969 
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974 
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(I.)     In  General,  976 
(II.)     Time  of  Objection,  977 
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(III.)     Waiver,  978 
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a.  In  General,  978 

b.  Order  and  Proceedings  To  Obtain,  981 

c.  Drawing,  982 

d:    Number  Drawn,  983 

3.  In  Territorial  and  Federal  Courts,  984 

IV.     PROCURING     AND      COMPELLING     ATTENDANCE      OF 
JURORS,  984 

A.  Definitions,  984 
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1.  In  General,  984 

2.  Compliance  With  Statute,  985 
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(II.)     Grounds  of  Disqualification,  989 
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d.  Description  of  Jurors  To  Be  Summoned,  993 

e.  Date  Returnable,  994 

f.  Teste,  995. 

g.  Indorsements,  995 
h.  Amendment,  995 

6.  Executing  the  Writ  of  Process,  995 

a.  Tme  o/  E'xecution,  995 

b.  Nurnber  of  Jurors  To  Be  Summoned,  995 

c.  Who  May  Be  Summoned,  996 
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d.  Manner  of  Summoning,  997 

e.  Effect,  998 

7.  Return,  998 

■a.    In  General,  998 

b.  Time  of,  998 

c.  Form  and  Sufficiency,  999 

d.  Amendment,  1000 

e.  Waiver  of  Defects,  1001 

f.  Conclusiveness,  1001 

8.  Filing  List  of  Jurors  Sumjmoned,  1001 

9.  Oljections,  1001 

C.  Procuring  Attendance  of  Special  Veniremen,  1002 

1.  Issuance  of  Special  Venire,  1002 

2.  JJ'orm  o/  Special  Venire,  1002 

3.  /8ermc6  of  Writ,  1003 

D.  Proceedings  To  Compel  Attendance  of  Jurors,  1004 

V.    SERVING  LIST  OP  JURORS  ON  DEPENDANT,  1006 

A.  In  General,  1006 

B.  Demand,  1008 

C.  Order  and  Writ,  1008 

D.  Numher  of  Lists  To  Be  Furnished,  1009 

E.  Form  and  Contents  of  List,  1009 

1.  Caption,  1009 

2.  Contents,  1009 

a.  Names  of  Jurors,  1009 

(I.)     Whose  Names  Shall  Appear,  1009 
(IT.)     Manner  of  Stating  Names,  1011 
(III.)     Misnomer,  1012 

b.  Besidence  and  Occupation  of  Jurors,  1012 

c.  Designating    Specially    and    Regularly    Drawn 

Jurors,  1012 

d.  Sheriff's  Return  on  the  Venire,  1012 

e.  Proces  Verbal  and  Certificate  of  Jury  Commis- 

sioners, 1012 

3.  Signature  and  Certificate,  1013 

4.  Amendment,  1013 

5.  Objections  and  Waiver,  1013 
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F.  Serving  the  List,  1013 

1.  By  Whom  Served,  1013 

2.  On  Whom  Served,  1014 

3.  Time  of  Service,  1014 

4.  Presumption  of  Service,  1015 

G.  Record  and  Return,  1015 

H.    Postponing  Trial  To  Allow  Time  To  Examine  List,  1016 

VI.  EXCUSING  OF  JURORS,  1016 

A.  Power  of  Court  Generally,  1016 

B.  Time  for  Excusing,  1017 

C.  Application  for,  1017 
•  1.    In  General,  1017 

2.  Grounds  of,  1018 

a.  Z«  Genhral,  1018 

b.  ZZZwess,  1019 

3.  Presumption  Upon  Granting,  1020 

4.  Revieiv  of  Decision  Upon,  1020 

VII.  SELECTING  AND  IMPANELING  THE  TRIAL  JURY.     [See 
17  Stand AED  Proc] 

VIII.,  OATH  OP  JURY.     [See  17  Standard  Proc] 

IX.  CUSTODY,    CONDUCT    AND    DELIBERATION    OF    JURY. 

[See  17  Standard  Proc] 

X.  DISCHARGE.     [See  17  Standard  Proc] 

CBOSS-BEFEBENCES: 

Coroner's  Inquest;  New  Trial; 

Embracery;  Province  of  Judge  and  Jury; 

Grand  Jury;  Special  Interrogatories  to  Jury; 

Inquiry,  Writ  of ;  Trial; 

Instructions;  Venire  de  Novo; 

Issues  in  Pleading  and  Practice ;  Verdict ; 

Justices  of  the  Peace ;  View; 
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As  to  trial  by  jury  before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  see  the  title 
"Justices  of  the  Peace." 

As  to  issues  to  jury,  see  the  title  "Issues  in  Pleading  and  Practice." 

As  to  view  by  jury  see  the  title  "View,"  and  13  Ency.  op  Ev.  953. 

As  to  jurors  as  witnesses,  see  3  Ency.  op  Ev.  218,  et  seq. 

For  forms,  see  9  Standaed  Peoc.  752,  et  seq. 

For  further  references  and  cross-references,  see  the  index  to  this 
work  and  the  cross-references  throughout  this  article. 

I.  DEFINITION.^  —  A  jury  is  a  body  of  men  who  are  sworn  to  de- 
clare the  facts  of  a  case  as  they  are  proven  from  evidence  placed  be- 
fore them.^  Ordinarily  the  term  "jury"  is  applied  to  the  petit  or  trial 
jury  distinctively,'  which  is  a  body,  usually  of  twelve  men,  possessing 
the  requisite  qualifications,  duly  summoned,  and  sworn  as  required  by 
law.* 

II.  RIGHT  TO  TRIAL  BY  JURY.  — A.  Generally.  —  The  ex- 
pression "trial  by  jury"  has  a  fixed  legal  significance  and  imports  the 


1.  As  to   definition  of  grand  jury, 

see  10  Standard  Proo.  608. 

As  to  definition  of  special  or  struck 
jury,  see  infra,  VII,  G. 

2.  State  V.  Stentz,  30  Wash.  134,  70 
Pac.  241,  63  L.  E.  A.  807;  State  v. 
Voorhies,  12  Wash.  53,  40  Pae.  620, 
guoting  Bouvier's  L.  Diet. 

Necessity  for  jury  being  sworn,  see 
infra,  VIII. 

[a]  For  other  definitions,  see  the 
following:  Ark. — State  v.  Cox,  8  Ark. 
436.  Ind.— Hunnel  v.  State,  86  Ind. 
431.  N.  H. — In  re  Opinion  of  Justices, 
41  N.  H.  550.  Ohio.— Zanesville,  etc 
E.  Co.  V.  Bolen,  76  Ohio  St.  376,  81 
N.  E.  681,  10  Ann.  Cas.  658,  11  L.  E. 
A.  (N.  S.)  1107;  Smith  v.  Atlantic, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  25  Ohio  ,St.  91;  Lamb  v. 
Lane,  4  Ohio  St.  167,  179.  Wash. 
State  V.  Stentz,  30  Wash.  134,  70  Pae. 
241,  63  L.  E.  A.  807;  State  v.  Voor- 
hies, 12  Wash.  53,  40  Pae.  620,  'mUhg 
Code  Proc,  §50.  Wis.— NorVal  v.  Eice, 
2   Wis.   22. 


3.  Bouvier's  L.  Diet.  (3rd  ed.) 
1769. 

4.  Zanesville,  etc.  E.  Co.  ■».  Bolen, 
76  Ohio  St.  376,  81  N.  E.  681,  10  Ann. 
Cas.  658,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)'  1107; 
People  V.  Hopt,  3  Utah  396,  4  Pae. 
256. 

[a]  Other  Definitions. — (1)  A  petit 
jury  is  a  body  of  men,  of  a  desig- 
nated number,  drawn  by  lot  from  the 
jurors  in  attendance  upon  the  court  at 
a  particular  session,  and  sworn  to  try 
a^nd  determine  a  question  of  fact, 
State  V.  Voorhies,  12  Wash.  53,  40  Pae. 
620.  (2)  "A  petit  or  traverse  jury 
is  a  jury  who  try  the  question  in  is- 
sue and  pass  finally  upon  the  truth  of 
the  facts  in  dispute."  Bouvier  L, 
Diet.  (3rd  ed.)  1769. 

As  to  number  of  jurors,  see  infra, 
II,  B,  2. 

As  to  qualifications  of  jurors,  see 
infra,  VII,  P. 

As  to  oath  of  Jury,  see  infra,  VIII. 
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right  to  such  trial  in  the  mode  and  according  to  the  settled  rules  of 
the  common  law.^    This  right  has  always  been  guarded^  with  the  ut- 


5.  U.  S.— Black  v.  Jackson,  177  TJ. 
S.  349,  20  Sup.  Ct.  648,  44  L.  ed.  801; 
Capital  Traction  Co.  v.  Hof,  174  U.  S. 
1,  19  Sup.  Ct.  580,  43  L.  ed.  873; 
Thompson  v.  Utah,  170  U.  S.  343,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  620,  42  L.  ed.  1061.  Ala. 
Collins  V.  State,  88  Ala.  212,  7  So.  260. 
Ark.— State  v.  Cox,  8  Ark.  436.  Idaho. 
In  re  Dawson,  20  Idaho  178,  117  Pac. 
696,  35  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  1146.  Ind. 
Zimmerman  v.  Carr,  59  Ind.  App.  245, 
109  N".  E.  218.  Ky.— Chesapeake  & 
Ohio  Ey.  Co.  v.  Kelly's  Admx.,  161 
Ky.  655,  171  S.  W.  185.  Mo.— Kansas 
City  V.  Smith,  238  Mo.  323,  141  8.  W. 
1103;  State  v.  Mansfield,  41  Mo.  470. 
Nev. — State  v.  McClear,  11  Nev.  39. 
N.  H.— State  v.  Almy,  67  N.  H.  274,  28 
Atl.  372,  22  L.  E.  A.  744;  Copp  v. 
Henniker,  55  N.  H.  179,  20  Am.  Eep. 
194;  In  re  Opinion  of  Justices,  41  N. 
H.  550.  N.  J.— Brown  v.  State,  62 
N.  J.  L.  666,  42  Atl.  811;  Edwards  ■!?; 
Elliott,  36  N.  J.  L.  449,  13  Am.  Eep. 
463.  N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Murray  v. 
Justices,  74  N.  Y.  406;  People  ex  rel. 
Metropolitan  Bd.  of  Health  v.  Lane, 
6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  105.  N.  C— State 
V.  Eogers,  162  N.  C.  656,  78  S.  E.  293, 
Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  867,  46  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  38;  State  v.  Scruggs,  115  N. 
C.  805,  20  S.  E.  720.  Ohio.— Lamb  v. 
Lane,  4  Ohio  St.  167;  Willyard  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 7  Ohio  111  (pt.  2),  30  Am.  Dec. 
195.  Pa. — Smith  v.  Times  Pub.  Co., 
178  Pa.  481,  36  Atl.  296,  35  L.  E.  A. 
819.  Tenn.— Woods  v.  State,  130  Tenu. 
100,  169  S.  W.  558,  L.  E.  A.  1915F, 
531.  Tex. — Jones  v.  State,  52  Tex. 
Crim.  303,  106  S.  W.  345,  124  Am.  St. 
Eep.  1097.  Vt. — State  v.  Petprson,  41 
Vt.  504.  Wis. — Eeliance  Auto  Eepair 
Co.  V.  Nugent,  159  Wis.  488,  149  N. 
W.  377;  Oborn  v.  State,  143  Wis.  249, 
126  N.  W.  737,  31  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
966;  Norval  v.  Eice,  2  Wis.  22. 

[a]  From  time  immemorial  a  trial 
^y  jiry  "has  meant  a  trial  by  a 
tribunal  of  twelve  men,  acting  only 
upon  a  unanimous  determination.  The 
origin  of  this  mode  of  trial  is  lost  in 
the  dimness  of  the  past."  Klein- 
sehmidt  v.  Dunphy,  1  Mont.  118. 

[b]  The  words  "trial  by  jury"  ex 
vi  termini  mean  "a  trial  by  twelve 
men  impartially  selected  from  the 
county  in  which  the  alleged  crime  was 


committed,  who  must  unanimously  con- 
cur in  the  guilt  of  the  accused  before 
he  could  be  legally  convicted."     State  , 
V.  Harney,  168  Mo.  167,  67  S.  W.  620, 
57  L.  E.  A.  846. 

[c]  The  "distinction  between  trial 
by  jury  and  inquest  of  office,  is  so 
familiar  to  every  mind,  as  to  leave  no 
sufficient  ground  for  extending  to  the 
latter  that  inviolability  which  could 
have  been  intended  only  for  the  for- 
mer. The  one  appertains  to  a  mere 
remedy  for  the  recovery  of  money, 
which  may  be  altered  at  any  time 
without  any  danger  to  private  secur- 
ity; the  other  is  justly  regarded  in 
every  state  in  the  union  as  among  the 
most  inestimable  privileges  of  a  free- 
man." Lessee  of  Livingston  v.  Moore, 
7  Pet.    (U.  S.)   469,  552,  8  L.  ed.  751. 

[d]  In  Commissioner's  Court.  —  A 
trial  by  a  jury  consisting  of  twelve 
men  in  a  commissioner's  court  is  not 
a  trial  by  jury  in  the  common-law  or 
constitutional  sense.  Luce  v.  Garrett, 
4  Ind.  Ter.  54,  64  S.  W.  613. 

6.  Colo. — City  of  Denver  v.  Hyatt, 
28  Colo.  129,  63  Pac.  403.  Ga.— Plint 
Eiver  S.  Co.  v.  Foster,  5  Ga.  194,  48 
Am.  Dee.  248.  N.  C— State  v.  Holt, 
90  N.  C.  749,  47  Am.  Eep.  544.  Ohio. 
Work  V.  State,  2  Ohio  St.  296,  .59  Am. 
Dec.  671. 

[a]  "Whatever  may  be  the  origin 
or  true  history  of  the  jury  trial,  it  is 
certain  that,  ever  since  the  Magna 
Charta,  the  right  to  it  has  been 
esteemed  a  peculiar  and  inestimable 
privilege  by  the  English  race.  For 
centuries  this  Great  Charter  has  been 
appealed  to,  as  the  protector  of  this 
people  against  the  encroachment  of 
the  prerogative  or  despotism  of  the 
sovereign.  The  English  colonists  who 
settled  in  America  brought  with  them 
this  love  for  and  veneration  of  this 
cherished  right."  Alford  v.  State,  170 
Ala.  178,  54  So.  213,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C, 
1093. 

[b]  The  constitutional  right  of  trial 
by  jury  "cannot  be  too  faithfully  pre- 
served; and  any  legislative  provision 
tampering  with  it  should,  at  the  least, 
be  very  strictly  construed."  Sharp 
V.  Mayor,  18  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  213. 

[c]  It  "is  a  most  substantial  right 
and,  where  it  has  been  given  its  ob- 
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most  care,  and  is  preserved  inviolate  by  the  federal  and  various  state 
constitutions/ 

B.  Composition  op  Juries.  —  1.  In  General.  —  Trial  by  jury 
means  a  trial  by  a  body  of  men  of  such  number  and  possessing  such 
qualifications  and  selected  as  the  law  in  force  at  the  time  prescribes 
for  juries  and  jurors  serving  in  the  courts;^  and  who  are  in  the  pres- 


servance,  should  be  rigidly  enforced." 
Brown  v.  Greer,  16  Ariz.  215,  141  Pac. 
841. 

[d]  If  "there  is  any  right  to  which, 
more  than  all  others,  the  people  .  .  . 
have  elung  with  unrelaxing  grasp,  it 
is  that  of  trial  by  jury.  They  brought 
it  with  them  from  the  land  of  their 
fathers.  In  every  constitution  which 
has  been  adopted,  they  have  taken 
care  to  secure  it  against  infringement, 
and  put  it  beyond  the  power  of  either 
the  executive,  the  legislature,  or  the 
courts  to  take  it  away  from  any  indi- 
vidual." North  Pennsylvania  Co.  1). 
Snowden,  42  Pa.  488. 

7.  U.  S.— Thompson  v.  Utah,  170  IT. 
S.  343,  18  Sup.  Ct.  620,  42  L.  ed.  1061. 
Ala.— Collins  v.  State,  88  Ala.  212,  7 
So.  260.  Ariz. — Brown  v.  Greer,  16 
Ariz.  215,  141  Pac.  841.  Cal.— Koppi- 
kus  V.  State  Capitol  Gomrs.,  16  Cal. 
248.  Colo. — City  of  Denver  v.  Hyatt, 
28  Colo.  129,  63  Pac.  403.  Del.— Bailey 
V.  Philadelphia,  etc.  E.  Co.,  4  Harr. 
389,  44  Am.  Dec.  593.  Fla.— Blanch- 
ard  V.  Raines'  Exrx.,  20  Fla.  467,  Ga. 
Flint  Eiver  Co.  v.  Foster,  5  Ga.  194, 
48  Am.  Dec.  248.  Idaho. — In  re  Daw- 
son, 20  adaho  178,  117  Pac.  696,  35 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1146.  lU.— Gage  v. 
Ewing,  107  111.  11.  Ind. — Zimmerman 
V.  Carr,  59  Ind.  App.  245,  109  N.  E. 
218.  la,.— In  re  Bresee,  82  Iowa  573, 
48  N.  "W.  991.  Kan.— Kimball  v.  Con- 
nor, 3  Kan.  414.  Ky. — Eieger  v. 
Sehulte,  151  Ky.  129,  151  S.  W.  395. 
Minn. — Whallon  v.  Bancroft,  4  Minn. 
109.  Miss. — Isom  v.  Mississippi  Cent. 
B.  Co.,  36  Miss.  300.  Mo.— Kansas 
City  V.  Smith,  238  Mo.  323,  141  S.  W. 
1103;  State  v.  Allen,  45  Mo.  App.  551. 
Mont. — Kleinschmidt  v.  Dunphy,  1 
Mont.  118.  Nev. — State  v.  McClear, 
11  Nev.  39.  N.  H. — Copp  v.  Henniker, 
55  N.  H.  179,  20  Am.  Bep.  194.  N.  J. 
Raphael  v.  Lane,  56  N.  J.  L.  108,  28 
Atl.  421;  Edwards  v.  Elliott,  36  N.  J. 
L.  449,  13  Am.  Eep.  463.  N.  Y.— Peo- 
ple V.  McCarthy,  45  How.  Pr.  97.  Ohio. 
Turnpike  Co.  v.  Parks,  50  Ohio  St.  568, 
35  N.  E.  304,  28  L.  E.  A.  769.  Ore. 
Raymond  v.  Flavel,    27    Ore.    219,    40 
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Pac.  158.  Pa. — Byers  v.  Com.,  42  Pa. 
89.  E.  I. — Crandall  v.  James,  6  E.  I. 
144.  S.  C— White  v.  Kendriek,  1  Brev. 
469.  S.  D.— Belatti  v.  Fierce,  8  S.  D. 
456,  66  N.  W.  1088.  Tenn.— Trigally 
V.  Memphis,  6  Coldw.  382.  Tex. 
Cockrill  V.  Cox,  65  Tex.  669.  Wis. 
Belianee  Auto  Eepair  Co.  c.  Nugent, 
159  Wis.  488,  149  N.  W.  377. 

[a]  "The  constitutional  principle 
which  underlies  the  right  is  one  to 
which  the  people  governed  by  the  com- 
mon law  have  clung  with,  perhaps, 
more  tenacity  than  to  any  other,  and 
they  have  justly  regarded  it  as  not 
preserving  simply  one  form  of  investigat- 
ing the  facts  in  preference  to  another, 
where  both  would  have  attained  the 
same  result,  but  as  securing  the  mode 
of  trial  which  was  best  calculated  to 
insure  a  just  result  and  to  secure  the 
citizens  against  the  usurpation  of  author- 
ity and  against  arbitrary  or  prejudiced 
action  on  the  part  of  single  indi- 
viduals, who  chanced  to  be  possessed 
of  judicial  power."  Van  Sickle  v. 
Kellogg,  19  Mich.  49,  per  Cooley,  J. 

8.  U.  S. — Capital  Traction  Oo.  •». 
Hof,  174  U.  S.  1,  19  Sup.  Ct.  580,  43 
L.  ed.  873.  Ind.  Ter. — Dennee  v.  Mc- 
Coy, 4  Ind.  Ter.  233,  69  S.  W.  858. 
Minn. — Lommen  v.  Minneapolis  Gas- 
light Co.,  65  Minn.  196,  68  N.  W.  53, 
60  Am.  St.  Eep.  450,  33  L.  E.  A.  437. 
Nev.— State  v.  McMahon,  17  Nev.  365, 
30  Pac.  1000;  State  v.  McClear,  11 
Nev.  39.  N.  H.— State  *.  Wilson,  48 
N.  H.  398;  In  re  Opinion  of  Justices, 
41  N.  H.  550.  N.  Y.— People  ex  rel. 
Eckerson  v.  Trustees,  151  N.  Y.  75,  45 
N.  E.  384;  Blair  v.  McCormack  Const. 
Co.,  123  App.  Div.  30,  107  N.  Y.  Supp. 
750;  Hallett  v.  Boyer,  114  N.  Y.  Supp. 
559.  Wis. — May  v.  Milwaukee  &  M. 
Ey.  Co.,  3  Wis.  219. 

[a]  The  term  "jury"  means 
"twelve  competent  men  who  are  free 
from  all  the  ties  of  consanguinity  and 
all  other  relations  that  would  tend  to 
make  them  dependent  on  either  party.  It 
means  twelve  men  who  are  not  inter- 
ested in  the  event  of  the  suit,  and  who 
ha,ve  no  such  bias  or  prejudice  in  favoi 
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enee  and  under  the  superintendence  of  a  judge  empowered  to  instruct 
them  on  the  law,  and,  in  those  jurisdictions  where  permissible,  to  ad- 
vise them  on  the  faets.^ 

A  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  composed  of  his 
own  race."  Thus,  a  negro  cannot  insist  upon  having  a  jury  composed 
partly  or  entirely  of  colored  men.^^  Nor  may  a  member  of  a  certain 
religious  sect  insist  that  men  of  his  religious  faith  be  upon  the^  jury.^^ 
'  But  a  person  has  the  right  to  insist  that  each  juror  shall  be  impartially 
selected,  and  not  excluded  solely  because  of  his  color  or  religious  faith." 

2.  Number  of  Jurors.'*  —  Generally  the  term  jury,  without  addi- 
tion or  prefix,  imports  a  body  of  twelve  men  ;^^  and  such  was  the  num- 


of,  or  against,  either  party  as  would 
render  them  partial  toward  either 
party."  State  v.  McClear,  11  Nev.  39. 
As  to  selection  of  jurors,  see  infra, 
III  and  VII. 

9.  XJ.  S. — Capital  Traction  Co.  v. 
Hot;  174  IT.  S.  1,  19  Sup.  Ct.  580,  43 
L.  ed.  873;  United  States  v.  Philadel- 
phia &  E.  R.  Co.,  123  U.  S.  113,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  77,  31  L.  ed.  138;  United 
States  V.  Bags  of  Merchandise,  2 
Sprague  85.  Ind.  Ter. — Dennee  v.  Mc- 
Coy, 4  Ind.  Ter.  233,  69  S.  W.  858. 
N.  H. — In  re  Opinion  of  Justices,  41 
N.  H.  550.  Ohio.— Willyard  v.  Hamil- 
ton, 7  Ohio  (pt.  2),  111,  30  Am.  Deo. 
195. 

As  to  instructions  to  jury,  see  the 
title  "Instructions." 

10.  People  V.  Chin  Mook  Sow,  51 
Cal.  597  (aliens  expressly  excluded  by 
statute  from  serving  as  jurors);  State 
V.  Manuel,  133  La.  571,  63  So.  174; 
State  V.  Laborde,  120  La.  136,  45  So. 
38. 

As  to  qualifications  of  jurors,  see 
infra,  VII,  F. 

11.  tr.  S.— Martin  v.  Texas,  200  U. 
S.  316,  26  Sup.  Ct.  338,  50  L.  ed. 
497;  Virginia  v.  Rives,  100  U.  S.  313, 
25  L.  ed.  667.  Fla. — Montgomery  v. 
State,  53  Fla.  115,  42  So.  894.  Ky. 
Smith  V.  Com.,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1162, 
33  S.  W.  825;  Mullins  v.  Com.,  3  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  686;  Hicks  v.  Com.,  3  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  87.  Mo.— State  v.  Brown,  119  Mo. 
527,  24  S.  W.  1027,  25  S.  "W.  200, 
following  Virginia  v.  Rives,  100  U.  S. 
313,  25  L.  ed.  667.  N.  C— State  v. 
Sloan,  97  N.  C.  499,  2  S.  E.  666.  .  Okla. 
Mcintosh  V.  State,  8  Okla.  Crim.  469, 
128  Pac.  735,  following  Smith  v.  State, 
4  Okla.  Crim.  328,  111  Pac.  960.  Tenn. 
Ransom  v.  State,  116  Tenn.  355,  96  S. 
W.  953.  Tex.— Williams  v.  State,  44 
Tex.  34;  Washington  v.  State,  51  Tex. 


Crim.    S42,   103    S.   W.   879;    Cavitt   V. 
State,    15    Tex.   App.    190.     Va.— Law- 
rence V.  Com.,  81  Va.  484.     See  Mitch- 
ell V.  Com.,  33  Gratt.   (74  Va.)   845. 
See  also  infra,  VII,  E. 

12.  U.  S. — Virginia  v.  Rives,  100  U. 
S.  313,  25  L.  ed.  667.  Ky.— Smith  v. 
Sisters  of  Good  Shepherd,  27  Ky.  L, 
Bep.  1107,  87  S.  W.  1083.  Utah.— Peo- 
ple V.  Hampton,  4  Utah  258,  9  Pae. 
508. 

13.  U.  S.— Thomas  v.  Texas,  212  U. 
S.  278,  29  Sup.  Ct.  393,  53  L.  ed.  512; 
Martin  v.  Texas,  200  U.  S.  316,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  338,  50  L.  ed.  497;  Virginia 
V.  Rives,  100  U.  S.  313,  25  L.  ed.  667. 
Fla. — Montgomery  v.  State,  53  Fla.  115, 
42  So.  894.  Ky.— Com.  v.  Johnson  78 
Ky.  509;  Smith  v.  Com.,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
1162,  33  S.  W.  825;  Hicks  v.  Com.,  3 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  87.  Miss. — Farrow  v. 
State,  91  Miss.  509,  45  So.  619.  Tenn. 
Ransom  v.  State,  116  Tenn.  355,  96  S. 
W.  953.  Utah. — People  v.  Hampton, 
4  Utah  258,  9  Pac.  508. 

As  to  selection  of  juror  and  juries, 
see  infra,  III  and  VII. 

Discrimination  by  failure  to  put  ne- 
groes on  jury  list  as  ground  for  chal- 
lenge to  the  array,  see  infra,  VII,  E. 

14.  As  to  number  of  grand  jury,  see 
10  Standard  Pkoc.  622. 

Niunber  of  judges  who  must  join  in 
hearing  and  decision,  see  6  Standard 
PROC.    74. 

15.  U.  S. — Capital  Traction  Co.  v. 
Hof,  174  U.  S.  1,  19  Sup.  Ct.  580,  43 
L.  ed.  873;  United  States  v.  Bags  of 
Merchandise,  2  Sprague  85.  Ark. 
State  V.  Cox,  8  Ark.  436.  111.— Bibel 
V.  People,  67  111.  172.  N.  Y.— Blair 
V.  McOormack  Const.  Co.,  123  App. 
Div.  30,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  750.  N.  C. 
State  V.  Rogers,  162  N.  C.  656,  78  S. 
B.  293,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A;  867,  46  L. 
R.   A.    (N.  S.)    38.     Ohio.— Zanesville, 
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ber  of  tHe  petit  or  trial  jury  at  the  common  law."  Constitutions  pre- 
serving and  guaranteeing  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  have  always  been 
construed  to  mean  a  jury  composed  as  at  common  law,  of  twelve  men." 
But  the  constitutions  often  provide  for  a  less  number  of  jurors^^  to 


etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Bolen,  76  Ohio  St.  376, 
81  N.  E.  681,  10  Ann.  Cas.  658,  11 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1107;  Lamb  v.  Lane, 
4  Ohio  St.  167.  Wis.— May  v.  Mil- 
waukee &  M.  Ey.  Co.,  3  Wis.  219; 
Norval  v.  Eice,  2  Wis.  22. 

As  to  right  to  waive  a  jury  of 
twelve,  see  infra,  II,  P,  4,  a,  (IV) ; 
II,  F,  4,  b,  (VI). 

16.  U.  S.— Thompson  v.  Utah,  170 
U.  S.  343,  18  Sup.  Ct.  620,  42  L.  ed. 
1061;  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  West- 
ern Union  Tel.  Co.,  207  Fed.  1,  124 
C.  C.  A.  573.  Ala. — Collins  v.  State, 
88  Ala.  212,  7  So.  260.  Ariz. — Carroll 
V.  Byers,  4  Ariz.  158,  36  Pac.  499. 
Ark. — Cairo  &  Pulton  E.  Co.  v.  Trout, 
32  Ark.  17.  Fla.— Florida  P.  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Boswell,  45  Pla.  301,  34  So.  241; 
Gibson  v.  State,  16  Pla.  291.  111. — Har- 
ris V.  People,  128  111.  585,  21  N.  E. 
563,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  153.  Ind.— Brown 
V.  State,  16  Ind.  496.  Ind.  Ter. — Den- 
nee  V.  McCoy,  4  Ind.  Ter.  233,  69  S. 
W.  858.  la. — Eshelman  v.  Chicago,  E. 
I.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.,  67  Iowa  296,  25  N. 
W.  251;  Higgins  v.  Farmers'  Ins.  Co., 
60  Iowa  50,  14  K.  W.  118.  Mich. 
MeEae  «.  Grand  Eapids,  'L.  &  D.  E. 
Co.,  93  Mich.  399,  53  N.  W.  561,  17 
L.  E.  A.  750.  Moat. — Kleinschmidt  v. 
Dunphy,  1  Mont.  118.  N.  H. — In  re 
Opinion  of  Justices,  41  N.  H.  550. 
N.  J.— State  V.  McCarthy,  76  N.  J. 
L.  295,  69  Atl.  1075.  N.  Y.— People 
ex  rel.  Murray  v.  Justices,  74  N.  T. 
406;  People  ex  rel.  Metropolitan  Bd.  of 
Health  v.  Lane,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
105;  People  v.  Kennedy,  2  Park.  Crim. 
312;  People  ex  rel.  Warren  v.  Brady, 
37  Misc.  126,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  973. 
N.  O.— State  v.  Sogers,  162  N.  C.  656, 
78  S.  E.  293,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  867, 
46  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  38.  Okla.— Bettge 
V.  Territory,  17  Okla.  85,  87  Pac.  897. 
Pa.— Com.  V.  Byers,  5  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  295. 
Vt. — State  V.  Peterson,  41  Vt.  504. 
Wis.— Jennings  V.  State,  134  Wis.  307, 
114  N.  W.  492,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
862;  Bennett  V.  State,  57  Wis.  69,  14 
N.  W.  912,  46  Am.  Eep.  26;  Norval 
V.  Eice,  2  Wis.  22. 

17.  U.  S.— Thompson  v.  Utah,  170 
U.  S.  343,  18  Sup.  Ct.  620,  42  L.  ed. 
1061.     Ala.— Collins   v.   State,   88    Ala. 
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212,  7  So.  260.  Ariz.— Carroll  v.  By- 
ers, 4  Ariz.  158,  36  Pac.  499.  Ark. 
Cairo  &  Pulton  E.  Co.  v.  Trout,  32 
Ark.  17;  State  v.  Cox,  8  Ark.  436. 
Fla. — Jacksonville,  T.  &  K.  W.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Adams,  33  Fla.  608,  15  So.  257,  24 
L.  E.  A.  272.  Ga. — Downing  v.  State, 
66  Ga.  110.  la. — Eshelman  v.  Chicago, 
E.  I.  &  P.  Ey.  Co.,  67  Iowa  296,  25 
N.  W.  251.  Mich.— Mcl^e  v.  Grand 
Eapids,  L.  &  D.  E.  Co.,  93  Mich.  399, 
53  N.  W.  561,  17  L.  E.  A.  750;  People 
V.  Luby,  56  Mich.  551,  23  N.  W.  218. 
Miun. — Lommen  v.  Minneapolis  Gas- 
light Co.,  65  Minn.  196,  68  N.  W.  53, 
60  Am.  St.  Eep.  450,  38  L.  E.  A.  437; 
State  V.  Everett,  14  Minn.  439.  Mo. 
Henning  v.  Hannibal,  etc.  E.  Co.,  35 
Mo.  408;  Vaughn  v.  Scade,  30  Mo.  600. 
Mont.^ — Kleinschmidt  v.  Dunphy,  1 
Mont.  118.  Nev. — State  v.  MeMahon, 
17  Nev.  365,  30  Pac.  1000;  State  v. 
McClear,  11  Nev.  39.  N.  M. — Territory 
V.  Ortiz,  8  N.  M.  154,  42  Pae.  87. 
N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Comaford  v. 
Dutcher,  83  N.  Y.  240;  People  ex  rel. 
Murray  v.  Justices,  74  N.  Y.  406;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Metropolitan  Bd.  of  Health 
V.  Lane,  6  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  105;  Peo- 
ple V.  Kennedy,  2  Park.  Crim.  312; 
People  ex  rel.  Warren  v.  Brady,  37 
Misc.  126,  74  N.  Y.  Supp.  973.  N,  C. 
State  V.  Eogers,  162  N.  C.  656,  78 
S.  E.  293,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  867,  46 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  38;  State  v.  Scruggs, 
115  N.  C.  805,  20  S.  E.  720.  Okla. 
Bettge  V.  Territory,  17  Okla.  85,  87 
Pae.  897.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Byers,  5  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  295.  Tex. — Jones  v.  State,  52 
Tex.  Crim.  303,  106  S.  W.  345,  124 
Am.  St.  Eep.  1097.  Utah.— State  v. 
Campbell,  24  Utah  103,  66  Pac.  771; 
State  V.  Hart,  19  Utah  438,  57  Pac. 
415.  Vt.— State  v.  Peterson,  41  Vt. 
504.  Wash.— State  v.  Ellis,  22  Wash. 
129,  60  Pac.  136.  W.  Va.— State  v. 
Hudkins,  35  W.  Va.  247,  13  S.  E.  367. 
Wis. — Jennings  v.  State,  134  Wis.  307, 
114  N.  W.  492,  14  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
862;  Bennett  v.  State,  57  Wis.  69,  14 
N.  W.  912,  46  Am.  Eep.  26;  Norval  v. 
Eice,  2  Wis.  22. 

18.  See  generally  the  constitutional 
provisions,  and  the  following:  U.  S. 
liouisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Western  Union 
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determine  the  issues  of  causes  triable  in  certain  courts,  or  in  certain 
kinds  of  eases.^* 

3.  Selection  Prom  Countjr  or  District.  —  The  common  law  jury  was 
composed  of  men  from  the  visne  or  neighborhood  where  the  crime  was 
committed  f  and  this  right  to  a  trial  by  a  jury  composed  of  such  men 
is  preserved  under  a  general  constitutional  provision  providing  that 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  remain,^^  Constitutional  provisions  fre- 
quently provide,  however,  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  a  jury  com- 
posed of  members  of  the  county  or  district  in  which  the  offence  is  al- 
leged to  have  been  committed  ;^^  but  this  right  is  waived  by  the  defend- 
ant obtaining  a  change  of  venue.^* 

C.  Constitutional  Provisions.  —  1.  In  General. -^  A  constitu- 
tional provision  guaranteeing  the  right  to  trial  by  jury,  as  a  rule, 


Tel.  Co.,  207  Fed.  1,  124  C.  C.  A.  573. 
Ga. — ^Downing  v.  State,  66  Ga.  110.  III. 
Hermanek  v.  Guthmann,  179  111.  563, 
53  N.  E.  966;  McManus  v.  McDonough, 
107  m.  95.  Ind.  Ter. — Dennee  v.  Mc- 
Coy, 4  Ind.  Ter.  233,  69  8.  W.  858.  la. 
Higgins  V.  Tarmers'  Ins.  Co.,  60  Iowa 
50,  14  N.  W.  118;  State  v.  Bryan,  4 
Iowa  349.  Mich. — MeEae  v.  Grand 
Eapids,  L.  &  D.  E.  Co.,  93  Mich.  399, 
53  N.  W.  561,  17  L.  E.  A.  750;  People 
V.  Luby,  56  Mich.  551,  23  N.  W.  218. 
Mo.— Vaughn  v.  Scade,  30  Mo.  600; 
State  V.  Allen,  45  Mo.  App.  55.  Neb, 
Moise  V.  Powell,  40  Neb.  671,  59  N.  W. 
79.  N.  Y.— Knight  v.  Campbell,  62 
Barb.  16;  People  ex  rel.  Metropolitan 
Bd.  of  Health  v.  Lane,  6  Abb.  Pr. 
(N.  S.)  105;  People  ex  rel.  Warren  v. 
Brady,  37  Misc.  126,  74  N.  T.  Supp. 
973.  Okla.— Muldrow  v.  State,  4  Okla. 
Crim.  324,  111  Pac.  656.  S.  O.— State 
V.  Williams,  40  S.  C.  373,  19  S.  E.  5; 
State  V.  Starling,  15  Eich.  L.  120.  Tex. 
Jackson  v.  J.  A.  Coates  &  Sons  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  43  S.  W.  24.  Vt.— State 
V.  Peterson,  41  Vt.  504. 

19.  U.  S.— Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co. 
V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  207  Fed. 
1,  124  C.  C.  A.  573.  Fla. — Adams  v. 
State,  56  Pla.  1,  48  So.  219;  Florida 
F.  Mfg.  Co.  17.  BoBwell,  45  Fla.  801, 
B4  So.  241;  Gibson  v.  State,  16  Fla. 
291.  Mich. — Eobison  v.  Wayne  Circuit 
Judges,  151  Mich.  315,  115  N.  W.  682. 
Pa. — Com.  V.  Byera,  5  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  295. 
iTtali.— State  v.  Imlay,  22  Utah  156,  61 
Pac.  557;  State  v.  Bates,  14  Utah  293, 
47  Pac.  78,  43  L.  E.  A.  33. 

20.  Cal. — People  v.  Powell,  87  Cal. 
348,  25  Pac.  481,  11  L.  E.  A.  75.  HI. 
City  of  Chicago  v.  Knobel,  232  HI.  112, 
83  N.  E.  459.  Ky. — Com.  v.  Jones,  118 
Ky.    889,   82    S.   W.    643,   4   Ann.   Cas. 


1192.  Mich.— Swart  v.  Kimball,  43  Mich. 
443,  5  N.  W.  635.  Miss.— Shaffer  v. 
State,  1  How.  238.  N.  C— State  v. 
Outshall,  110  N".  C.  538,  15  S.  E.  261, 
16  L.  E.  A.  130.  R.  I.— Taylor  v. 
Gardiner,  11  E.  I.  182. 

21,  Cal. — People  v.  Powell,  87  Cal. 
348,  25  Pac.  481,  11  L.  E.  A.  75. 
Mich. — Swart  v.  Kimball,  43  Mich.  443, 
5  N.  W.  635.  N.  C— State  v.  Cutahall, 
110  N.  C.  538,  15  S.  E.  261,  16  L.  E. 
A.   130. 

22,  See  generally  the  constitutions 
end  the  following:  Ala. — Collins  v. 
State,  88  Ala.  212,  7  So.  260.  Ark. 
Osborn  v.  State,  24  Ark.  629.  Colo. 
Beery  v.  United  States,  2  Colo.  186. 
lU.— City  of  Chicago  v.  Knobel,  232  111. 
112,  83  N.  E.  459;  Buckrice  v.  People, 
110  111.  29;  Weyrich  v.  People,  89  111. 
90.  la. — State  v.  Arthur,  39  Iowa  631. 
Mich. — Houghton  Common  Council  v. 
Huron  Copper  Min.  Co.,  57  Mich.  547, 
24  N.  W.  820;  People  v.  Hall,  48  Mich. 
482,  12  N.  W.  665,  42  Am.  Eep.  477. 
Minn. — State  v.  Eobinson,  14  Minn. 
447.  Neb.— Olive  v.  State,  11  Neb.,  1, 
7  N.  W.  444.  Ohio.— State  v. '  Voris, 
10  Ohio  Dec.  451,  8  Ohio  N.  P.  16. 
Tenn. — Zanone  v.  State,  97  Tenn.  101, 
36  S.  W.  711,  35  L.  E.  A.  556;  Ellis  v. 
State,  92  Tenn.  85,  20  S.  W.  500;  Arm- 
strong V.  State,  1  Coldw.  338;  Dula  v. 
State,  8  Terg.  511.  Wash.— State  ex 
rel.  Pngita  v.  Milroy,  71  Wash.  592,  129 
Pac.  384.  Wis.— Bennett  v.  State,  57 
Wis.  69,  14  N.  W.  912,  46  Am.  Eep.  26; 
Wheeler  v.   State,  24   Wis.  52. 

23,  Ark. — Osborn  v.  State,  24  Ark. 
629.  111.— Weyrich  v.  People,  89  111. 
90.  E.  I.— Taylor  v.  Gardiner,  11  E.  I. 
182.  Tenn.— Dula  v.  State,  8  Terg.  511, 
Wis.— Bennett  v.  State,  57  Wis,  69,  14 
N.  W.  912,  46'  Am.  Eep.  26. 
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merely  preserves  sueh  right  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the  adoption 
of  the  constitution.^*    It  does  not  purport  to  declare  that  there  must 


24.  IT.  S.— Callan  d.  Wilson,  127  U. 
S.  540,  8  Sup.  Ct  1301,  32  L.  ed.  223; 
Low  V.  United  States,  169  Fed.  36,  94 
C.  C.  A.  1;  Motte  V.  Bennett,  17  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  9,884.  Ala.— State  v.  Bley, 
162  Ala.  239,  50  So.  263;  Costello  v. 
Feagin,  162  Ala.  191,  50  So.  134;  Bor- 
ing V.  Williams,  17  Ala.  510.  Ariz. 
Brown  v.  Greer,  16  Ariz.  215,  141  Pae. 
841;  Carroll  v.  Byers,  4  Ariz.  158,  36 
Pae.  499.  Cal. — Grim  v.  Norris,  19  Gal. 
140,  79, Am.  Dec.  206;  Koppikus  v.  State 
Capitol  Comrs.,  16  Cal.  248.  Conn. 
Roy  V.  Moore,  85  Conn.  159,  82  Atl.  233. 
Fla. — Hathorne  v.  Panama  Park  Co.,  44 
Fla.  194,  32  So.  812,  103  Am.  St.  Eep. 
138;  Hughes  v.  Hannah,  39  Fla.  365, 
22  So.  613;  Hunt  v.  Jacksonville,  34 
Fla.  504,  16  So.  398,  34  Am.  St  Eep. 
214.  Ga. — Harper  v.  Elberton,  23  Ga. 
5G6;  Flint  Eiver  Steamboat  Co.  v.  Fos- 
ter, 5  Ga.  194,  48  Am.  Dec.  248.  Idaho, 
■In  re  Dawson,  20  Idaho  178,  117  Pae. 
696,  35  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1146.  111. 
Standidge  v.  Chicago  Eys.  Co.,  254  111. 
624,  98  N.  E.  963,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  65, 
40  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  529;  George  v. 
People,  167  111.  447,  47  N.  E.  741; 
Whitehurst  v.  Coleeu,  53  111.  247;  Eoss 
V,  Irving,  14  111.  171.  Ind. — Tomlinson 
V.  Bainaka,  163  Ind.  112,  70  N.  E.  155; 
Wright  V.  Pultz,  138  Ind.  594,  38  N.  E. 
175;  Anderson  v.  Caldwell,  91  Ind.  451, 
46  Am.  Eep.  613;  Vandalia  Coal  Co. 
v.  Lawsou,  43  Ind.  App.  226,  87  N.  E. 
47.  Ind.  Ter. — Luce  v.  Garrett,  4  Ind. 
Ter.  54,  64  S.  W.  613.  la.— Galusha  li. 
Wendt,  114  Iowa  597,  87  N.  W.  512. 
Kan. — Wheeler  v.  Caldwell,  68  Kan. 
776,  75  Pae.  1031;  State  v.  Topeka,  36 
Kan.  76,  12  Pae.  310,  59  Am.  Eep. 
529.  Ky.— Eieger  v.  Schulte,  151  Ky. 
129,  151  S.  W.  395;  Comingor  v.  Louis- 
ville Trust  Co.,  128  Kv.  697,  108  S.  W. 
S50,  111  S.  W.  681.  Me.— Farnsworth 
V.  Whiting,  106  Me.  430,  76  Atl.  909. 
Md.— State  v.  Glenn,  54  Md.  572.  Mich. 
McEae  v.  Grand  Eapids,  L.  &  D.  E. 
Co.,  93  Mich.  399,  53  N.  W.  561,  17  L. 
B.  A.  750.  Minn.— Morton  Brick  & 
Tile  Co.  V.  Sodergren,  130  Minn.  252, 
153  N.  W.  527;  State  ex  ret  Wilcox  v. 
Eyder,  126  Minn.  95,  147  N.  W.  953; 
Peters  v.  City  of  Duluth,  119  Minn. 
96,  137  N.  W.  390,  41  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1044;  Nordeen  v.  Buck,  79  Minn.  352, 
82  N.  W.  644;  Whallon  v.  Bancroft,  4 
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Minn.  109.  Miss. — Aldridge  v.  Bogue 
Phalia  D.  Dist.,  106  Miss.  626,  64  So. 
377.  Mc— State  v.  Holtcamp,  235  Mo. 
232,  133  S.  W.  521;  Berry  v.  St.  Louis 
&  S.  F.  E.  Co.,  223  Mo.  358,  122  S.  W. 
1043;  State  v.  Hamey,  168  Mo.  167,  67 
S.  W.  620,  57  L.  E.  A.  846;  State  v. 
Boekstruck,  136  Mo.  335,  38  S.  W. 
317;  Vaughn  v.  Scade,  30  Mo.  600. 
Mont.' — Cunningham  v.  Northwestern 
Imp.  Co.,  44  Mont.  180,  119  Pae.  554; 
State  ex  rel.  Jackson  v.  Kennie,  24 
Mont.  45,  60  Pae.  589.  Neb.— McCor- 
miek  «.  Carey,  62  Neb.  494,  87  N.  W. 
172;  Lett  v.  Hammond,  59  Neb.  339, 
80  N.  W.,  1042;  Kuhl  v.  Pierce,  44  Neb. 
584,  62  N.  W.  1066.  Nev.— State  v. 
McClear,  11  Nev.  39.  N.  H.— State  f. 
Almy,  67  N.  H.  274,  28  Atl.  372,  22 
L.  E.  A.  744;  East  Kingston  v.  Towle, 
4S  N.  H.  57,  97  Am.  Dee.  575,  2  Am. 
Eep.  174.  N.  Y.— Moot  v.  Moot,  214 
N.  Y.  204,  108  N.  E.  424;  Gansberg  v. 
Sagemohl,  67  App.  Div.  554,  73  N.  Y. 
Supp.  984;  Baylis  v.  Bullock  Blec.  Mfg. 
Co.,  59  App.  Div.  576,  69  N.  Y.  Supp. 
693.  N.  D.— Smith  v.  Kunert,  17  N.  D. 
120,  115  N.  W.  76.  Ohio.— Hagany  v. 
Cohnen,  29  Ohio  St.  82;  Work  v.  State, 
2  Ohio  St.  296,  59  Am.  Dee.  671.  Okla. 
In  re  Byrd,  31  Okla.  549,  122  Pae.  516; 
State  ex  rel.  West  v.  Cobb,  24  Okla. 
662,  104  Pae.  361,  24  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
638;  In  re  Simmons,  4  Okla.  Crim.  662, 
112  Pae.  951.  Ore.— State  v.  Seng- 
Ktacken,  61  Ore.  455,  122  Pae.  292; 
Wong  11.  Astoria,  13  Ore.  538,  11  Pae. 
295.  Pa.— Wynkoop  v.  Cooch,  89  Pa. 
450;  Ehines  v.  Clark,  51  Pa.  96;  Byers 
V.  Com.,  42  Pa.  89.  R.  I.— State  Board 
of  Health  v.  Eoy,  22  E.  I.  538,  48  Atl. 
802;  Merrill  v.  Bowler,  20  E.  I.  226, 
38  Atl.  114.  S.  O.— Lipscomb  v.  Little- 
john,  63  S.  C.  38,  40  S.  E.  1023;  State 
'(/.  Williams,  40  S.  C.  373,  19  S.  E.  5; 
Anderson  v.  O'Donnell,  29  S.  C.  355,  7 
S.  E.  523,  13  Am.  St.  Eep.  728,  1  L. 
E.  A.  632.  S.  D. — Grigsby  v.  Larson, 
24  S.  D.  628,  124  N.  W.  856;  State  v. 
Mitchell,  3  S.  D.  223,  52  N.  W.  1052. 
Tenn.— State  v.  Sexton,  121  Tenn.  35, 
114  S.  W.  494;  Marler  v.  Wear,  117 
Tenn.  244,  96  S.  W.  447.  Tex.— Pitt- 
man  V.  Byars,  51  Tex.  Civ.  App.  83,  112 
S.  W.  102;  English  v.  State,  28  Tex. 
App.  500,  13  S.  W.  775.  Utah.— State 
V.  Hart,  26  Utah  229,  72  Pae.  938.   Vt. 
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be  a  trial  by  jury  in  all  eases,^^  nor  does  it  enlarge  the  right  thereto 


Plimpton  V.  Somerset,  33  Vt,  283.  Va. 
Kagsdale  v.  City  of  Danville,  116  Va. 
484,  82  S.  E.  77.  Wash.— State  v.  Mc- 
Dowell, 61  Wash.  398,  112  Pac.  521; 
State  V.  Neterer,  38  Wash.  535,  74  Pac. 
668;  Pilley  v.  Murphy,  30  Wash.  1,  70 
Pac.  107;  State  v.  Doherty,  16  Wash. 
382,  47  Pac.  958,  58  Am.  St.  Eep.  39. 
Wis. — South  Milwaukee  Co.  v.  Mur- 
phy, 112  Wis.  614,  88  N.  M.  583;  Mead 
V.  Walker,  17  Wis.  189. 

[a]  "The  constitution  refers  to 
'the  right  of  trial  by  jury'  as  a  right 
well  known  and  commonly  understood 
at  the  time  of  its  adoption,  and  it  is 
the  right  so  understood  which  is  se- 
cured by  it  .  .  .  It  is  entirely  clear, 
therefore,  that  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury,  which  is  secured  by  the  constitu- 
tion is  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  with 
which  the  people  who  adopted  it  were 
familiar,  .  .  .,  as  defined  by  the  stat- 
utes which  existed  prior  to  and  at  the 
time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitu- 
tion." Barry  v.  Traux,  13  N.  D.  131, 
99  N.  W.  769,  112  Am.  St.  Eep.  662, 
65  L.  E.  A.  762. 

[b]  State  Constitution. — The  "right 
of  trial  by  jury  secured  by  the  consti- 
tutions of  the  various  states  is  simply 
the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  constituted 
substantially  and  with  the  same  ele- 
ments and  incidents  as  existed  when 
the  constitution  was  adopted."  Baker 
V.  Newton,  27  Okla.  436,  112  Pac.  1034. 

fc]  Adoption  of  ITew  Constitution. 
The  fact  that  the  words  "as  hereto- 
fore used"  contained  in  an  older  con- 
stitution are  omitted  in  a  subsequent 
constitution  providing  merely  that 
"trial  by  jury  shall  remain  inviolate" 
is  immaterial  as  each  provision  means 
that  trial  by  jury  "must  be  preserved 
in  the  future  in  all  eases  in  which  it 
was  allowed  under  valid  laws  exist- 
ing at  the  time  that  the  constitution 
was  adopted."  De  Lamar  v.  Dollar, 
1  Ga.  App.  687,  57  S.  E.  85,  1054. 

[d]  As  at  Common  Law. — A  con- 
stitutional provision  declaring  that  the 
right  of  trial  by  jury  must  be  preserved 
inviolate  means  "that  it  must  be  pre- 
served as  it  existed  at  common  law. 
The  essentials  of  this  right  are  that 
there  shall  be  selected,  in  the  presence 
of  the  trial  judge,  by  the  parties,  un- 
der provisions  giving  each  a  fair  op- 
portunity for  the  selection,  a  jury  of 
twelve    good    and    lawful    men;    that 


they  shall  be  duly  sworn}  that  to  them 
shall  be  submitted  the  issues  between 
the  parties,  .  .  . ;  that  the  jury  shall 
be  charged  by  the  trial  judge  touching 
the  principles  of  law  applicable  to  the 
issues;  that  the  jury  .  .  .,  shall  ren- 
der a  unahimous  verdict  upon  the  is- 
sues." Woods  V.  State,  130  Tenn.  100, 
169  S.  W.  558,  L.  E.  A.  1915F,  531. 

[e]  Spirit  of  Constitution  Must  Be 
Considered. — It  is  not  "easy  to  define 
in  general  terms  the  'right  of  trial  by 
jury,'  as  guaranteed  by  the  constitu- 
tion, so  that  we  may  readily  determine, 
in  all  cases,  whether  or  not  the  legis- 
lature has  violated  this  right.  But  in 
any  event,  it  is  clear  that  we  must 
look  beyond  the  letter,  and  give  con- 
sideration to  the  spirit  of  these  pro- 
visions before  we  can  hope  to  discover 
their  true  meaning.  .  .  .  The  right 
of  trial  by  jury  must  mean  that  the 
accused  has  the  right  to  have  the  jury 
pass  upon  every  substantive  fact  go- 
ing to  the  question  of  his  guilt  or  in- 
nocence." State  V.  Strasburg,  60 
Wash.  106,  110  Pao.  1020,  32  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1216. 

As  to  number  of  jurors,  see  supra, 
II,  B,  2. 

.  25.  Fla. — ^Blanchard  v.  Eaines'  Exx., 
20  Fla.  467.  Kan. — Kimball  v.  Con- 
nor, 3  Kan.  414.  Ohio. — Ammon  v. 
Johnson,  3  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  263. 

[a]  "The  provision  in  our  state 
constitution,  that  trial  by  jury,  as 
heretofore  used,  shall  remain  inviolate, 
means  that  it  shall  not  be  taken  away, 
as  it  existed  .  .  .  when  that  instru- 
ment was  adopted,  and  not  that  there 
must  be  a  jury  in  all  cases.  New  for- 
ums may  be  erected,  and  new  remedies 
provided,  accommodated  to  the  ever 
shifting  state  of  society."  Flint  Eiver 
etc.  Co.  V.  Foster,  5  Ga.  194. 

[b]  Not  Applicable  to  Every  Issue. 
A  constitutional  provision  guarantee- 
ing trial  by  jury  "does  not  require 
every  trial  to  be  by  jury;  nor- does  it 
contemplate  that  every  issue,  which, 
by  the  laws  in  force  at  the  adoption  of 
the  constitution  of  the  state,  was  tri- 
able by  jury,  should  fremain  irrevo- 
cably triable  by  that  tribunal.  Trial 
by  jury  is  guaranteed  only  in  those 
cases  where  that  right  existed  at  com- 
mon law.  Such  is  the  meaning  of  the 
constitutional  provision  referred  to, 
and  in  statutory  proceedings,  proceed- 
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so  as  to  embrace  cases  in  which  it  previously  did  not  exist.^' 

Applicable  Only  to  Issues  of  Fact.  —  The  constitutional  right  to  trial 
by  jury  has  reference  only  to  iss.ues  of  fact,^'  and  does  not  alter  the 
mode  of  trial  of  issues  of  law.^^    And  in  the  absence  of  a  dispute  as  to 


ings  in  chancery,  etc.,  the  legislature  is 
fully  competent  to  dispense  with  the 
jury."     Kimball  v.  Connor,  3  Kan.  414. 

26.  Ala.— Costello  v.  Feagin,  162 
Ala.  191,  50  So.  134;  Tims  v.  State,  26 
Ala.  165;  Boring  v.  Williams,  17  Ala. 
510.  Ariz. — Brown  v.  Greer,  16  Ariz. 
215,  141  Pac.  841.  Cal.— Vallejo  &  N. 
R.  Co.  V.  Eeed  Co.,  169  Cal.  545,  147 
Pac.  238;  Cauhape  v.  Security  Sav. 
Bank,  127  Cal.  197,  59  Pac.  589.  Conn. 
Boy  V.  Moore,  85  Conn.  159,  82  Atl. 
233.  Fla. — Camp  Phosphate  Co.  v.  An- 
derson, 48  Fla.  226,  37  So.  722,  111  Am. 
St.  Rep.  77;  Hathorne  v.  Panama  Park 
Co.,  44  Fla.  194,  32  So.  812,  103  Am. 
St.  Rep.  138;  Blanehard  v.  Raines'  Exx., 
20  Fla.  467.  Ga. — Harper  v.  Commis- 
sioners, 23  Ga.  566.  111. — Standidge  v. 
Chicago  Eys.  Co.,  254  111.  524,  98  N.  E, 
963,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  65,  40  L.  R.  A. 
(N.  S.)  529;  Parmelee  v.  Price,  208  HI. 
544,  70  N.  B.  725;  Ross  v.  Irving,  14 
111.  171.  Ind. — Allen  v.  Anderson,  57 
Ind.  388.  la. — State  v.  Henderson,  145 
Iowa  657,  124  N.  W.  767.  Kan.— Kim- 
ball V.  Connor,  3  Kan.  414.  Ky.— Jffar- 
ris  V.  Wood,  6  Mon.  641.  Mich. — Swart 
V.  Kimball,  43  Mich.  443,  5  N.  W.  635. 
Minn. — Morton  Brick  &  Tile  Co.  v. 
Sodergren,  130  Minn.  252,  153  N.  W. 
527;  State  ex  rtl.  Styve  v.  Kingsley,  85 
Minn.  215,  88  N.  W.  742;  Whallon  v. 
Bancroft,  4  Minn.  109.  Miss. — ^Isom  v. 
Mississippi  Cent.  R.  Co.,  36  Miss.  300. 
Mo. — State  v.  Bockstruck,  136  Mo.  335, 
38  S.  W.  317.  Ohio.— Ammon  v.  John- 
son, 3  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  263.  Okla. — In  re 
Simnious,  4  Okla.  Crim.  662,  112  Pac. 
951.  Ore. — State  v.  Sengstacken,  61 
Ore.  455,  122  Pac.  292;  Raymond  v. 
Flavel,  27  Ore.  219,  40  Pac.  158.  Pa. 
Smith  V.  Times  Pub.  Co.,  178  Pa.  481, 
36  Atl.  296,  35  L.  R.  A.  819;  Byers  ». 
Com.,  42  Pa.  89;  Van  Swartow  v.  Com., 
24  Pa.  131;  Emerick  v.  Harris,  1  Binn. 
424.  E.  I.— State  Board  v.  Roy,  22  R. 
I.  538,  48  Atl.  802.  S.  D.— State  v. 
Mitchell,  3  8.  D.  223,  52  N.  W.  1052. 
Tenn. — -Trigally  v.  Mayor  of  Memphis, 
6  Coldw.  382.  Tex.— Pittman  v.  Byars, 
51  Tex.  Civ.  App.  83,  112  S.  W.  102. 

[a]  The  "constitutional  provision 
does  not  extend  the  right,  but  merely 
secures  it  in   cases  in  which    it    was 
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matter  of  right,  before  the  adoption 
of  the  constitution."  Pugh  v.  Bow- 
den,  54  Fla.  302,  45  So.  499.  To  the 
same  effect,  Horton  v.  Old  Colony  Bill 
Posting  Co.,  36  E.  I.  507,  90  Atl.  822, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  911. 

27.  U.  S.— Low  V.  United  States,  169 
Fed.  86,  94  C.  C.  A.  1;  In  re  Martin, 
2  Paine  348,  16  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,154. 
Cal. — Koppikus  v.  State  Capitol  Comrs., 
16  Cal.  248.  lU.— Atkins  v.  Huston,  106 
111.  492.  Ind. — Wilson  v.  Fahnestoek, 
44  Ind.  App.  35,  86  N.  E.  1037.  Kan. 
Seward  v.  Seward,  59  Kan.  387,  53  Pac. 
63.  Ky. — Smith  v.  Moberly,  15  B.  Mon. 
70.  Minn. — Morton  Brick  &  Tile  Co. 
V.  Sodergren,  130  Minn.  252,  153  N.  W. 
527.  Miss. — Scott  V.  Nichols,  27  Miss. 
94j  61  Am.  Dec.  503.  Mo. — Kansas 
City  V.  Smith,  238  Mo.  323,  141  S.  W. 
1103;  Smyth  v.  Boroff,  156  Mo.  App. 
18,  135  S.  W.  973.  N!  Y.— Jones  v. 
Firemen's  Fund  Ins.  Co.,  51  N.  Y. 
318;  Perlman  v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R. 
Co.,  78  Misc.  168,  137  N.  T.  Supp.  917. 
N.  O. — Andrews  v.  Pritchett,  66  N.  C. 
387.  Ohio. — ^First  Presbyterian  Soc.  v. 
Smithers,  12  Ohio  St.  248.  Okla.— Wat- 
tah-noh-zhe  v.  Moore,  36  Okla.  631,  129 
Pac.  877.  Pa.— Glone  v.  Arleth,  162 
Pa.  550,  29  Atl.  862.  Tex. — Campbell 
V.  Peacock  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  176  S.  W. 
774.  Wash.  Ter. — Johnson  v.  Goodtime, 
1  Wash.  Ter.  484. 

[a]  It  is  "fundamental  error  for 
the  court  to  deny  the  constitutional 
right  of  trial  by  jury  where  the  plead- 
ings and  evidence  present  a  contro- 
verted issue  of  fact."  Burnett  v.  Ft. 
Worth  L.  &  P.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
117  S.  W.  175. 

[b]  An  issue  -which  may  be  de- 
termined by  inspection  of  the  record 
is  triable  by  the  court  and  not  by  a 
jury.  State  v.  Martin,  38  W.  Va.  568, 
18  S.  E.  748. 

28.  In  re  Martin,  2  Paine  348,  16 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,154;  Koppikus  v.  State 
Capitol  Comrs.,  16  Cal.  248. 

[a]  Where  the  pleadings  raise  only 
strictly  legal  issues  the  parties  are 
not  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury  as  of 
right.  Keenan  v.  Leslie,  79  S.  C.  473, 
60  S.  E.  1114. 
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the  facts  of  a  ease  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  the  right  to  trial  by 
jury  has  no  application.^' 

2.  Application  of  Federal  Constitution.  —  The  provisions  of  the 
federal  constitution  relating  to  trial  by  jury  apply  to  the  organized 
territories  of  the  United  States,'"  and  to  the  District  of  Columbia." 
But  they  are  not  applicable  to  territories  not  incorporated  into  the 
United  States.'^  The  federal  constitution  guaranteeing  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury  relates  only  to  the  federal  courts  and  does  not  affect  the 
legislative  povrer  of  the  various  states  to  regulate  the  mode  of  trial 
in  their  own  courts.** 


29.  Ala. — Pope  V.  Stout,  1  Stew. 
375.  aa,— Stewart  v.  ShoU,  99  Ga. 
534,  26  S.  E.  757.  Mass.— Averill  v. 
Chadwick,  153  Mass.  171,  26  N.  E.  441. 
Mo. — ^Burnham,  etc.  Co.  v.  Tillery  & 
Co.,  85  Mo.  App.  453.  Ore.— Shobert 
V.  May,  40  Ore.  68,  66  Pac.  466,  91 
Am.  St.  Eep.  453,  55  L.  E.  A.  810. 
Pa. — Storey  v.  Lonabaugh,  247  Pa.  331, 
93  Atl.  481;'  Seranton  School  Dist.  v. 
Simpson,  133  Pa.  202,  19  Atl.  359. 

[a]  If  the  pleadings  present  issues 
of  fact,  the  parties  are  prima  facie 
"entitled  to  have  a  jury  determine 
them;  but,  if  during  the  course  of  the 
trial  it  becomes  apparent  that  there 
are  no  such  issues  in  the  evidence  the 
decision  falls  within  the  province  of 
the  court."  Consolidated  G.  &  S.  Min. 
Co.  V.  Struthers,  41  Mont.  565,  111  Pac. 
152. 

30.  Basmussen  v.  TTnited  States,  197 
U.  S.  516,  25  Sup.  Ct.  514,  49  L.  ed. 
862;  Black  v.  Jackson,  177  TJ.  S-  349, 
30  Sup.  a.  648,  44  L.  ed.  801;  Thomp- 
son V.  Utah,  170  U.  8.  343,  18  Sup.  Ct. 
620,  42  L.  ed.  1061;  Springville  v. 
Thomas,  166  U.  8.  707,  17  Sup.  Ct.  717, 
41  L.  ed.  1172;  Miller  v.  State,  3  Okla. 
Crim.  457,  106  Pac.  810. 

31.  Capital  Traction  Co.  v.  Hof,  174 
TJ.  S.  1,  19  Sup.  Ct.  580,  43  L.  ed. 
873 

32.  Dowdell  v.  United  States,  221 
U.  S.  325,  31  Sup.  Ct.  590,  55  L.  ed. 
753;  United  States  v.  Beecham,  lb 
Phil.  Isl.  272. 

[a]  "If  the  right  to  trial  by  jury 
were  a  fundamental  right  which  goes 
wherever  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  extends,  ...  it  would  follow 
that,  no  matter  what  the  needs  or 
capacities  of  the  people,  trial  by  jury, 
and  in  no  other  way,  must  be  forth- 
with established,  although  the  result 
may  be  to  work  injustice  and  provoke 
disturbance  rather  than  to  aid  the  or- 


derly administration  of  justice.  .  .  . 
To  state  such  a  proposition  demon- 
strates the  impossibility  of  carrying  it 
into  practice.  .  .  .  We  conclude  that 
the  power  to  govern  territory  .  .  . 
does  not  require  ...  a  system  of 
laws  which  shall  include  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury,  and  that  the  constitu- 
tion does  not,  without  legislation,  and 
of  its  own  force,  carry  such  right." 
Dorr  V.  United  States,  195"  U.  S.  138, 
24  Sup.  Ct.  808,  49  L.  ed.  128. 

[b]  In  Philippines. — "Trial  by  jury 
was  unknown  to  the  law  in  force  in 
these  islands  prior  to  the  date  of  ces- 
sion, nor  has  the  Philippine  Commis- 
sion passed  any  law  which  would  give 
it  effect.  Such  provisions  of  a  con- 
stitution as  those  relating  to  trial  by 
jury  can  hardly  be  regarded  as  self- 
executing.  It  is  necessary  that  there 
should  be  some  legislation  carrying 
them  into  effect."  United  States  v. 
Dorr,   2  Phil.   Isl.   269. 

33.  U.  S.— Maxwell  v.  Dow,  176  U. 
S.  581,  20  Sup.  Ct.  448,  44  L.  ed.  597; 
Iowa  Cent.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Iowa,  160  U.  8. 
389,  16  Sup.  Ct.  344,  40  L.  ed.  467; 
Walker  v.,  Sauvinet,  92  U.  S.  90,  23 
L.  ed.  678;  Edwards  v.  Elliott,  21 
Wall.  532,  22  L.  ed.  487;  Gibson  v. 
Bellingham  &  N.  Ey.  Co.,  213  Fed.  488; 
Ex  parte  Brown,  140  Fed.  461;  Wil- 
liams V.  Hert,  110  Fed.  166.  Ala. 
Boring  v.  Williams,  17  Ala.  510.  Colo. 
Huston  V.  Wadsworth,  5  Colo.  213. 
Conn. — Colt  «.  Eves,  12  Cftnn.  243.  Ga. 
Tilley  v.  Cox,  119  Ga.  867,  47  8.  E. 
219.  111. — Keith  v.  Henkleman,  173  III, 
137,  50  N.  E.  692.  Ind.— Spurgeon  li. 
Ehodes,  167  Ind.  1,  78  N.  E.  228; 
Baker  v.  Gordon,  23  Ind.  204;  Lake 
Erie,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Heath,  9  Ind.  558. 
la. — McLane  v.  Leicht,  69  Iowa  401, 
29  N.  W.  327.  Mont.— Cunningham  v. 
Northwestern  Imp.  Co^,.  44  Mont.  180, 
119  Pac.  554;  Kleinschmidt  v.  Dunphy, 
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The  admission  of  a  territory  as  a  state  and  the  adoption  of  a  state 
constitution  terminate  the  application  of  the  provisions  of  the  federal 
constitution  in  respect  to  the  right  of  trial  by  jury.^*  The  denial  of  a 
trial  by  jury  in  a  state  court  is  not  a  denial  of  a  privilege  or  immun- 
ity of  citizenship  which  the  states  are  forbidden  to  abridge.^^ 

"Where  state  courts  have  jurisdiction  of  eases  under  federal  statutes 
they  are  not  bound  by  the  provisions  of  the  federal  constitution  per- 
taining to  the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  but  such  right  is  regulated  by  the 
state  constitution  and  statutes.^"    The  provision  of  the  United  States 


1  Mont.  118.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Pen- 
hollow,  42  Hun  103.  R.  I.— State  v. 
Armeno,  29  E.  I.  431,  72  Atl.  216; 
Gunn  V.  Union  E.  Co.,  27  E.  I.  320,  62 
Atl.  118,  2  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  362; 
In  re  State  House,  19  E.  I.  326,  33 
Atl.  448.  Utah.—/™  re  Maxwell,  19 
Utah  495,  57  Pac.  412;  In,  re  McKee, 
19  Utah  231,  57  Pae.  23.  Va.— Brown 
V.  Epps,  91  Va.  726,  21  S.  B.  119,  27 
L.  E.  A.  676. 

[a]  "The  guaranty  of  a  trial  by 
jury  in  the  sixth  and  seventh  amend- 
ments to  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States  applies  only  to  the  Federal 
courts  and  is  not  a  restriction  on  the 
states,  which  may  provide  for  the  trial 
of  criminal  and  civil  cases  in  their 
own  courts,  with  or  without  jury,  as 
authorized  by  the  state  constitution." 
State  V.  "Whitaker,  114  N.  G.  818,  19 
S.  E.  376. 

34.  Higgins  V.  Farmers'  Ins.  Co.,  60 
Iowa  50,  14  N.  "W.  118;  Connecticut 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  1/.  Cross,  18  Wis.  109. 

35.  Walker  v.  Sauvinet,  92  U.  S. 
90,  23  li.  ed.  678. 

[a]  "A  state  cannot  deprive  a  per- 
son of  his  property  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law;  but  this  does  not  neces- 
sarily imply  that  all  trials  in  the 
state  courts  affecting  the  property  of 
persons  must  be  by  jury.  This  re- 
quirement of  the  constitution  is  met, 
if  the  trial  is  had  according  to  the 
settled  course  of  judicial  proceedings. ' ' 
Walker  v.  Sauvinet,  92  U.  S.  90,  23  L. 
ed.  678. 

36.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Stew- 
art's Admx.,  163  Ky.  823,  174  S.  W. 
744;  Chesapeake  &  O.  E.  Co.  v.  Car- 
nahan,  118  Va.  46,  86  S.  E.  863. 

[a]  Trial  in  State  Court  Under 
Federal  Employer's  Liability  Act.' — "It 
is  said  that  congress  did  not  have 
power  to  confer  or  commit  jurisdiction 
of  cases  arising  under  the  Federal  Em- 
ployers'   Liability   Act   to    the    courts 
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of  any  state   that   does   not   recognize 
the    binding   necessity   for   a    jury    of 
twelve    and    a    unanimous    verdict,    or 
that   has  by  its  constitution  and  laws 
taken  from  its  courts  the  authority  to 
require    a    unanimous    verdict    of    such 
a    jury,    because     under     the     seventh 
amendment    it    is     indispensable     that 
every  court  that  hears  and  determines 
a  common-law  ease  arising  under  con- 
gressional legislation    shall    have    the 
power  to  require  a  jury  of  twelve  and 
a   unanimous   verdict,   which   power   is 
denied  to  the  courts   of  this   state  by 
the    constitution    and    statutes    of    the 
state.  ...  In  as  much  ...  as  state 
courts,  as  a  matter  of  right,  indepead- 
ent     of    congressional    sanction,    have 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  civil  rights  and 
remedies  created  by  congressional  legis- 
lation unless  the  right  is  denied  by  the 
legislation,  it  is  difficult  to  understand 
upon    what    ground    the   assertion    can 
be    soundly    rested    that     the     seventh 
amendment  controls  jury  trials  in  state 
courts  in  the  face  of  the  often-repeated 
declaration   of   the   supreme   court   that 
this    amendment   affects   only   trials   in 
courts  of  the  United  States.   ...   It 
therefore  seems  to  us  that  when  state 
courts   are   given   jurisdiction    to    hear 
and  determine  causes  of  action  created 
by  Federal  legislation  they  may  exer- 
cise this  jurisdiction   according  to   the 
practice   and   procedure   of   the   forum 
and_  under   the    jury     system    adopted 
subject    of    course    to    such    conditions 
as   congress   may  attach   to   the  legis- 
lation;   and    congress    did    not   in    the 
legislation  here  in  question,  attempt  to 
attach  any   conditions  to   the   practice 
and  procedure  through  which  the  juris- 
diction   of    state    courts    of   competent 
jurisdiction  might  be  exercised  in  the 
enforcement    of    rights     arising     under 
this    act."      Chesapeake    &    Ohio    Ey.. 
Co.  V.  Kelly's  Admx.,  161  Ky.  655.  ''"i 
S.  W.  185. 
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constitution  declaring  that  the  trial  of  all  crimes  except  in  eases  of 
impeachment  shall  be  by  jury  does  not  apply  to  petty  offenses  which 
at  the  common  law' were  triable  without  a  jury,^'  but  the  word  "crime" 
does  include  such  misdemeanors  as  at  common  law  were  triable  by 
jury.^« 

D.  Effect  op  Constitutional  Provisions  Upon  Power  of  Legis- 
lature. —  1.  Generally.  ■ —  The  constitutional  provisions  preserving 
inviolate  the  right  to  trial  Ijy  jury  were  not  designed  to  restrict  the 
legislative  power  save  as  to  prohibit  the  enactment  of  statutes  destroy- 
ing or  materially  impairing  such  right  as  it  previously  existed,^"  and 
legislative  acts  authorizing  summary  proceedings  for  the  punishment 
of  small  offenses  withojit  the  intervention  of  a  jury  do  not  violate  the 
constitutional  guaranty  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury.*" 


37.  Schick  v.  United  States,  195  TJ. 
S.   65,   24   Sup.   Ct.   826,   49   L.   ed.   99. 

[a]  Petty  "offenses  are  not 'crimes' 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution. 
It  is  for  that  reason  that  it  is  now 
well  settled  that  a  defendant  may 
waive  a  jury  when  charged  only  with 
a  petty  offense."  Schick  v.  United 
States,  195  U.  S.  65,  24  Sup.  Ct.  826, 
49  L.  ed.  99. 

[b]  What  Is  a  Crime.— "To  be  a 
'crime'  within  the  meaning  of  .  .  . 
the  constitution,  it  is  not  essential  that 
it  shall  be  of  the  grave  character  de- 
scribed as  an  'infamous  offense'  in  the 
fifth  amendment,  which  provides  that 
for  such  offenses  one  shall  not  be  re- 
quired to  answer  unless  upon  the  pre- 
sentment or  indictment  of  a  grand 
jury.  An  offense  is  'infamous'  not 
because  of  its  character  as  respects 
commonly  accepted  standards  of  mor- 
ality, but  because  of  the  character  of 
the  punishment  which  may  be  inflicted. 
Thus,  without  regard  to  the  inherent 
morality  of  an  offense,  it  is  'infamous' 
within  the  fifth  amendment  if  it  in- 
volves imprisonment  for  more  than  one 
year,  with  or  without  hard  labor.  .  .  . 
Neither  is  the  test  as  to  whether  an 
offense  is  a  'crime'  within  the  third 
article  determined  by  the  punishment 
which  was  ultimately  awarded.  Thus, 
a  crime  is  'infamous'  if  an  infamous 
punishment  might  have  been  inflicted 
under  the  charge."  Low  v.  United 
States,  169  Fed.  86,  94  C.  C.  A.  1. 

38.  Low  V.  United  States,  169  Fed. 
86,  94  C.  C.  A.  1. 

[a]  And  the  word  "crime"  as 
used  in  the  consrtitution  ,"is  to  be 
interpreted  in  the  light  of  the  prin- 
ciples which,  at  common  law,  deter- 
mined whether  the  accused,  in  a  given 


class  of  eases,  was  entitled  to  be  tried 
by  a  jury.  It  is  not  to  be  construed 
as  relating  only  to  felonies,  or  of- 
fenses punishable  by  confinement  in 
the  penitentiary.  It  embraces  as  well 
some  classes  of  misdemeanors,  the  pun- 
ishment of  which  involves  or  may  in- 
volve the  deprivation  of  the  liberty 
of  the  citizen.  It  would  be  a  narrow 
construction  of  the  constitution  to  hold 
that  no  prosecution  for  a  misdemeanor 
is  a  prosecution  for  a  'crime'  within 
the  meaning  of  the  third  article,  or  a 
'criminal  prosecution'  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  sixth  amendment."  Callan 
V.  "Wilson,  127  U.  S.  540,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
1301,  32  L.  ed.  223. 

39.  Colo. — Venine  v.  Archibald,  3 
Colo.  163.  Fla. — Camp  Phosphate  Co. 
V.  Anderson,  48  Ma.  226,  37  So.  722, 
111  Am.  St.  Eep.  77;  Blanchard  v. 
Eaines'  Exrx.,  20  Fla.  467.  111. — Frost 
V.  People,  193  111.  635,  61  N.  B.  1054, 
86  Am.  St.  Eep.  352;  People  v.  Hill, 
163  111.  186,  46  N.  E.  796,  36  L.  E.  A. 
634.  Ky. — Harris  v.  Wood,  6  Mon.  641. 
Mich. — Eisser  v.  Hoyt,  53  Mich.  185, 
18  N.  W.  611.  Mo.— Berry  v.  St.  Louis, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  223  Mo.  358,  122  S.  W. 
1043.  N.  J.— Carter  v.  Camden  Dist. 
Ct.,  49  N.  J.  L.  600,  10  Atl.  108.  N.  Y. 
Walter  v.  People,  32  N.  Y.  147;  Sands 
V.  Kimbark,  27  N.  Y.  147.  N.  C— Ked-. 
die  V.  Moore,  6  N.  C.  41,  5  Am.  Dec. 
518.  Pa. — Haines  v.  Levin,  51  Pa.  412. 
S.  C— Frazee  v.  Seattle,  26  S.  C.  348, 
2  S.  E.  125.  Vt. — Plimpton  v.  Town 
of  Somerset,  33  Vt.  283. 

40.  Kan. — In  re  Kinsel,  64  Kan.  1, 
67  Pac.  634,  56  L.  E.  A.  475.  Md. 
Crichton  v.  State,  115  Md.  423,  81  Atl. 
36;  State  v.  Loden,  117  Md.  373,  83 
Atl.  564,  40  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  193. 
Mo. — Marshall  v.  Standard,  24  Mo.  App. 
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It  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  extend  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury  to  cases  which  were  not  triable  by  jury  prior  to  the  adoption  of 
the  constitution,*^  but  it  cannot  without  infringing  on  the  constitution 
abridge  such  right  as  to  cases  in  which  at  common  law  a  trial  by  jury 
was  a  matter  of  right.*^  Thus,  where  prior  to  the  adoption  of  a  con- 
stitution the  right  to  trial  by  jury  existed  only  in  cases  in  which  the 
amount  in  controversy  was  in  excess  of  a  certain  sum,  the  legislature 
may  extend  such  right  to  all  eases  without  regard  to  the  amount  in- 
volved.*^ But  a  constitutional  right  applying  to  all  cases  without  re- 
gard to  the  amount  involved  cannot  be  abridged  by  the  legislature.** 

2.    Enlargement  of  Jurisdiction  of  Equity.  —  While  generally  the 


192;  Ex  parte  Kiburg,  10  Mo.  App.  442. 
N.  J.— McGear  v.  Woodruff,  33  N.  J. 
L.  213.  Tenn.— State  v.  Sexton,  121, 
Tenn.  35,   114  S.  W.  494. 

As  to  right  to  jury  trial  for  petty 
offenses,  see  infra,  II,  E,  5,  b. 

[a]  Particularly  Where  Jury  Trial 
May  Be  Had  on  Appeal. — City  of  Em- 
poria V.  Volmer,  12  Kan.  622.  See 
also  Stahl  v.  Lee,  71  Kan.  511,  80  Pac. 
983;   and  infra,  II,  D,  3,  b. 

[b]  Violation  of  Game  Laws. — And 
an  act  providing  for  speedy  trials  be- 
fore a  justice  of  the  peace  of  persons 
violating  the  game,  fish  or  forestry  laws 
and  for  punishment  thereunder  with- 
out the  intervention  of  a  jury  is  con- 
stitutional. State  V.  Sexton,  121  Tenn. 
35,  ,114  S.  W.  494. 

[c]  Vagrants  and.  IMsorderly  Per- 
sons.— "There  can  be  no  question  .  .  . 
that  trial  by  jury  had,  before. the  con- 
stitution, never  been  used  in  the  dis- 
position of  vagrants  and  disorderly 
persons  and  consequently  was  not  in- 
tended for  such  persons,  so  far  as  they 
were  defined  by  then  existing  legisla- 
tion. That  the  legislature  have  power 
to  enlarge  the  class  of  persons  to  be 
affected  by  laws  against  disorderly 
persons  and  to  be  summarily  tried  by 
the  magistrates  of  the  state,  seems  to 
be  well  settled."  People  v.  McCarthy, 
45  How.  Pr.  (N.  T.)  97. 

41.  Ind. — Anderson  v.  Caldwell,  91 
Ind.  451,  46  Am.  Eep.  613.  Minn. 
Whallon  v.  Bancroft,  4  Minn.  109. 
N.  Y. — Ebling  Brew.  Co.  v.  Nimphius, 
58  Misc.  545,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  808. 
Pa. — ^Buffalo  Branch  Mut.  Film  Corp. 
V.  State  Board,  23  Pa.  Dist.  837. 

[a]  A  juvenile  court  act  providing 
for  a  jury  of  six  persons  does  not 
violate  the  constitutional  right  to  trial 
by  a  common-law  jury,  as  the  proceed- 
ing is  a  statutory  one  unknown  to  the 
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common  law.  Lindsay  v.  Lindsay,  257 
111.  328,  100  N".  E.  893,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A, 
1222,  45  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  908.  Com- 
pare, 12  Standard  Peoc.  873,  et  seq. 

42.  Fla.— Flint  River  S.  Co.  v.  Eob- 
erts,  Allen  &  Co.,  2  Fla.  102,  48  Am. 
Dec.  178.  Ga. — ^Mattox  v.  State,  115 
Ga.  212,  41  S.  E.  709.  Ind.— Anderson 
V.  Caldwell,  91  Ind.  451,  46  km.  Eep. 
613.  la.— Eeed  v.  Wright,  2  G.  Gr.  15. 
Md. — Banner  v.  State,  89  Md.  220,  42 
Atl.  965.  N.  H. — East  Kingston  v. 
Towle,  48  N.  H.  57,  97  Am.  Dec.  575, 
2  Am.  Eep.  174.  N.  J. — Eaphael  i). 
Lane,  56  N.  J.  L.  108,  28  Atl.  421. 
N.  Y. — People  v.  Pray,  87  Misc.  464, 
150  N.  Y.  Supp.  1061.  Pa.— Ehi'nes  v. 
Clark,  51  Pa.  96.  S.  C— White'  v. 
Kendrick,  1  Brev.  ,469.  Tex. — Cockrill 
V.  Cox,  65  Tex.  669. 

[a]  The  privilege  of  a  trial  by 
jury  "is  a  vital  principle,  underlying 
the  whole  administration  of  criminal 
justice;  it  is  not,  held  by  sufferance^and 
cannot  be  frittered  away  on  any  plea 
of  state  or  political  necessity."  Ex 
parte  Milligan,  4  Wall.  (U.  S.)  2,  18 
L.  ed.  281. 

43.  Whallon  v.  Bancroft,  4  Minn. 
109. 

44.  Mattox  V.  State,  115  Ga.  212, 
41  S.  E.  709. 

[a]  TTnder  a  constitution  declaring 
that  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall 
remain  inviolate  "the  General  Assem- 
bly has  no  power  to  deprive  a  person 
of  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  in  any 
civil  case  founded  upon  a  cause  of 
action  which  is  purely  legal  in  its 
nature.  .  .  .  Consequently,  so  much 
of  the  act  as  attempts  to  take  away 
this  right  in  cases  where  the  prin- 
cipal sum  involved  does  not  exceed 
fifty  dollars  is  unconstitutional."  Mat- 
tox V.  State,  115  Ga.  212,  41  S.  E.  709. 
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constitutional  provisions  do  not  apply  to  suits  in  equity,*'  the  legis- 
lature may  expand  the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity,*"  and  provide 
that  equitable  issues  are  triable  by  a  jury  as  a  matter  of  right.*^  But 
it  cannot,  in  modifying  the  jurisdiction  of  such  courts,  infringe  upon 
the  right  to  trial  by  jury  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  con- 
stitution.*^ Hence,  the  legislature  cannot  confer  upon  courts  of  equity 
the  power  to  determine  purely  legal  rights,*^  or  change  the  form  of  an 
action  from  one  at  law  to  one  in  equity ,°"  unless  it  at  the  same  time 


45.  See  infra,  U,  B,  4,  e. 

46.  Donahue  v.  Meister,  88  Cal.  121, 
25  Pac.  1096,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  283. 

[a]  "It  is  common  knowledge  that 
the  powers  of  the  court  of  chancery 
have  been  greatly  expanded,  not  only 
by  legislative  enactment,  but  by  the 
practice  of  the  court.  Its  professed 
object  in  the  beginning  was  to  ad- 
minister justice  where  the  remedies  of 
the  common  law  were  inadequate,  and 
the  great  usefulness  of  the  court  con- 
sists in  the  application  of  its  prin- 
ciples to  the  growth  and  development 
of  human  transactions.  While  this  is 
true,  it  cannot  be  admitted,  we  think, 
that,  either  by  the  growth  and  expan- 
sion of  the  court's  powers,  or  by 
legislation,  the  guaranties  of  the  con- 
stitution can  be  undermined  and  swept 
away."  Hughes  v.  Hannah,  39  Fla. 
365,  22  So.  613. 

47.  Ariz. — ^Brown  v.  Greer,  16  Ariz. 
215,  141  Pac.  841.  Ga.— Hardin  t: 
Foster,  102  Ga.  180,  29  S.  E.  174. 
N.  Y. — Eggers  v.  Manhattan  E.  Co.,  18 
N.  Y.  Supp.  181.  N.  0.— Taylor  v. 
Person,  9  N.  C.  298. 

[a]  Such  statutes  must  be  restricted 
to  cases  as  are  proper  subjects  of 
equitable  jurisdiction  and'  the  "pre- 
liminary question  whether  there  are 
suflScient  grounds  for  equitable  inter- 
position is  for  the  courts,  and  not  for 
the  legislature."  Winton  Coal  Co.  v. 
Pancoast  Coal  Co.,  170  Pa.  437,  33 
Atl.  110. 

48.  Fla.— Hughes  v.  Hannah,  39  Fla. 
365,  22  So.  613.  lU.— "Ward  v.  Farwell, 
97  HI.  593.  Md. — Capron  v.  Devries, 
83  Md.  220,  34  Atl.  251;  McCoy  v. 
Johnson,  70  Md.  490,  17  Atl.  387.  Mich. 
Tabor  v.  Cook,  15  Mich.  322.  Pa. 
Haines'  Appeal,  73  Pa.  169;  North 
Penn.  Coal  Co.  v.  Snowden,  42  Pa.  488, 
82  Am.  Dec.  530.  T6nn. — State  Bank 
V.  Cooper,  2  Yerg.  599.  W.  Va. — ^Davis 
V.  Settle,  43  W.  Va.  17,  26  S.  E.  557. 

[a]  The  "legislature  has  no  power 
to  confer  on  courts  of  equity  the  juris- 


diction to  determine  legal  rights,  in 
regard  to  which  courts  of  law  exercise 
exclusive  jurisdiction.  In  such  cases 
the  constitution  guarantees  to  suitors 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  and  this 
right  the  legislature  cannot  ab,riiige 
or  take  away."  McCoy  v.  Johnson,  70 
Md.  490,  17  Atl.  387. 

49.  Haines'  Appeal,  73  Pa.  169;  Ap- 
peal of  Norris,  64  Pa.  275. 

[a]  "The  right  of  trial  by  jury  in 
respect  to  matters  wherein  such  right 
existed  at  the  time  the  constitution 
was  adopted  cannot  be  taken  away, 
directly  or  indirectly,  by  transferring 
the  jurisdiction  to  try  purely  legal 
cases  to  a  court  of  chancery,  where, 
according  to  the  usual  practice,  juries 
are  not  demandable  as  a  matter  of 
right."  Turnes  v.  Brenekle,  249  111. 
394,  94  N.  E.  495. 

[b]  "If  the  legislature  can  trans- 
fer a  part,  they  can  the  whole  of  the 
jurisdiction  in  civil  cases  to  courts  of 
equity,  and  thus  practically  abolish 
trial  by  jury  entirely  in  these  cases. 
.  .  .  We  do  not  hold  these  acts  to 
be  unconstitutional.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  do  BO.  We  are  bound  to  give 
them  such  a  construction  as  will  not 
conflict  with  the  constitution;  and  that 
mjist  necessarily  be  that  they  are  con- 
fined in  their  true  intendment  to  cases 
which  are  properly  the  subject  of 
equitable  jurisdiction.  That  jurisdic- 
tion must  first  be  shown  to  exist,  be- 
fore the  remedial  provisions  .  .  . 
can  apply."  Norris 's  Appeal,  64  Pa. 
275. 

50.  Ala. — Montgomery  &  F.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  McKenzie,  85  Ala.  546,  5  So.  322. 
Mass. — Stockbridge  v.  Mixer,  215  Mass. 
415,  102  N.  B.  646;  Merchants'  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Moulton,  143  Mass.  543,  10 
N.  E.  251;  Powers  v.  Eaymond,  137 
Mass.  483.  Wis. — State  ex  rel.  Schu- 
macher V.  Markham,  160  Wis.  431  152 
N.  W.  161. 

[a]     "It    is    quite     clear     that     the 
legislature,   by    the     mere     device     of 
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expressly  provides  for  a  trial  by  jury,^^  or  unless  the  ease  is  one  of  an 
equitable  nature.^^ 

The  fact  that  the  distinction  between  the  form  of  legal  and  equitable 
actions  is  abolished  by  the  legislature  does  not  of  itself  change  the 
mode  of  trial  of  equitable  actions,"*^  except  where  it  is  expressly  pro- 
vided by  statute  that  all  issues  of  fact  at  law  as  well  as  in  equity  are 
triable  by  a  jury.'* 


adding  new  cases  to  those  of  a  class 
to  which  former  equitable  remedies 
were  applicable,  cannot  encroach  upon 
that  provision  of  the  state  constitution 
which  says  that  'the  right  to  trial  by 
jury  shall  be  secured  to  all,  and  re- 
main inviolate.'  ...  If  that  were 
so,  the  legislature,  by  providing  new 
remedies  and  new  kinds  of  judgments 
and  decrees  in  form  equitable,  could 
in  all  cases  dispense  with  juries,  and 
thus'  entirely  defeat  the  constitutional 
provision  on  the  subject."  Donahue 
V.  Meister,  88  Cal.  121,  25  Pac.  1096, 
22  Am.  St.  Eep.  283. 

[b]  Satisfaction  of  Debt  Out  of 
Property  Fraudnlently  Conveyed. — 
Where  plaintiff  seeks  to  establish  a 
debt  and  to  have  it  paid  out  of  prop- 
erty fraudulently  transferred  to  a  third 
person,  the  rights  sought  to  be  de- 
termined are  essentially  legal  as  dis- 
tinguished from  equitable  rights  and 
though  the  statute  has  changed  the 
mode  of  procedure  "it  would  be 
trifling  with  the  constitution  to  hold 
that,  by  changing  the  forms  of  pro- 
cedure, the  substantial  rights  declared 
by  it  can  be  taken  away.  In  all  con- 
troversies which  are  within  the  pur- 
view of  that  article  of  the  Declaration 
of  Eights,  the  'method  of  procedure' 
of  a  trial  by  jury  must  be  held  sacred, 
whatever  the  other  forms  of  procedure 
may  be."  Powers  v.  Raymond,  137 
Mass.  483. 

51.  111.— See  Gage  v.  Ewing,  107  III. 
11.  Mass. — Charles  Eiver  Bridge  v. 
"Warren  Bridge,  6  Pick.  376.  Mich. 
Tabor  v.  Cook,  15  Mich.  322.  W.  Va. 
McKinsey  v.  Squires,  32  W.  Va.  41,  9 
S.  E.  55.  Wis.— Wakeley  v.  Mohr,  15 
"Wis.  609. 

[a]  "The  objection  that  the  statute 
infringes  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  is 
sufficiently  answered  by  the  following 
quotation  from  the  statute  itself:  'An 
issue  of  fact  in  any  such  action,  prop- 
erly triable  by  jury,  may  be  tried  by 
jury  with  like  effect  as  in  other  cases.' 
This  doubtless  means  that  the  verdict 
shall  have  the  same  effect  as  a  verdict 
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in  a  common-law  action."  Janesville 
Cotton  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Ford,  55  Wis.  197, 
12  N.  W.  377. 

52.  Parmelee  v.  Price,  208  11'  =44, 
70  N.  B.  725,  where  it  is  said  on  -'fge 
558:  "Where  a  new  class  of  cases  is 
directed  by  the  legislature  to  be  tried 
in  chancery,  and  it  appears,  when 
tested  by  the  general  principles  of 
equity,  that  they  are  of  an  equitable 
nature  and  can  be  more  appropriately 
tried  in  a  court  of  equity  than  a  court 
of  law,  the  chancellor  will  have  the 
right  as  in  other  cases  in  chancery,  to 
determine  all  questions  of  fact  with- 
out submitting  them  to  a  jury.  .  .  . 
The  constitutional  provision  ...  in- 
troduced no  new  rule  of  law,  but  mere- 
ly preserved  the  right  already  exist- 
ing. It  does  not  apply  to  suits  in 
equity  or  to  any  statutory  proceeding 
to  be  had  in  courts  of  equity.'  " 

53.  U.  S.— Perego  v.  Dodge,  163  U. 
S.  160,  16  Sup.  Ct.  971,  41  L.  ed.  113. 
Cal. — Smith  v.  Eowe,  4  Cal.  6.  Colo. 
Eice  V.  Goodwin,  2  Colo.  App.  267,  30 
Pac.  330.  Minn. — Berkey  v.  Judd,  14 
Minn.  394.  Mont, — Gallagher  v.  Basey, 
1  Mont.  457.  N.  Y. — Toplitz  v.  Bauer, 
26  App.  Div.  125,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  840. 
S.  C— Southern  By.  v.  Howell,  89  S.  C. 
391,  71  S.  E.  972;  Price  v.  Brown,  4 
S.  C.  144.  "Wis. — Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist, 
121  Wis.  127,  99  N.  W.  909. 

[a]  It  is  "the  settled  rule  that, 
while  under  the  Code  of  Procedure, 
both  legal  and  equitable  issues  may  be 
tried  in  the  same  case,  yet,  ''at  the 
trial,  the  legal  and  the  equitable  issues 
must  be  distinguished  and  decided  by 
the  court  in  the  exercise  of  its  dis- 
tinct functions  as  a  court  of  law  and 
a  court  of  equity  and  only  those  should 
be  determined  by  a  jury  which  are 
properly  triable  by  a  jury,  while  those 
which  would  formerly  have  been  triable 
in  equity  must  be  determined  by  the 
judge  in  the  exercise  of  his  chancerj 
powers.'  "  Holliday  v.  Hughes,  54  S. 
C.  155,  31  S.  E.  867. 

54.  Ariz. — Brown  v.  Greer,  16  Ariz. 
215,  141  Pac.  841.     Ark.— Binggold  v. 
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3.  Enlargfement  of  Jurisdiction  of  Inferior  Courts.  —  a.  Gener- 
ally. —  The  legislature  is  not  prevented  by  the  constitutional  guaranty 
of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  from  enlarging  the  jurisdiction  of  courts 
of  inferior  jurisdiction,^^'  provided  that  the  statute  secures  the  right 
to  a  trial  by  jury  on  appeal,^"  and  does  not  impose  unreasonable  re- 
strictions upon  the  right  to  such  appeaL^y 


Patterson,  15  Ark.  209.  Ga. — Hardin 
V.  Foster,  102  Ga.  180,  29  S.  E.  174. 
la. — ^Wadsworth  v.  Wadsworth,  40  Iowa 
448.  Me. — Call  v.  Perkins,  65  Me.  439. 
N.  C— Ely  V.  Early,  94  N.  C.  1;  Taylor 
V.  Person,  9  N.  C.  298. 

55.  Coim. — Guile  v.  Brown,  38  Conn. 
237.  Mass. — Hapgood  v.  Doherty,  8 
Gray  373.  N.  Y.— Knight  v.  Campbell, 
62  Barb.  16. 

[a]  "There  is  nothing  in  the  con- 
stitution which  prohibits  the  legisla- 
ture from  enlarging  the  jurisdictions 
of  justices'  courts  in  the  mode  con- 
templated by  the  act.  Such  increase 
of  jurisdiction  is  not  obnoxious  to  the 
constitutional  provision  ...  by  rea- 
son of  the  circumstance  that  it  trans- 
fers a  class  of  cases  from  courts  of 
record  where  juries  are  composed  of 
twelve  men,  to  justices '  courts  in  which 
they  consist  of  six.  The  right  of  trial 
by  jury  remains  unimpaired  in  such 
court."  Dawson  v.  Horan,  51  Barb. 
(N.  T.)  459. 

56.  V.  S. — Capital  Traction  Co.  v. 
Hof,  174  U.  S.  1,  19  Sup.  Ct.  580,  43 
L.  ed.  873.  Colo. — Melnerney  v.  Den- 
ver, 17  Colo.  302,  29  Pae.  516.  Conn. 
Beers  v.  Beers,  4  Conn.  535,  10  Am. 
Dec.  186.  Ga.— Mint  River  S.  Co.  v. 
Foster,  5  Ga.  194,  48  Am.  Dec.  248. 
la. — Tharp  v.  Witham,  65  Iowa  566,  22 
N.  W.  677.  Kan. — In  re  Jahn,  55  Kan. 
694,  41  Pac.  956.  Mass. — Hapgood  v. 
Doherty,  8  Gray  373.  Mo. — State  v. 
Allen,  45  Mo.  App.  551.  N.  H.— Copp 
V.  Henniker,  55  N.  H.  179,  20  Am. 
Rep.  194.  N.  C— Keddie  v.  Moore,  6 
N.  C.  41,  5  Am.  Dec.  518.  Ohio. — Nor- 
ton V.  McLeary,  8  Ohio  St.  205.  Pa, 
Haines  v.  Levin,  51  Pa.  412;  Biddle  v. 
Com.,  13  Serg.  &  R.  405.  Tenn.— Pryor 
V.  Hays,  9  Yerg.  416;  Morford  v. 
Barnes,  8  Yerg.  444. 

As  to  right  of  jury  trial  in  petty 
cases,   see  infra,  II,  E,  5,  c. 

[a]  "The  liberty  of  appeal  .  .  . 
preserves  the  right  of  trial  by  jury 
inviolate,  within  the  words  and  fair 
intendment  of  the  constitution;  and 
that  no  such  unreasonable  hardship  is  i 


put  ...  by  the  bond  required  for 
the  prosecution  of  the  appeal,  as  to 
justify  the  assertion,  that  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury  is,  in  any  manner,  im- 
paired."    Beers  v.  Beers,  4  Conn.  535. 

[b]  And  a  statute  authorizing  a 
trial  in  a  justices'  court  by  six  jurors 
is  not  unconstitutional  where  it  pro- 
vides that  a  party  may  before  trial 
remove  the  action  to  a  court  where 
he  can  have  a  trial  by  jury  of  twelve 
men  upon  executing  an  undertaking 
securing  the  payment  of  any  judgment 
which  might  be  rendered  in  the  action. 
People  ex  rel.  Metropolitan  Bd.  of 
Health  v.  Lane,  6  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  Y.)'  105. 

[e]  Where  no  appeal  is  provided, 
a  statute  empowering  a  court  to  de- 
clare a  turnpike  road  abandoned  and 
vacated  as  a  toll  is  in  conflict  with 
the  constitutional  guaranty  of  the 
right  to  trial  by  jury.  "At  common 
law  the  want  of  repara'tion  of  high- 
ways, when  visited  with  fine,  penalty 
and  forfeiture,  was  the  subject  of  in- 
quiry by  a  jury."  Turnpike  Co.  v. 
Parks,  50  Ohio  St.  568,  35  N.  E.  304. 

57.  1J.  S. — Greene  v.  Briggs,  1  Curt. 
311,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,764.  Ala. 
Reeves  v.  State,  96  Ala.  33,  11  So.  296. 
Me.— State  v.  Gurney,  37  Me.  156,  58 
Am.  Dec.  782.  Minn. — State  v.  Everett, 
14  Minn.  439.  R.  I. — In  re  Liquors  of 
McSoley,  15  R.  I.  608,  10  Atl.  659; 
Littlefleld  v.  Peckham,  1  R.  I.  500.  Vt. 
State  V.  Peterson,  41  Vt.  504. 

[a]  Limitation  on  Eight  To  Appeal. 
A  statute  providing  for  a  jury  trial 
on  appeal  only  where  the  aniount  of 
the  judgment  exceeds  a  certain  sum, 
is  unconstitutional.  McGinty  v.  Carter, 
48  N.  J.  L.  113,  3  Atl.  78. 

[b]  Where  Dependent  Upon  Amount 
in  Controversy. — Where  the  constitu- 
tion makes  the  right  of  trial  by  jury 
on  appeal  depend  upon  the  amount  in 
controversy,  a  statute  which  makes  the 
right  of  an  appeal  depend  upon  the 
amount  of  the  judgment,  is  unconsti- 
tutional. Luce  V.  Garrett,  4  Ind.  Ter. 
54,  64  S.  W.  613.     To  the  same  effect. 
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The  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury  in  civil  actions  is  not  in- 
fringed by  a  statute  which  sets  the  pecuniary  limit  of  the  jurisdiction 
of  justices  of  the  peace  in  actions  at  law  higher  than  it'  was  when  the 
particular  constitution  was  adopted  and  allows  a  trial  by  jury  for  the 
first  time  upon  appeal.'* 

b.  Restriction  Upon  Right  of  Appeal.  —  The  requirements  of  a  stat- 
ute to  furnish  a  bond  or  undertaking  on  appeal,^®  or  to  pay  the  costs,*" 
or  to  make  oath  that  the  appeal  is  not  prosecuted  for  the  purpose  of 
delay,"^  are  not  unreasonable  restrictions  upon  the  right  of  appeal. 
But  a  statute  providing  for  payment  of  counsel  fees  by  the  appellant 
is  unconstitutional."^ 

The  rule  that  the  legislature  may  enlarge  the  jurisdiction  of  courts 
of  inferior  jurisdiction  and  provide  for  an  appeal  without  unreason- 
able restrictions  applies  also  to  criminal  cases,"^  but  in  some  cases  it 


Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Phelps, 
4  Ind.  Ter.  706,  76  S.  W.  285;  Dennee 
V.  MeCoy,  4  Ind.  Ter.  233,  69  S.  W. 
858. 

58.  XT.  S. — Capital  Traction  Co.  «. 
Hof,  174  U.  8.  1,  19  Sup.  Ct.  580,  43 
L.  ed.  873.  Conn.— Curtis  v.  Gill,  34 
Conn.  49;  Beers  v.  Beers,  4  Conn.  535, 
10  Am.  Dec.  186.  Md. — Steuart  v.  Bal- 
timore, 7  Md.  500.  Term. — Morford  v. 
Barnes,  8  Terg.  444. 

[a]  "When  the  convention  declared 
that  the  ancient  mode  of  trial  by  jury 
should  be  preserved,  no  restriction  was 
thereby  laid  on  the  legislature  as  to 
erecting  or  organizing  judicial  tribunals 
in  such  manner  as  might  be  most  con- 
ducive to  the  public  convenience  and 
interest.  .  .  .  It  is  true,  that  the 
legislature  cannot  impose  any  pro- 
visions substantially  restrictive  of  the 
trial  by  jury:  they  may  give  exist- 
ence to  new  forums;  they  may  modify 
the  powers  and  jurisdiction  of  former 
courts  in  such  instances  as  are  not 
interdicted  by  the  constitution,  from 
which  their  legitimate  power  is  de- 
rived; but  still  the  sacred  right  of 
every  citizen,  of  having  a  trial  by 
jury,  must  be  preserved.  ...  So  long 
as  the  trial  by  jury  is  preserved 
through  an  appeal,  the  preliminary 
mode  of  obtaining  it  may  be  varied  at 
the  will  and  pleasure  of  the  legis- 
lature."   Keddie  v.  Moore,  6  N.  C.  41. 

[b]  And  it  "cannot  be  said  .  .  . 
that  the  constitution,  even  by  implica- 
tion, fixes  the  limit  at  any  definite 
sum.  On  the  contrary,  it  seems  more 
reasoifeble  and  more  in  harmony  with 
the  purposes  and  spirit  of  that  instru- 
ment to  interpret  it  as   saying,  in  et- 
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feet,  that  the  legislature  may,  in  con- 
formity to  established  usage,  to  a  cer- 
tain extent  change  from  time  to  time, 
as  the  business  interests  of  the  state 
may  require,  the  limit  below  which  the 
state  shall  not  be  required  to  provide 
for  a  jury  trial.  .  .  .  On  the  whole 
it  will  hardly  do  to  say  that  increas- 
ing the  final  jurisdiction  to  fifteen  dol- 
lars is  so  unjust  and  unreasonable  as 
to  require  us  to  adjudge  the  law  void. 
It  has  been  suggested  that,  if  the 
jurisdiction  may  be  extended  at  all, 
there  is  no  limit  to  the  power  of  the 
legislature,  and  that  the  right  of  trial 
^7  jury  may  be  seriously  impaired,  if 
not  ultimately  destroyed.  ...  A  suf- 
ficient answer  to  this  argument  is 
found  in  the  fact,  that  the  constitution 
.  .  .  does  not  .  .  .  contain  any  such 
limitation."  Guile  v.  Brown,  38  Conn. 
237. 

59.  Eeekner  v.  Warner,  22  Ohio  St. 
275. 

[a]  Bond  To  Pay  Judgment. — ^Beers 
V.  Beers,  4  Conn.  535,  10  Am.  Dec. 
186;  People  ex  ret.  Metropolitan  Bd. 
of  Health  v.  Lane,  6  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
(N.  Y.)  105. 

60.  McDonald  v.  Sehell,  6  Serg.  &  E. 
(Pa.)  240. 

61.  Biddle  v.  Com.,  13  Serg.  &.  E. 
(Pa.)   405, 

62.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Williams,  49  Ark.  492,  5  S.  W.  883. 

63.  Ooim. — State  ii.  Brennan's  Liq- 
uors, 25  Conn.  278.  la.— Zelle  v.  Me- 
Henry,  51  Iowa  572,  2  N.  W.  264. 
Me. — Sprague  v.  Androscoggin  County, 
104  Me.  352,  71  Atl.  1090;  State  v. 
Craig,  80  Me.  86,  13  Atl.  129;  John- 
son 's  Case,  1  Greenl.  230.   Mass. — Jones 
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is  held  that  the  fact  that  a  statute  confers  the  right  to  trial  by  jury 
on  appeal  does  not  satisfy  the  requirements  of  the  constitution  secur- 
ing the  right  to  trial  by  jury."*  "Where  the  statute  provides  that  the 
defendant  appealing  from  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  limited  jurisdic- 
tion shall  furnish  bail,*^  a  bond  or  recognizance,"^  procure  copies  of 
the  appeal,"^  or  pay  the  costs"^  and  fees,"^  his  right  to  an  appeal  is  not 


V.  Bobbins,  8  Gray  329.  N.  0. — State 
V.  Tate,  169  if.  C.  373,  85  S.  B.  383; 
State  V.  Dunlap,  159  N.  C.  491,  74  S. 
E.  626;  State  v.  Lytle,  138  N.  C.  738, 
51  S.  E.  66;  State  v.  Whitaker,  114 
N.  C.  818,  19  S.  E.  376;  State  v. 
Crook,  91  N.  C.  536.  Va.— Brown  v. 
Epps,  91  Va.  726,  21  S.  E.  119,  27  L. 
E.  A.  676.  W.  Va.^ — Beasley:  v.  Beck- 
ley,  28  W.  Va.  81;  Moundsville  v. 
Fountain,  27  W.  Va.  182.  Wis.— State 
V.  Smith,  65  Wis.  93,  26  N.  W.  258. 

{a]  Effect  of  Power  To  Amend  on 
Appeal.  —  And  a  statute  conferring 
upon  tlie  superior  court  the  power  to 
amend  proceedings  before  a  justice  of 
the  peace  upon  appeal  is  not  un- 
reasonable. "The  exercise  of  such 
power  of  amendment  in  the  superior 
court  is  essential  to  render  the  juris- 
diction, of  justices  of  the  peace  prac- 
tically effectual  in  criminal  matters 
wherein  appeals  shall  be  taken."  State 
V.  Crook,  91  N.  C.  536. 

[b]  No  Jury  on  Appeal. — ^But  where 
a  statute  provides  for  the  trial  of  mis- 
demeanors by  a  jury  of  only  eight  per- 
sons instead  of  twelve  and  authorizes 
an  appeal  upon  conviction  directly  to 
the  supreme  court  only,  it  deprives  the 
defendant  of  his  constitutional  right 
of  trial  by  jury,  as  the  jury  contem- 
plated by  the  constitution  is  a  jury  of 
twelve  men  and  there  is  no  jury  in 
the  supreme  court.  Collins  v.  State,  88 
Ala.  212,  7  So.  260. 

,  64.  Ala.— Alford  v.  State,  170  Ala. 
178,  54  So.  213,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  1093. 
See  Beeves  v.  State,  96  Ala.  33,  11  So. 
296.  Md.— Banner  v.  State,  89  Md.  220, 
42  Atl.  965.  Okla.— Bettge  v.  Terri- 
tory, 17  Okla.  85,  87  Pac.  897. 

[a]  "If  because  of  his  poverty,' or 
because  he  is  a  stranger  in  a  strange 
land,  or  for  other  reason,  he  is  unable 
to  obtain  sufficient  sureties,  or  to  pay 
the  required  fees,  the  accused  has  no 
appeal  and  no  '  jury  trial.  If  he  se- 
cures his  appeal,  but  is  unable  or  for 
any  cause  fails  to  enter  and  prosecute 
it,  not  only  is  the  sentence  of  the 
police  court  affirmed,  but  he  is  charged 


with  additional  costs  and  his  recog- 
nizance is  forfeited.  In  other  words, 
for  taking  and  failing  to  pursue  his 
appeal  he  is  subjected  not  only  to  the 
original  sentence,  but  also  to  the  pen- 
alty of  paying  costs  and  the  amount 
of  his  recognizance,  .  .  .  The  obliga- 
tion to  appeal  is  ...  a  burden  un- 
warranted by  the  constitution."  State 
V.  Gerry,  68  N.  H.  495,  38  Atl.  272,  38 
L.  E.  A.  228. 

[b]  "Except  in  that  class  or  grade 
of  offenses  called  petty  offenses,  which, 
according  to  the  common  law,  may  be 
proceeded  against  summarily  in  any 
tribunal  legally  constituted  for  that 
purpose,  the  guarantee  of  an  impartial 
jury  to  the  accused  in  a  criminal 
prosecution,  conducted  either  in  the 
name,  or  by  or  under  the  authority 
of  the  United  States,  secures  to  him 
the  right  to  enjoy  that  mode  of  t];ial 
from  the  first  moment,  and  in  what- 
ever court  he  is  put  on  trial  for  the 
offense  charged.  In  such  cases  a  judg- 
ment of  conviction,  not  based  upon  a 
verdict  of  guilty  by  a  jury,  is  void. 
To  accord  to  the  accused  a  right  to 
be  tried  by  a  jury  in  an  appellate 
court,  after  he  has  been  once  fully 
tried,  otherwise  than  by  a  jury,  in  the 
court  of  original  jurisdiction,  and  sen- 
tenced to  pay  a  fine  or  be  imprisoned 
for  not  paying  it,  does  not  satisfy  the 
requirements  of  the  constitution."  Cal- 
lan  V.  Wilson,  127  V.  S.  540,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
1301,  32  L.  ed.  223. 

65.  Stevens  v.  Anderson,  145  Ind. 
304,  44  N.  E.  460;  Jones  v.  Bobbins,  8 
Gray   (Mass.)    329. 

66.  Conn. — State  v.  Brennan's  Liq- 
uors, 25  Conn.  278.  Mass. — Com.  ■». 
Whitney,  108  Mass.  5.  E.  I. — Little- 
field  V.  Peckham,  1  B.  L  500.  W.  Va. 
Jelly  V.  Dils,  27  W.  Va.  267. 

67.  In  re  Marron,  60  Vt.  199,  12  Atl. 
523. 

68.  Littlefield  v.  Peckham,  1  B.  I. 
500.  Contra,  Mclnerney  v.  Denver,  17 
Colo.  302,  29  Pac.  516. 

69.  State  v.  Griffin,  66  N.  H.  326,  29 
Atl.  414. 
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unreasonably  restricted  thereby;  but  in  some  jurisdictions  statutes  ex- 
acting of  the  defendant  in  a  criminal  case  as  condition  precedent  to 
an  appeal  a  bond  for  the  payment  of  the  fine  and  costs  have  been  held 
unconstitutional.^" 

A  statute  requiring  appellant  to  furnish  a  bond  as  security  against 
any  infraction  of  the  law  during  the  pendency  of  the  appeal  is  uncon- 
stitutional.'^ And  a  statute  providing  that  where  defendant  upon  ap- 
peal is  convicted  he  shall  suffer  double  the  amount  of  the  penalty, 
likewise  violates  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  the  right  to  trial  by 
jury." 

4.  Regulations  Affecting  the  Right.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  ob- 
ject of  the  constitutional  provision  guaranteeing  the  right  to  trial  by 
jury  is  to  preserve  the  substance  of  such  right  rather  than  to  prescribe 
the  methods  by  which  it  shall  be  exercised.''^  The  legislature  therefore 
may  prescribe  the  mode  and  manner  in  which  this  constitutional  right 


70.  TJ.  S. — Greene  v.  Briggs,  1  Curt. 
311,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,764.  la.— State 
V.  Beneke,  9  Iowa  203.  Kan.— In  re 
Jahn,  55  Kan.  694,  41  Pae.  956. 

See  also  Beeves  v.  State,  96  Ala.  33, 
11  So.  296. 

[a]  Bond  Conditioned  To  Pay  Judg- 
ment and  Costs. — A  statute  requiring 
a  defendant  appealing  from  a  sentence 
of  the  police  court  to  furnish  a  bond 
conditioned  not  merely  for  his  appear- 
ance in  the  appellate  court  but  also 
for  payment  of  any  judgment  on  ap- 
peal and  likewise  to  pay  all  costs  ac- 
crued in  the  police  court,  is  unconsti- 
tutional. Mclnerney  t).  Denver,  17  Colo. 
302,  29  Pac.  516. 

[b]  When  "the  appeal  affords  the 
only  trial  which  accords  with  the  con- 
stitution ...  it  must  be  given  with- 
out any  condition  that  the  landowner 
may  not  be  able  to  comply  with.  .  .  . 
An  appeal  that  can  be  taken  only  upon 
the  condition  of  giving  a  bond  .  .  . 
with  two  sureties  .  .  .  conditioned  for 
the  payment  of  the  fees  of  the  com- 
missioners and  the  costs  of  appeal, 
provided  the  award  of  the  jury  is  not 
'increased  twenty  dollars'  to  each  party 
appealing,  is  not  a  reasonable  regula- 
tion of  procedure.  .  .  .  He  may  not 
be  able  to  comply  with  the  condition 
upon  which  an  appeal  is  allowed.  .  .  , 
An  appeal,  burdened  with  such  a  con- 
dition, is  not  a  constitutional  method 
of  ascertaining  the  damages."  People 
ex  rel.  Eckerson  v.  Board,  of  Trustees, 
151  N.  Y.  75,  45  N.  E.  384. 

71.  Saco  V.  Woodsum,  39  Me.  258; 
Saoo  V.  Wentworth,  37  Me.  165,  58  Am. 
Deo.  786. 


[a]  Security  To  Keep  Peace. — Where 
the  appeal  is  made  dependent  upon 
furnishing  a'  recognizance  with  one  or 
more  sureties  conditioned  to  appear 
before  the  court  and  abide  the  judg- 
ment therein  and  in  the  meantime  keep 
the  peace,  the  constitutional  right  to 
trial  by  jury  is  violated  thereby.  The 
court  says:  "If  this  right  of  appeal 
is  so  absolute,  unqualified  and  un- 
fettered that  it,  together  with  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury,  is  secured  to  every 
man  who  demands  an  appeal,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  requirement  of  the 
constitution  is  satisfied.  But  these 
rights  must  be  secured.  They  must  not 
be  made  to  depend  upon  a  condition 
with  which  the  party  prosecuted  may 
or  may  not  be  able  to  comply."  State 
V.  Everett,  14  Minn.  439. 

72.  State  v.  Gurney,  37  Me.  156,  58 
Am.  Dee.  782.  See  also  Greene  v. 
Briggs,  1  Curt.  311,  10  Fed.  Cas.  No, 
5,764. 

73.  U.  S. — ^Walker  v.  New  Mexico 
&  S.  Pac.  E.  Co.,  165  U.  S.  593,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  421,  41  L.  ed.  837.  N.  H. 
Copp  V.  Henniker,  55  N.  H.  179,  20 
Am.  Eep.  194.  N.  Y. — Smith  v.  West- 
ern Pac.  By.  Co.,  203  N.  T.  499,  96 
N.  E.  1106,  Ann.  Cas.  1913B,  264,  40 
L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   137. 

[a]  And  a  statute  is  within  the 
reasonable  intendment  of  the  constitu- 
tion "if  the  trial  by  jury  be  not  im- 
paired, although  it  may  be  subjected 
to  new  modes,  and  even  rendered  more 
expensive,  if  the  public  interest  de- 
mand such  alteration."  Beeis  v.  Beers, 
4  Conn.  535. 
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is  to  be  enforced,^*  although  it  cannot  take  away  any  of  the  essential 
and  substantial  elements  of  trial  by  jury  as  existing  under  the  com- 
mon law.'^ 


74.  Cal. — Conneau  v.  Geis,  73  Cal. 
176,  14  Pac.  580,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  785. 
Colo. — Venine  v.  Archibald,  3  Colo.  163. 
Conn. — McKay  v.  Fair  Haven  &  W.  E. 
Co.,  75  Conn.  608,  54  Atl.  923;  Beers 
V.  Beers,  4  Conn.  535,  10  Am.  Dec.  186. 
D.  C. — Simmons  v.  Morrison,  13  App. 
Gas.  161.  Fla. — Blanchard  v.  Eaines' 
Exrx.,  20  Pla.  467.  Ga. — Flint  Eiver 
S.  Co.  V.  Foster,  5  Ga.  194,  48  Am. 
Dec.  248.  Haw. — Bannister  v.  Lucas, 
21  Hawaii  222.  Md. — Knee  v.  Balti- 
more City  Pass.  Ey.  Co.,  87  Md.  623, 
40  Atl.  890,  42  L.  E.  A.  363.  Mass. 
Foster  v.  Morse,  132  Mass.  354,  42  Am. 
Eep.  438;  Com.  v.  "Whitney,  108  Mass. 
5.  N.  H.— State,  v.  Griffin,  66  N.  H. 
326,  29  Atl.  414;  Davis  v.  School  Dis- 
trict, 44  N.  H.  398.  N.  J.— Edwards 
V.  Elliott,  36  N.  J.  L.  449,  13  Am. 
Eep.  463.  N.  Y. — Stokes  v.  People,  53 
N.  Y.  164,  13  Am.  Eep.  492;  Walter 
V.  People,  32  N.  Y.  147;  People  ex  rel. 
Staudacher  v.  Webb,  16  Hun  42.  N.  C. 
Keddie  v.  Moore,  6  N.  C.  41,  5  Am. 
Dec.  518.  Ohio. — Norton  v.  McLeary, 
8  Ohio  St.  205.  Pa. — Smith  v.  Times 
Pub.  Co.,  178  Pa.  481,  36  Atl.  296,  35 
L.  E.  A.  819;  Haines  v.  Levin,  51  Pa. 
412.  E.  I.— Mathews  v.  Tripp,  12  E.  I. 
256.  S.  C— State  v.  Wyse,  32  S.  C. 
45,  10  8.  E.  612.  Tenn. — Garrison  v. 
Hollins,  Burton  &  Co.,  2  Lea  684.  Vt. 
Jn  re  Marron,  60  Vt.  199,  12  Atl. 
523. 

[a]  Denial  and  Begulation  Distin- 
guished.— The  "denial  of  a  right  is  one 
thing,  and  the  regulation  by  rules  of 
procedure,  which  guaranty  the  right,  is 
quite  a  different  thing.  .  .  .  And, 
moreover,  the  legislature  is  expressly 
authorized  to  enact  such  regulations; 
.  .  .  and  so  long  as  in  the  enact- 
ment 'of  laws  regulating  procedure  in 
the  courts  they  do  not  deny  to  de- 
fendants any  constitutional  right,  but 
merely  regulate  that  right  in  a  rea- 
sonable manner,  by  rules  of  procedure 
adopted  to  prevent  .confusion  and  de- 
lay, and  to  secure  a  fair  and  impar- 
tial trial,  just  so  long  will  their  enact- 
ments withstand  the  test  of  judicial 
criticism  and  defy  annulments  by  the 
courts."  Johnson  v.  State,  42  Tex. 
Crim.  103,  58  S.  W.  69. 

[b]  "The  constitution  merely  guar- 


antees the  right  and  leaves  to  the  legis- 
lature the  duty  of  providing  the  means 
and  methods  by  which  it  is  to  be  en- 
joyed. The  time  and  place  of  the 
trial,  the  qualifications  of  jurors  and 
the  manner  in  which  twelve  shall  be 
selected  for  the  trial  of  a  case,  includ- 
ing all  the  steps  from  the  venire  to 
the  challenge  are  subjects  of  legisla- 
tion subject  to  the  limitation  that  the 
substance  of  the  jury  trial  ...  is 
preserved."  Copp  v.  Henniker,  55  N. 
H.  179. 

[o]  The  legislature  may  vary  the 
terms  and  conditions  under  which  a 
trial  by  jury  may  be  had  according  to 
the  changing  exigencies  of  different 
cases.  Mathewson  v.  Ham,  21  E.  I.  311, 
43  Atl.  848. 

75.  Mich.'— Swart  v.  Kimball,  43 
Mich.  443,  5  N.  W.  635.  N.  H.— East 
Kingston  v.  Towle,  48  N.  H.  57,  97 
Am.  Dec.  575,  2  Am.  Eep.  174.  Ohio. 
Work  V.  State,  2  Ohio  St.  296,  59  Am. 
Dec.  671. 

[a]  "The  essential  and  substantive 
attributes  or  elements  of  jury  trial  are 
and  always  have  been  number,  impar- 
tiality, and  unanimity.  The  jury  must 
consist  of  twelve;  they  must  be  im- 
partial and  indifferent  between  the 
parties;  and  their  verdict  must  be 
unanimous."  Lommen  v.  Minneapolis 
Gaslight  Co.,  65  Minn.  196,  68  N.  W. 
53,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  450,  33  L.  E.  A. 
437. 

[b]  "If  an  act  requires  conditions 
for  the  purpose  of  preventing  a  trial 
by  jiry,  the  spirit  of  such  a  provision 
is  at  war  with  the  spirit  of  the  con- 
stitution, and  so  far  as  it  deprives  one 
of  this  means  of  protection,  it  is  void." 
Saco  V.  Wentworth,  37  Me.  165,  58  Am. 
Dee.  786. 

[c]  "The  general  rule  of  construc- 
tion in  reference  to  .  .  .  the  con- 
stitution is,  that  any  act  which  de- 
stroys or  materially  impairs  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury  according  to  the  course 
of  the  common  law,  in  cases  proper  for 
the  cognizance  of  a  jury,  is  unconsti- 
tutional." Plimpton  V.  Town  of  Som- 
erset, 33  Vt.  283. 

[d]  Act  Forbidding  Waiver. — ^ITnder 
a  constitutional  provision  declaring 
that  the  parties  may   dispense  with  a 
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b.  As  to  Number  and  Concurrence  of  Jurors.  —  The  legislature 
ordinarily  cannot  reduce  the  numher  of  jurors  in  eases  which  come 
within  the  constitutional  provision  guaranteeing  the  right  to  trial  by 
jury/"  but  obviously  it  may  authorize  a  trial  by  a  jury  consisting  of 
any  number  of  jurors  in  eases  in  which  a  jury  was  not  required  under 
the  common  law/'  Generally  it  is  not  competent  for  the  legislature  to 
declare  that  a  concurrence  of  less  than  the  whole  number  of  jurors  is 
sufficient  to  a  yerdiet,'*  though  it  has  been  held  that  a  statute  provid- 
ing for  a  verdict  upon  a  concurrence  of  nine  jurors  in  civil  cases,  is 
constitutional/^ 


trial  by  jury  an  attempt  of  the  legis- 
lature to  except  from  such  provision 
persons  acting  in  fiduciary  capacity  is 
unconstitutional.  Campbell  v.  Fayette 
County,  6  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  132. 

76.  Mo. — Vaughii  v.  Scade,  30  Mo. 
600.  N.  H. — In  re  Opinion  of  Justices, 
41  N.  H.  550.  OMo.— Work  v.  State, 
2  OMo  St.  296,  59  Am.  Dec.  671.  Pa. 
Com.  V.  Saal,  10  Phila.  496.  Wash.  Ter. 
Thomas  v.  Hilton,  3  Wash.  Ter.  365,  17 
Pae.  882. 

As  to  number  of  jurors  required  by 
constitution,  see  supra,  II,  B,  2;  II, 
D,  4,  b. 

[a]  "The  number  of  jurors  cannot 
be  diminished,  or  a  verdict  authorized 
short  of  a  unanimous  concurrence  of 
all  the  jurors.  It  follows  that  the  act 
under  which  this  conviction  was  ob- 
tained, in  so  far  as  it  provides  for  a 
jury  of  six  only,  and  authorizes  a  con- 
viction upon  their  finding,  is  uncon- 
stitutional and  void.  Work  v.  State,  2 
Ohio  St.  296,  59  Am.  Dec.  671. 

[b]  Jury  of  Eight  for  Misdemean- 
ors.— A  statute  providing  for  trial  of 
misdemeanors  by  a  jury  of  eight  men 
is  unconstitutional.  "The  vital  objec- 
tion ...  to  the  act  is,  that  it  ex- 
pressly provides  for  the  trial  of  such 
cases  by  a  jury  of  only  eight  persons, 
instead  of  twelve,  and  authorizes  an 
appeal  upon  conviction  directly  to  the 
supreme  court  only,  thus  depriving  the 
defendant  of  his  constitutional  right 
of  trial  by  jury."  Collins  v.  State,  88 
Ala.  212,  7  So.  260. 

77.  Work  1).  State,  2  Ohio  St.  296, 
59  Am.  Dec.  671;  Collier  v.  Territory, 
2  Okla.  444,  37  Pae.  819. 

[a]  Inquisition  of  Lunacy. — ^Where 
at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the 
constitution  it  was  the  practice  to 
summon  at  least  twelve  and  not  more 
than  twenty-four  jurors  to  serve  at 
lunacy  inquisitions   and  a   concurrence 
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of  twelve  jurors  was  deemed  suflScient 
to  the  rendition  of  a  verdict,  although 
the  remainder  of  the  jurors  summoned 
refused  to  assent  to  it,  a  statute  pro- 
viding for  a  jury  of  twelve  in  lunacy 
proceedings  does  not  violate  the  con- 
stitutional provision  securing  the  right 
to  trial  by  jury.  In  re  Lindsley's  Case, 
46  N.  J.  Eq.  358,  19  Atl.  726. 

78.  Ariz. — Carroll  v,  Byers,  4  Ariz. 
158,  36  Pae.  499.  Flia.— Jacksonville, 
T.  &  K.  W.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Adams,  33  Fla. 
608,  15  So.  257,  24  L.  E.  A.  272.  Mont. 
Kleinschmidt  v.  Duuphy,  1  Mont.  118. 
N".  H. — In  re  Opinion  of  Justices,  41 
N.  H.  550.  Okla.— Bradford  v.  Ter- 
ritory, 1  Okla.  366,  84  Pae.  66. 

[a]  From  "the  earliest  period  down 
to  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the 
constitution,  unanimity  of  twelve  jurors 
alone  has  constituted  a  legal  verdict. 
If  the  legislative  assembly  could  dis- 
pense with  one  attribute  or  essential 
of  a  verdict,  it  could  as  well  destroy 
the  other,  or  repeal  the  right  alto- 
gether. It  can  do  neither."  Klein- 
schmidt V.  Dunphy,  1  Mont.  118. 

[b]  Sickness  or  Disability  of  Juror. 
A  statute  authorizing  a  verdict  of  a 
jury  by  less  than  twelve  men  in  case 
of  sickness  or  disability  of  any  juror 
is  unconstitutional.  Kelsh  v.  Town  of 
Dyersville,  68  Iowa  137,  26  N.  W.  38; 
Eshleman  v.  Chicago,  B,  &  Q.  E.  Co., 
67  Iowa  296,  25  N.  W.  251. 

As  to  number  who  must  concur  in 
verdict,  see  the  title  "Verdict." 

79.  Pratt  v.  Parsons,  13  TTtah  31,  43 
Pae.  620;  Leedom  v.  Earls  Furniture 
&  Carpet  Co.,  12  Utah  172,  42  Pae.  208; 
Eiley  v.  Salt  Lake  E.  T.  Co.,  10  Utah 
428,  37  Pae.  681. 

[a]  Such  statute  "is  general  in  its 
application ;  it  is  fair  and  just  to  all. 
.  .  .  All  litigants  could  waive  in 
civil  trials  at  common  law  and  under 
our  constitution  this  unanimity  of  ver- 


JURIES  AND  JUBOBS 


865 


c.  Selection  of  Jury  From  Vicinage.  —  It  is  within  the  power  of 
the  legislature,  as  a  rule,  to  regulate  the  mode  of  selecting  jurors,*"  to 
designate  the  person  or  persons  by  whom,'*^  and  the  manner  in  which**^ 
the  selection  of  jurors  is  to  be  made.    So  too,  the  legislature  may  de- 


diet.  If  they  could  waive  it,  then  it 
was  not  one  of  the  requisites  which 
must  be  preserved  in  order  to  preserve 
a  jury  trial  in  civil  actions.  For  these 
reasons,  because  society  progresses,  and 
modes  and  legal  procedure  must  change 
with  that  progress,  because  this  enact- 
ment is  a  'just  and  reasonable  expres- 
sion of  the  public  will,'  because  it  is 
calculated  to  be  a  great  benefit  to  all 
classes  of  litigants,  because  it  reaches 
justly  and  fairly  and  impartially  all 
classes  of  men,  because  it  is  claimed 
only  to  be  an  infringement  of  a  broad 
and  general  statement  in  the  constitu- 
tion which  ought  not  to  be  so  narrow- 
ly construed  as  to  be  a  bulwark  against 
progress,  we  hold  that  this  law  was  a 
rightful  subject  of  legislation."  Hess 
V.  White,  9  Utah  61,  33  Pac.  243,  24 
L.  E.  A.  277. 

80.  Ga.— Conyers  v.  Graham,  81  Ga. 
615,  8  S.  B.  521.  Ky.— Wendling  v. 
Com.,  143  Ky.  587,  137  S.  W.  205; 
Beatty  v.  Cora.,  91  Ky.  313,  15  S.  W. 
856.  Mich. — Saginaw  v.  Campau,  102 
Mich.  594,  61  K.  W.  65;  Hewitt  v. 
Gage,  71  Mich.  287,  39  N.  W.  56.  Mo. 
Eckrich  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  176 
Mo.  621,  75  S.  "W.  755,  98  Am.  St.  Eep. 
517,  62  L.  E.  A.  911;  State  v.  Slover, 
134  Mo.  607,  36  S.  W.  50.  N.  H. 
Copp  V.  Henniker,  55  N.  H.  179,  20 
Am.  Eep.  194;  State  v.  Wilson,  48  N. 
H.  398.  N.  J.— Brown  1}.  State,  62  N. 
J.  L.  666,  42  Atl.  811.  N.  Y.— Stokes 
V.  People,  53  N".  Y.  164,  13  Am.  Eep. 
492.  S.  C— State  v.  Boatwright,  10 
Eich.  L.  407.  Wis.— Perry  v.  State,  9 
Wis.  19. 

[a]  ' '  The  statutes  for  _  selecting 
jurors,  drawing  and  summoning  them, 
form  no  part  of  a  system  to  procure 
an  impartial  jury  to  parties."  Eafe 
V.  State,  20  Ga.  60. 

[b]  "The  mode  of  selecting  the 
jury  is  only  a  means  to  an  end,  and 
only  goes  to  the  question  of  impartiality. 
No  court  ever  held  or  intimated  that, 
in  order  to  preserve  the  right  of  trial 
by  jury  'inviolate,'  it  is  necessary  to 
continue  the  particular  method  of  se- 
lecting jurors  in  force  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  the  constitution.  On 
the  contrary,  it  has  always  been  held 


that  the  method  of  selection  is  en- 
tirely within  the  control  of  the  legis- 
lature, provided  only  that  the  funda- 
mental requisite  of  impartiality  is  not 
violated."  Lommen  v.  Minneapolis 
Gaslight  Co.,  65  Minn.  196,  68  N.  W. 
53,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  450,  33  L.  E.  A. 
437.  To  the  same  effect,  Stokes  v. 
People,  53  N.  Y.  164,  13  Am.  Eep. 
492. 

81.  Ky. — Smith  v.  Com.,  17  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  1162,  33  S.  W.  825.  Mich.— Hewitt 
V.  Gage,  71  Mich.  287,  39  N.  W.  56. 
Wis. — Perry  v.  State,  9  Wis.  19. 

[a]  "ISTeither  does  the  fact  that 
the  sheriff  in  the  county  or  the  Jury 
commissioners  in  the  large  cities  have 
the  power  to  select  the  special  jury, 
and  that  they  are  not  drawn,  by  lot, 
as  the  regular  panel  is,  make  the  law 
unconstitutional.  Such  matters  depend 
wholly  upon  the  legislative  will.  The 
power  of  selection  must  be  lodged 
somewhere,  in  one  or  more  persons,  and 
it  is  for  the  legislative  wisdom  to  pro- 
vide whether  the  power  shall  be  vested 
in  the  sheriff,  .  .  .  or  in  a  jury  commis- 
sioner, .  .  .  or  in  a,  body  composed 
of  more  than  one."  Eckrich  v.  St. 
Louis  Transit  Co.,  176  Mo.  621,  75  S. 
W^  -755,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  517,  62  L.  E. 
A.  911. 

[b]  "The  manner  of  the  selection, 
and  the  person  or  persons  by  whom 
the  selection  was  to  be  made,  was  often 
the  subject  of  change  by  the  legis- 
lative power,  both  in  England  and 
America,  but  it  was  never  supposed 
that  this  was  an  infringement  of  the 
light  of  jury  trial,  so  long  as  the  se- 
lection was  made  by  an  impartial  per- 
son, acting  free  from  bias  or  corrup- 
tion." People  V.  Harding,  53  Mich. 
48,  18  N.  W.  555,  51  Am.  Eep.  95. 

82.  Lommen  v.  Minneapolis  Gas- 
light Co.,  65  Minn.  196,  68  N.  W.  53, 
60  Am.  St.  Eep.  450,  33  L.  E.  A.  437; 
Eckrich  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  176 
Mo.  621,  75  S.  W.  755,  98  Am.  St. 
Eep.  517,  62  L.  E.  A.  911. 

[a]  Drawing  by  Lot  Not  Essential. 
Eckrich  v.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.,  176 
Mo.  621,  75  S.  W.  755,  98  Am.  St. 
Eep.  517,  62  L.  E.  A.  911;  Perry  v. 
State,  9  Wis.  19. 
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crease  or  increase  the  panel  from  which  a  jury  is  to  be  selected,^'  and 
prescribe  the  mode  of  selecting  special  or  struck  juries.**  But  the  right 
to  a,  trial  by  a  jury  of  the  vicinage  cannot,  be  abridged  by  the  legisla- 
ture,*^ unless  the  constitution  empowers  the  legislature  to  determine 
the  venue.*^ 

Where  the  constitution  expressly  provides  that  a  defendant  in  a 
criminal  action  is  entitled  to  a  trial  by  a  jury  of  the  county  or  dis- 
trict in  which  the  crime  has  been  committed,  a  statute  authorizing  the 
court  to  remove  a  criminal  cause  to  another  county,  is  unconstitu- 
tional.*' It  has  been  held,  however,  that  in  the  absence  of  a  constitu- 
tional provision  expressly  requiring  a  trial  by  jury  in  the  vicinage,  a 
statute  authorizing  the  court  to  remove  a  cause  for  trial  to  another 
county  does  not  violate  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  the  right  to 
trial  by  jury.** 


83.  Mattox  V.  State,  115  da,.  212,  41 
S.  E.  709. 

[a]  A  statute  authorizing  a  panel 
of  eighteen  in  a  city  court  is  constitu- 
tional, as  there  "is  no  limitation  to 
the  power  of  the  legislature  to  pre- 
scribe how  the  twelve  shall  be  se- 
lected. The  legislature  may  increase 
or  may  decrease,  if  it  sees  proper,  the 
panel  from  which  the  twelve  are  to 
be  selected,  .  .  .  and  so  long  as  a 
jury  of  twelve  remains  ^for  the  trial 
of  the  case  .  .  .  it  is  sufficient  under 
the  constitution."  Conyers  4).  Gra- 
ham, 81   Ga.  615,  8  S.  E.  521. 

84.  Minn. — Lommen  v.  Minneapolis 
Gaslight  Co.,  65  Minn.  196,  68  N.  "W. 
53,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  450,  33  L.  R.  A. 
437.  Mo. — State  v.  Lehman,  182  Mo. 
424,  81  S.  W.  1118,  103  Am.  St.  Eep. 
670,  66  L.  E.  A.  490;  Bckrich  v.  St. 
Louis  Transit  Co.,  176  Mo.  621,  75  S. 
W.  755,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  517,  62  L. 
E.  A.  911;  State  v.  Slover,  134  Mo. 
607,  36  S.  W.  50.  N.  J.— Brown  v. 
State,  62  N.  J.  L.  666,  42  Atl.  811; 
Fowler  v.  State,  58  N.  J.  L.  423,  34 
Atl.  682.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Conklin, 
175  N.  Y.  333,  67  N.  E.  624;  People 
V.  Hall,  169  N.  Y.  184,  62  N.  E.  170; 
People  v.  Dunn,  157  N.  Y.  528,  52  N.  E. 
572,  43  L.  E.  A.  247. 

85.  Mich. — Swart  v.  Kimball,  43 
Mich.  443,  5  N.  W.  635.  N.  H.— State 
V.  Jackson;  77  N.  H.  287,  90  Atl.  791; 
State  V.  Moore,  69  N.  H.  102,  40  Atl. 
702.  N.  O.— State  v.  Cutshall,  110  N. 
C.  538,  15  8.  E.  261,  16  L.  B.  A.  130. 

[a]  Jury  District. — "It  is  doubtless 
a  legitimate  inference  from  .  .  .  the 
word  'district'  without  in  terms  affix- 
ing to  it  any  definite  territorial  limits, 

Vol.  XVI 


that  the  legislature  may,  in  their  dis- 
cretion, by  a  general  law  create  trial 
districts  which  shall  include  more  ter- 
ritory than  a  single  county.  But  to 
be  effective  under  this  provision  of  the 
constitution  such  law  must  be  accom- 
panied by  one  under  which  jurors  can 
be  called  from  the  whole  body,  and 
not  from  a  portion  merely,  of  such 
district.  In  other  words,  the  trial  dis- 
trict and  the  jury  district  must  be  the 
same."  Olive  v.  State,  11  Neb.  1,  7 
N.  W.  444. 

86.  Matter  of  McDonald,  20  Cal. 
App.  641,  129  Pae.  957. 

87.  Osborn  v.  State,  24  Ark.  629. 

[a]  "The  right  of  the  accused  to 
be  tried  in  the  county  in  which  the 
offense  is  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted, is  a  right  secured  to  him  by 
the  constitution,  and  of  which  he  can- 
not, in  any  case,  be  deprived  without 
his  consent  given  in  open  court." 
State  V.  Denton,  6  Coldw.  (Tenn.)  539. 

[b]  A  "statute  purporting  to 
authorize  a  change  of  venue  on  the 
motion  of  the  prosecution,  against  the 
objection  of  the  accused,  is  in  con- 
flict with  the  constitution,  and  void." 
Wheeler  v.  State,  24  Wis.  52.  To  the 
same  effect.  People  v.  Powell,  87  Cal. 
348,  25  Pac.  481,  11  L.  E.  A.  75. 

88.  Gllnnan  v.  Judge  of  Eeeorder's 
Court,  173  Mich.  674,  140  N.  W.  87. 

[a]  "Juries  were  originally  selected 
from  the  vicinage,  because  being  so 
selected  they  were  more  likely  to  know 
about  the  matter  for  trial.  That  rea- 
son no  longer  operates.  The  principal 
reason  for  trial  in  the  vicinage  now 
is  the  convenience  of  parties  arid  wit- 
nesses.   ,    .    .    Trial   in   the   vicinage, 
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A  statute  declaring  that  where  an  offense  shall  be  committed  within 
a  certain  distance  of  the  county  line,  the  trial  may  be  in  either  county 
divided  by  such  line,  is  uneonstitutional,®^  except  where  the  constitu- 
tion permits  the  jury  to  be  drawn  from  a  judicial  district,  which  in- 
cludes the  territory  within  the  limits  specified  in  the  statute,^"  or  where 
previous  to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  such  a  statute  was  already 
in  force.*^  But  the  statute  may  provide  that,  if  a  mortal  wound  is  in- 
flicted in  one  county  and, death  ensues  therefrom  in  another  county, 
the  offense  may  be  prosecuted  in  either  county.^^  In  some  cases  it  is 
held  that  the  legislature  may  provide  for  the  selection  of  jurors  from 
a  designated  part  of  a  county.*^ 

d.  Qualifications  of  Jurors.  —  The  constitutional  provisions  secur- 
ing the  right  to  trial  by  jury  do  not  limit  the  legislative  power  to  de- 
fine the  qualifications  of  jurors,  provided  that  the  substantial  elements 
of  such  right  are  preserved.®*    Thus,  the  legislature  may  provide  that 


especially  if  the  action,  like  the  action 
in  the  ease  at  bar,  is  transitory,  is 
not  an  essential  incident  to  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury.  Indeed,  the  one 
requisite  of  a  judicial  trial,  paramount 
to  all  others,  is  impartiality  or  free- 
dom from  prejudice,  and  if  this  can- 
not be  found  in  the  proper  county  it 
should  be  sought  elsewhere."  Taylor 
V.  Gardiner,  11  K.  I.  182. 

89.  Armstrong  v.  State,  1  Coldw. 
(Tenu.)  338. 

[a]  The  "right  of  trial  by  jury  in- 
cluded that  of  being  tried,  by  jurors 
selected  from  the  county  in  which  the 
offense  is  alleged,  to  have  been  com- 
mitted. ...  It  was  the  settled  com- 
mon-law doctrine  that  jurors  in  one 
county  were  not  competent  to  pass 
apon  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  a  party 
in  regard  to  a  crime  alleged  to  have 
been  committed  by  him  in  another 
county.  ...  It  would  seem  too  plain 
to  admit  of  argument,  the  constitution 
is  violated  by  authorizing  parties  com- 
mitting offenses  wholly  in  one  county 
to  be  indicted  and  tried  therefor  in 
another  county.  If  this  may  be  done 
as  to  one  hundred  rods  of  territory, 
why  may  it  not  be  done  as  to  one 
mile?  And  if  it  may  be  done  as  to 
one  mile,  why  may  it  not  be  done  as 
to  the  entire  county?"  Buckrice  v. 
People,  110  111.  29. 

90.  State  v.  Stewart,  60  Wis.  587, 
19  N.  W.  429,  50  Am.  Eep.  388. 

91.  State  V.  Pugsley,  75  Iowa  742, 
38  N.  W.  498. 

92.  Com.  V.  Parker,  2  Pick.  (Mass.) 
550;  State  v.  Pauley,  12  Wis.  537. 


93.  State  v.  Kemp,  34  Minn.  61,  24 
N.  W.  349;  Ellis  v.  State,  92  Tenn. 
85,  20   S.  W.  500. 

[a]  A  city  charter  providing  that 
jurors  for  the  city  courts  should  be 
taken  from  the  freeholders  of  the  city 
instead  of  the  county  is  not  unconsti- 
tutional. The  "common  law  required 
merely  that  the  jury  should  come  from 
the  vicinage.  .  .  .  Were  this,  how- 
ever, an  innovation  upon  the  common 
law,  it  would  not  follow  that  the  trial 
^y  jury  was  not  preserved  inviolate. 
It  never  could  have  been  intended  to 
tie  up  the  hands  of  the  legislature  so 
that  no  regulations  of  the  trial  by 
jury  could  be  made.  .  .  .  Again,  this 
mode  of  forming  a  city  jury  had  ex- 
isted .  .  .,  wlien  the  constitution 
was  adopted.  That  instrument  de- 
clares, that  the  right  of  trial  by  jury 
shall  be  preserved  inviolate;  and  it  is 
contended,  that  this  instrument  so 
carefully  securing  the  existing  rights 
of  trial  by  jury,  necessarily  destroys 
the  right  as  it  then  existed  in  our 
cities?  The  court  cannot  accede  to 
this  construction."  Colt  v.  Eves,  12 
Conn.  243. 

94.  Ky. — ^Wendling  v.  Com.,  143  Ky. 
587,  137  S.  W.  205.  Mich.— City  of 
Saginaw  v.  Campau,  102  Mich.  594,  61 
N.  W.  65.  Miss. — Cooper  v.  State,  59 
Miss.  267.  Mo. — State  v.  Slover,  134 
Mo.  607,  36  S.  W.  50;  State  v.  Wel- 
sor,  117  Mo.  570,  21  S.  W.  443;  Vaughn 
V.  Scade,  30  Mo.  600.  N.  H.— Copp  v. 
Henniker,  55  N.  H.  179,  20  Am.  Eep. 
194.  N.  J.— Brown  v.  State,  62  N.  J. 
L.  666,  42  Atl.  811.  Wash.— State  i;. 
McDowell,  61  Wash.  398,  112  Pac.  521, 
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jurors  must  be  taxpayers,®'  or  possess  certain  property  qualifications.®' 
So  too,  a  statute  disqualifying  persons  from  serving  as  jurors  because 
of  their  inability  to  read  and  write  the  English  language  is  constitu- 
tional."^ And  a  statute  providing  that  a  person  who  has  formed  an 
opinion  in  a  criminal  case  is  not  disqualified  to  serve  as  a  juror  if  he 
declares  upon  oath  his  belief,  that  he  can  impartially  render  a  verdict 
in  the  case,  is  not  unconstitutional."^    And  the  same  is  true  as  to  a 


Ann.  Cas.  1912C,  782,  32  L.  E.  A.   (N. 
S.)  414. 

[a],  The  method  of  securing  the 
right  to  trial  by  jury  "in  respect  of 
selecting  men  who  are  deemed  qualified 
to  act  as  jurors,  is  one  of  legis- 
lative cognizance  which  is  subject  to 
any  change  that  does  not  trench  upon 
the  fundamental  right."  People  v. 
Cosmo,  205  N.  Y.  91,  98  N.  E.  408,  39 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)'  967. 

[b]  Inhabitant  of  Interested  Town. 
The  legislature  is  not  restricted  by  the 
constitution  in  its  authority  to  provide 
that  mere  inhabitancy  in  a  town  or 
county  shall  not  disqualify  from  sit- 
ting as  a  juror  in  a  cause  in  which 
such  town  or  county  is  interested.  Com. 
V.  Brown,  150  Mass.  334,  23  N.  E.  98; 
McClure  v.  Bed  Wing,  28  Minn.  186,  9 
N.  W.  767. 

[c]  But  where  the  constitution  de- 
clares that  the  legislature  shall  pro- 
vide for  the  selection  of  "upright  and 
intelligent  persons"  to  serve  as  jurors, 
a  statute  directing  to  draw  the  jurors 
from  a  box  selected  from  all  the 
citizens  without  regard  to  their  quali- 
fications is  repugnant  to  the  constitu- 
tion.    Moses  V.  State,  60  Ga.  138. 

[d]  Political  Test  Unconstitutional 
And  a  statute  declaring  that  it  shall  be 
good  ground  for  the  challenge  of  a 
juror  that  he  is  not  a  qualified  voter 
of  the  state  is  unconstitutional.  "If 
a  legislature  may  restrict  the  qualifica- 
tion to  a  political  test,  it  may  to  a 
religious  one,  and  declare  that  none' 
save  members  of  a  particular  denomin- 
ation shall  be  competent;  it  may  re- 
strict it  to  the  farmer,  the  mechanic, 
the  merchant  or  to  any  other  one  class 
of  the  callings  in  life."  Gibbs  v. 
State,  3  Heisk.  (Tenn.)  72. 

95.  State  v.  McDowell,  61  Wash. 
398,  112  Pac.  521,  Ann.  Cas.  1912C, 
782,  32  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  414.  But  see 
contra,  Eeece  v.  Knott,  3  Utah  451, 
24  Pac.  757,  where  the  court  says: 
"When  the  framers  of  the  constitu- 
tion used  the  word  'jury'  they  used 
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it  with  reference  to  its  signification  at 
common  law,  which  was  a  jury  of 
twelve  men  and  householders.  Then 
has  the  legislature  the  right  under  this 
constitutional  provision  to  restrict  or 
impair  the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  by 
prescribing  any  terms  different  irom 
those  that  constitute  a  legal  jury  at 
common  law?  If  they  have  a  right  to 
say  he  shall  pay  taxes  before  being 
eligible,  have  they  not  the  same  right 
to  say  that  he  shall  possess  any  amount 
of  property  which  they  may  deem 
proper,  and  thus  virtually  have  the 
effect  to  exclude  many  good  citizens 
from  a  seat  in  the  jury  box?" 

96.  People  v.  Cosmo,  205  N.  Y.  91, 
98  N.  E.  408,  39  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  967. 
But  see  Cooper  v.  State,  59  Miss.  267, 
where  it  is  said:  "It  is  left  to  the 
legislature  to  prescribe  the  qualifica- 
tions of  jurors,  subject  to  the  prohibi- 
tion of  a  property  qualification." 

97.  City  of  Saginaw  v.  Campau,  102 
Mich.  594,   61  N.  W.   65. 

[a]  "The  legislature  had  the  same 
right  to  provide  that  one  who  cannot 
read  and  write  the  English  language 
shall  not  be  a  qualified  juror,  as  it  had 
to  say,  that  lawyers,  doctors,  clergy- 
men and  persons  of  different  trades, 
occupations  and  stations  in  life  should 
not  be  qualified  to  sit  on  juries."  State 
V.  Welsor,  117  Mo.  570,  21  S.  W.  443. 

98.  U.  S.—Ex  parte  Spies,  123  TJ. 
S.  131,  8  Sup.  Ct.  21,  31  L.  ed.  80.  Ga. 
See  Eafe  v.  State,  20  Ga.  60.  111. 
Coughlin  V.  People,  144  111.  140,  33  N. 
B.  1,  19  L.  E.  A.  57;  Spies  v.  People, 
122  ni.  1,  12  N.  E.  865,  17  N.  E.  898, 
3  Am.  St.  Eep.  320.  Mont.— Territory 
V.  Bryson,  9  Mont.  32,  22  Pac.  147. 
OMo.— McHugh  V.  State,  42  Ohio  St. 
154.  Utah.— People  v.  Thielde,  11  Utah 
241,  39  Pac.  837. 

[a]  But  see  contra  Eason  v.  State, 
6  Baxt.  (Tenn.)  466,  where  it  is  said 
on  pp.  476,  477,  478:  "It  is  little  else 
than  a  mockery  to  try  the  competency 
of  a  juror  by  asking  if  he  has  formed 
and  expressed  his  opinion  of  the  guilt 
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statute  which  provides  that  a  pre-existing  opinion  shall  not  disqualify 
a  juror  if  the  court  shall,  be  satisfied  from  his  examination  or  other 
evidence  that  he  will  render  an  impartial  verdict  in  the  cause.*^  The 
legislature  may  likewise  provide  that  if  the  offense  charged  be  punish- 
able with  death,  any  person  entertaining  such  conscientious  opinions 
as  would  preclude  him  from  voting  for  such  penalty,  shall  be  disr 
qualified  to  serve  as  a  juror  in  such  ease.^ 

e.  Impaneling  Jury  and  Challenges.  —  It  is  competent  for  the  leg- 
islature to  point  out  the  mode  of  impaneling  juries,  and  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  common  law  in  procuring  a  jury  may  be  changed  by  and 
are  subject  to  statutory  regulations.^  Hence,  statutes  regulating  the 
exercise  of  the  right  of  peremptory  challenges  are  not  unconstitutional " 
The  legislature  may  diminish  the  number  of  peremptory  challenges  al- 
lowed a  defendant  in  criminal  cases.*  And  a  statute  conferring  upon 
the  state  the  right  to  the  same  number  of  peremptory  challenges  aa 


or  innocence  of  the  accused,  and  when 
he  answers  that  he  has  upon  having 
heard  or  read  the  facts,  then  to  take 
him  as  an  impartial  juror,  upon  his 
belief  that  he  can  divest  himself  of 
his  convictions  and  render  &  fair  and 
impartial  verdict.  A  prisoner  whose 
life  or  liberty  is  submitted  to  a  jiiry 
composed  of  such  men,  cannot  be  said 
to  have  a  fair  trial  by  an  impartial 
.iury.  We  hold  that  an  impartial  juror 
is  one  who  enters  the  box  indifferent 
between  the  parties,  indifferent  in 
'feeling   and  in   opinion." 

99.  Colo. — Jones  v.  People,  2  Colo. 
351.  Ind.— Stout  v.  State,  90  Ind.  1. 
N.  Y.— Stokes  v.  People,  53  N.  Y.  164, 
13  Am.  Eep.  492.  Ohio. — Cooper  v. 
State,  16  Ohio  St.  328. 

[a]  A  statute  taking  away  the 
challenge  for  implied  bias  on  the  ground 
that  a  juror  has  formed  or  expressed 
an  opinion  as  to  the  guilt  of  the  ac- 
cused is  not  unconstitutional.  People 
V.  Ah  Lee  Doon,  97  Cal.  171,  31  Pae. 
933. 

1.  Greenley  v.  State,  60  Ind.  141. 
[a]    And  a  constitutional  provision 

which  gives  the  jury  the  discretion,  in 
cases  of  capital  felonies,  of  substitut- 
ing imprisonment  for  life  for  the  pen- 
alty of  death,  does  not  abrogate  the 
statute  which  makes  conscientious 
scruples  as  to  the  death  penalty  a  dis- 
qualification in  a  juror.  Caldwell  v. 
State,  41  Tex.  86. 

2.  State  V.  McClear,  11  Nev.  39. 
[a]     While    "the    constitution    must 

be  construed  to  have  adopted  the  gen- 
erous privilege  of  the  common  law  trial 
by   jury  in   its   essential   elements,  it 


reasonably  follows,  that  whatever  was 
an  accidental  and  not  an  absolute  part 
of  that  institution,  the  mere  super- 
fluous forms  and  complicated  proceed- 
ings of  the  English  courts,  is  not  neces- 
sarily included  to  have  been  guaran- 
teed in  the  right,  by  .  .  .  the  consti- 
tution. It  was  therefore  competent  for 
legislation  to  point  out  the  mode  of 
impaneling  juries,  .  .  .,  so  long  as 
it  did  not  intermeddle  with  the  con- 
stituents of  those  bodies."  Cowling 
V.  State,  5  Smed.  &  M.   (Miss.)   664. 

3.  TJ.  S.— Kohl  V.  Lehlback,  160  TJ. 
S.  293,  16  Sup.  Ct.  304,  40  L.  ed.  432. 
Cal. — People  v.  Ah  Lee  Doon,  97  Gal. 
171,  31  Pae.  933.  Ga.— Boon  v.  State, 
1  Ga.  618. 

4.  State  V.  Wyse,  32  S.  C.  45,  10 
S.  E.  612. 

[a]  A  statute  limiting  the  number 
of  peremptory  challenges  in  capital 
cases  to  twelve  is  not  unconstitutional 
even  though  at  common  law,  in  capital 
cases,  the  prisoner  could  challenge 
thirty-five  peremptorily.  "The  jurors 
should  be  as  impartial  and  independent 
as  the  lot  of  humanity  will  admit,  and 
be  allowed  to  judge  upon  the  matter 
submitted  to  them  freely  and  without 
fear  or  favor.  Such  is  the  trial  by 
jury,  guaranteed  by  the  constitution, 
and  originally  secured  by  the  magna 
charta  of  England.  Any  legislation, 
therefore,  which  merely  points  out  the 
mode  of  arriving  at  this  object,  but 
does  not  rob  it  of  any  of  its  essential 
ingredients,  cannot  be  considered  an 
infringement  of  the  right."  Bowling 
V.  State,  5  Smed.  &  M.  (Miss.)  664. 
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allowed  to  defendant  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  constitutional  provision 
securing  to  the  accused  a  trial  by  jury.°  But  it  is  not  within  the  power 
of  the  legislature  to  deprive  a  person  accused  of  crime  of  the  right  to 
challenge  a  juror  for  actiial  bias.^ 

f.  Statutes  as  to  Demand  and  Waiver.  —  The  legislature  may  con- 
stitutionally prescribe  when^  and  how**  a  trial  by  jury  may  be  de- 
manded. The  legislature  likewise  may  provide  that  a  jury  fee  shall 
be  deposited  by  the  party  demanding  a  trial  by  jury,^  ajid  that  such 
fee  shall  be  taxed  as  costs.^"    And  a  statute  requiring  of  a  defendant 


5.  state  V.  Wilson,  48  N.  H.  398; 
Hartzell  v.  Com.,  40  Pa.  462, 

[a]  "A  very  different  question 
would  be  presented  by  a  statute  allow- 
ing the  state  so  many  peremptory  chal- 
lenges as  to  give  the  state  an  unfair 
advantage  .  .  .,  or  to  make  it  very 
difficult  to  obtain  a  jury  at  all.  The 
obvious  purpose  and  tendency  of  the 
present  statute  is  to  secure  a  fair  trial 
to  both  parties.  Whatever  tends  to 
this  end  and  no  more  'surely  takes 
away  no  right.'  "  State  v.  Wilson,  48 
N.   H.   398. 

6.  State  V.  MeClea'r,  11  Nev.  39. 

7.  Ward  v.  Lemon  &  McCabe,  3  Ariz. 
219,  73  Pac.  443;  Nichols  v.  Cherry,  22 
Utah  1,  60  Pac.  1103.  See  infra,  II, 
F,  2,  b. 

8.  Travis  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E.  E. 
Co.,  9  Lea  (Tenn.)  231.  See  infra, 
11,  F,  2. 

[a]  The  "question  as  to  how,  when, 
and  where  such  demand,  shall  he  made 
are  within  the  province  of  the  legis- 
lature ,  to  determine,  because  upon  any 
subject  as  to  which  there  is  no  con- 
stitutional restraint,  or,  as  to  which 
the  paramount  law  does  not  speak,  the 
legislature  may  legislate."  State  ex 
rel.  Nichols  v.  Cherry,  22  Utah  1,  60 
Pae.  1103. 

[b]  And  the  recinirement  of  notice 
does  not  deprive  a  party  "of  his  right 
to  a  trial  by  jury,  but  regulates  the 
mode  in  which  this  right  shall  be  en- 
joyed and  used.  It  requires  a  party 
to  use  reasonable  diligence  in  electing 
whether  he  will  exercise  his  right  to 
have  a  trial  by  jury.  If  he  fails  to 
file  a  notice  of  his  desire  to  insist 
upon  this  right,  he  waives  the  right." 
Foster  v\  Morse,  132  Mass.  354,  42  Am. 
Kep.  438. 

9.  Oal. — ^Lassen  County  Bank  v. 
Sherer,  108  Cal.  513,  41  Pac.  415; 
Conneau  v.  Geis,  73  Cal.  176,  14  Pae. 
580,  2  Am.  St.  Kep.  785.    Oolo.— Venine 
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|,t;.  Archibald,  3  Colo.  163.  Conn. — ^Beers 
V.  Beers,  4  Conn.  535,  10  Am.  Dec. 
186.  la. — ^Little  v.  McGuire,  43  Iowa 
447;  Adae  &  Co.  v.  Zangs,  41  Iowa 
536.  Me.— Eandall  v.  Kehlor,  60  Me. 
37,  11  Am.  Eep.  169.  Minn. — Adams 
V.  Corriston,  7  Minn.  456.  Mo. — Vier- 
lihg  V.  Stifel  Brewing  Co.,  15  Mo. 
App.  125.  N.  J. — Humphrey  v.  Eakley, 
72  N.  J.  L.  424,  60  Atl.  1097.  Wash. 
State  V.  Neterer,  33  Wash.  535,  74  Pac. 
668. 

[a]  "The  constitution  does  not 
guarantee  to  the  citizen  the  right  to 
litigate  without  expetise,  but  simply 
protects  him  from  the  imposition  of 
such  terms  as  unreasonably  and  in- 
juriously interfere  with  his  right  to  a 
remedy  in  the  law,  or  impede  the  due 
administration  of  justice.  And  that  a 
party  who  demands  a  trial  by  jury, 
should  be  required  to  adv?.nce  a  small 
jury  fee,  whether  it  is  considered  as 
a  tax  on  litigation,  or  as  a  part  of 
the  expense  which  is  necessarily  in- 
curred in  his  behalf,  seeins  no  more 
liable  to  a  constitutional  objection, 
than  is  the  requirement  that  the 
fees  of  the  clerk,  sheriff,  and 
other  ofScers,  shall  be  paid  in  advance 
when  demanded.  If  the  dause  in  the 
constitution  means  that  we  shall  be 
permitted  to  litigate  literally  'without 
price,'  there  is  an  end  lo  all  fees,  from 
the  issuing  of  the  summons  to  the 
entry  of  satisfaction  of  the  judgment." 
Adams  v.  Corriston,  7  Minn.  456. 

[b]  A  statute  providing  for  a  trial 
hy  a  jury  of  six,  unless  one  of  the  par- 
ties demands  a  jury  of  twelve,  in  which 
event  such  party  must  deposit  with 
the  clerk  an  amount  sufficient  to  pay 
the  additional  expenses  caused  there- 
by, is  not  in  conflict  with  the  con- 
stitution. Conners  v.  Burlington,  C.  E. 
&  N.  Ey.  Co.,  74  Iowa  383,  37  N.  W." 
966. 

10.     Little  V.  McGuire,  43  Iowa  447; 
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demanding  a  trial  by  jury  to  furnish  bail  for  his  appearance  on  such 
trial  is  not  unconstitutional.'^ 

The  legislature  may  provide  that  in  certain  cases  a  jury  may  be 
waived,^^  and  prescribe  the  mode  of  waiving  trial  by  jury.^'  And  even 
in  a  criminal  case  the  legislature  may  constitutionally  require  the  ac- 
cused to  exercise  his  option  to  be  tried  with  or  without  a  jury,"  though 
it  has  been  held  to  the  contrary,  that  a  statute  requiring  a  demand  by 
the  accused  to  prevent  a  waiver  is  unconstitutional.^^ 


Adae  &  Co.  v.  Zangs,  41  Iowa  536; 
Randall  v.  Kehlor,  60  Me.  37,  11  Am. 
Eep.  169. 

[a]  Compare  Neely  v.  State,  4  Baxt. 
(Tenn.)  174,  holding  that  a  statute  tax- 
ing the  fees  of  jurors  as  costs  on  the 
losing  party  is  unconstitutional.  It  is 
said  there:  "If  they  (jurors)  find  for 
the  solvent  party,  their  compensation 
is  taxed  against  the  insolvent  man  and 
is  lost,  except  when  the  suit  is  brought 
in  forma  pauperis.  .  .  .  Can  it  be  said 
that  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  remains 
inviolate  in  such  eases?  And  yet  such 
is  the  condition  in  which  the  rights  of 
parties  are  placed  by  the  provisions  of 
the  statute."  And  see  also  to  the 
same  effect,  Gribble  v.  Wilson,  101 
Tenn.  612,  49  S.  W.  736. 

[b]  A  s'jsstute  requiring  a  bond 
with  surety,  to  pay  the  costs,  is  con- 
stitutional. Miller  v.  Lampson,  66 
Conn.  432,  34  Atl.  79;  Barkwell  v. 
Chatterton,  4  Wyo.  307,  33  Pac.  940. 

11.  In  re  Kinsel,  64  Kan.  1,  67  Pae. 
634,  56  L.  E.  A.  475.  See  infra,  II, 
F,  2. 

[a]'  Under  such  statute,  if  "a  de- 
fendant demands  a  jury  but  is  unable 
to  give  bail  for  his  appearance  at  the 
ensuing  jury  term  he  stands  committed, 
but  is  none  the  less  entitled  to  be 
tried  by  a  jury  in  accordance  with  his 
demand  when  such  jury  term  is  held." 
Howard  v.  State,  128  Ala.  43,  29  So. 
580. 

12.  U.  S.— Schick  v.  tlnited  States, 
195  U.  S.  65,  24  Sup.  Ct.  826,  49  L. 
ed.  99.  Ala. — Connelly  v.  State,  60  Ala. 
89,  31  Am.  Eep.  34;  Ireland  v.  State, 
11  Ala.  App.  155,  65  So.  443.  Ark. 
Warwick  v.  State,  47  Ark.  568,  2  S. 
W.  335.  Conn.— State  v.  Worden,  46 
Conn.  349,  33  Am.  Eep.  27.  Ga.— Moore 
V.  State,  124  Ga.  30,  52  S.  E.  81.  111. 
Brewster  v.  People,  183  111.  143,  55  N. 
E.  640.  Ind.— Murphy  v.  State,  97  lud. 
579.  Kan. — State  v.  Wells,  69  Kan. 
792,  77  Pac.  547.  La.— State  v.  Eob- 
inson,  43  La.  Ann.  383,  8  So.  937.  Mich. 


Ward  V.  People,  30  Mich.  116.  N.  H. 
State  V.  Almy,  67  N.  H.  274,  28  Atl. 
372,  22  L.  E.  A.  744.  N.  J.— Edwards 
V.  State,  45  N.  J.  L.  419.  P.  E.— Peo- 
ple V.  Sutton,  17  Porto  Eico  327.  Tox. 
Otto  V.  State,  (Tex.  Grim.),  87  S.  W. 
698.  Wis.— 7m  re  Staff,  63  Wis.  285, 
23  N.  W.  587,  53  Am.  Eep.  285. 
As  to  waiver,  see  infra,  II,  P,  4. 

13.  Mass. — Foster  v.  Morse,  132 
Mass.  354,  42  Am.  Eep.  438.  N.  Y. 
Moot  V.  Moot,  214  N.  Y.  204,  108 
N.  E.  424.  Ohio.— Springfield  E.  Co. 
V.  Western  Constr.  Co.,  49  Ohio  St. 
681,  32  N.  E.  961.  Tenn. — Garrison  v. 
HoUins,  Burton  &  Co.,  2  Lea  684. 

As  to  mode  of  waiver,  see  infra, 
II,  F,  4,  b. 

14.  Dillingham  v.  State,  5  Ohio  St. 
280. 

As  to  waiver  in  criminal  cases  by 
failure  to  demand,  see  infra,  II,  F,  4, 
b,   (II). 

[a]  "The  provision  of  the  consti- 
tution was  intended  to  limit  the  power 
of  the^  legislature  .  .  .  and  prohibit 
it  from  depriving  the  accused  of  the 
right  to  have  a  jury  of  twelve  im- 
partial men  to  pass  on  his  guilt  or  in- 
nocence. That  right  still  exists;  all 
he  has  to  do  is  to  demand  a  jury  trial, 
and  the  law  awards  it  to  him;  but  if 
he  will  not  demand  such  trial,  then  the 
law  authorizes  the  judge  to  try  the 
issue.  .  .  .  The  accused  does  not  de- 
mand a  jury,  but  submits  to  be  tried 
by  the  court;  and  after  trial,  and  after 
he  is  found  guilty,  says,  'I  have  been 
deprived  of  my  right  of  jury  trial.' 
But' who  deprived  him 'of  that  right? 
Surely,  not  the  court  nor  the  statute; 
he  has  clearly  waived  his  right,  and 
then  claims  that  the  law  is  uncon- 
stitutional and  void  because  it  per- 
mitted him  to  do  so.  We  are  of  opin- 
ion that  the  statute  deprived  him  of 
none  of  hia  constitutional  rights,  \and 
is  therefore  not  unconstitutional." 
Dailey  v.  State,  4  Ohio  St.  57. 

15.  Mansfield's  Case,  22  Pa.  Super. 
224. 
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g.  Esffulating  Pleading.  — The  legislature  may  make  the  verifica- 
tion of  a  pleading  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  demanding  a 
trial  by  jury.^^  The  constitutional  guaranty  does  not  secure  the  de- 
fendant in  a  criminal  action  a  trial  upon,  such  pleadings  as  were  in  use 
at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  but  the  legislature  may 
prescribe  the  mode  of  pleading  certain  defenses.^'  And  a  statute  de- 
claring that  a  failufe  of  defendant  to  plead  shall  be  deemed  equivalent 
to  a  plea  of  guilty  is  not  unconstitutional.^^ 

h.  Rules  of  Evidence.  —  The  constitutional  guaranty  of  the  ri^ht 
to  trial  by  jury  generally  does  not  restrict  the  legislature  in  prescribing 
rules  of  evidence,^^  and  the  legislature  has  the  power  to  declare  what 
shall  be  presumptive  evidence  of  any  fact,^"    But  in  some  jurisdictions 


16.  D.  C. — National  Metropolitan 
Bank  v.  Hitz,  1  McArthur  &  M.  198. 
Ga. — ^Dortic  v.  Lockwood,  61  Ga.  293. 
Miss. — Thigpen  v.  Mississippi  Cent.  R. 
Co.,  32  Miss.  347.  Pa. — Lawranoe  v. 
Borm,  86  Pa.  225,  affidavit  of  defense. 

17.  Bennett  v.  State,  57  Wis.  69,  14 
N.  W.  912,  46  Am.  Eep.  26. 

[a]  A  statute  requiring  the  ac- 
cused to  plead  insanity  as  a  separate 
defense  is  not  unconstitutional,  al- 
though at  common  law  and  according 
to  the  practice  at  the  time  of  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution  a  defend- 
ant under  a  plea  of  not  guilty  might 
give  in  evidence  any  fact  tending  to 
establish  his  innocence.  Bennett  v. 
State,  57  Wis.  69,  14  N.  W.  912,  46 
Am.   Bep.   26. 

18.  People  V.  King,  28  Cal.  265. 

[a]  "It  is  within  the  constitution- 
al power  of  the  legislature  to  provide 
that  the  court  shall  enter  a  plea  for 
the  defendant  when  he  stands  mute, 
or  that  such  standing  mute  shall  be 
taken  as  a  confession  of  the  truth  of 
the  indictment.  .  .  .  Such  a  provision 
in  no  way  deprives  the  defendant  or 
tends  to  deprive  him  of  his  constitu- 
tional right  to  a  trial  by  jury.  If 
.  .  .  the  defendant  is  adjudged  guilty 
without  the  verdict  of  a  jury  to  that 
effect,  and  punished,  such  result  is  not 
attributable  to  the  law,  but  to  the  wil- 
ful obstinacy  of  the  defendant."  Peo- 
ple V.  King,  28  Cal.  265. 

19.  Holmes  v.  Hunt,  122  Mass.  505, 
23  Am.  Eep.  381;  Ploeek  v.  State,  34 
Tex.  Grim.  314,  30  S.  W.  794. 

[a]  "The  general  power  of  the 
legislature  to  prescribe  rules  of  evi- 
dence and  methods  of  proof  is  un- 
doubted. While  the  power  has  its  con- 
stitutional limitations,  it  is  not  easy 
to  define  precisely  what  they  are.    A 

Vol.  XVI 


law  which  would  practically  shut  out 
the  evidence  of  a  party  and  thus  deny 
him  the  opportunity  for  a  trial  would 
substantially  deprive  him  of  due  pro- 
cess of  law.  .  .  .  But  so  long  as  the 
legislature,  in  prescribing  rules  of  evi- 
dence, in  either  civil  or  criminal  eases, 
leaves  a  party  a  fair  opportunity  to 
make  his  defense  and  to  submit  all 
the  facts  to  the  jury  to  be  weighed 
by  them,  upon  evidence  legitimately 
bearing  upon  them,  it  is  difficult  to 
perceive  how  its  acts  can  be  assailed 
upon  constitutional  grounds."  Board 
of  Comrs.  v.  Merchant,  103  N.  Y.  143, 
8  N.  E.  484,  57  Am.  Eep.  705.  > 

[b]  A  statute  providing  what  effect 
may  be  given  to  certain  evidence  in 
fixing  responsibility  for  injurious  re- 
sults of  intoxication  does  not  impair 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury.  Pleuler  v. 
State,  11  Neb.  547,  10  N.  W.  481. 

20.  Me.— State  v.  Hurley,  54  Me. 
562.  Mass. — Holmes  v.  Hunt,  122  Mass. 
505,  23  Am.  Eep.  381;  Com.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 6  Gray  1.  Mo. — State  v.  Buck, 
120  Mo.  479,  25  S.  W.  573.  N.  ,  Y. 
Howard  v.  Moot,  64  N.  T.  262. 

[a]  "It  cannot  be  true  that  a 
declaration  by  the  legislature  .  .  . 
that  proof  of  certain  facts  is  prima 
facie  or  presumptive  evidence  of  one 
ingredient  of  an  offense — as,  of  guilty 
intent — is  an  invasion  of  the  peculiar 
province  of  the  jury,  or  an  impairment 
of  the  defendant's  sacred  right  of 
jury  trial.  _  In  every  case  the  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  trial  by  an  impar- 
tial jury,  and  to  the  benefit  of  a  pre- 
sumption of  innocence,  but  that  right 
and  that  presumption  can  no  more  pre- 
clude a  presumption  of  guilty  intent 
from  sufficient  proof  adduced  than 
they  can  preclude  the  introduction  of 
proof  altogether."     State  v.  Yardley, 
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statutes  making  an  auditor's  report  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts 
established  thereby  have  been  held  unconstitutional.^^ 

i.  Compulsory  Reference.  —  The  constitutional  guaranty  of  the 
right  to  trial  by  jury  does  not  prohibit  the  enactment  of  a  statute  pro- 
viding for  a  compulsory  reference  in  cases  where  such  right  existed 
before,  and  such  statute  does  not  contravene  a  constitutional  provision 
preserving  inviolate  the  right  of  trial  by  jury,^^  but  where  the  right  of 


95  Tenn.  546,  32  S.  W.  481,  34  L.  E. 
A.   656. 

[b]  A  statute  providing  that  the 
drinking  of  liquors  upon  the  premises 
of  the  person  charged  with  illegal  sale 
of  liquors  shall  be  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  such  sale  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional. Board  of  Comrs.  v.  Merchant, 
103  N.  T.  143,  8  N.  E.  484,  57  Am. 
Eep.   705. 

[c]  And  a  statute  providing  that 
the  keeping  of  intoxicating  liquors 
shall  be  prima  facie  evidence  that  they 
are  kept  for  sale  contrary  to  law  does 
not  violate  the  constitutional  guaranty 
of  trial  by  jury.  Ex  parte  Woodward, 
181  Ala.  97,  61  So.  295. 

[d]  A  statute  making  the  report  of 
the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  facts 
therein  stated  is  not  inconsistent  with 
the  constitutional  right  of  trial  by 
jury.  "This  provision  only  estab- 
lishes a  rebuttable  presumption.  It 
cuts  off  no  defense,  interposes  no  ob- 
stacle to  a  full  contestation  of  all  the 
issues,  and  takes  no  question  of  fact 
from  either  court  or  jury.  At  most, 
therefore,  it  is  merely  a  rule  of  evi- 
dence. It  does  not  abridge  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury,  or  take  away  any 
of  its  incidents."  Meeker  Co.  v.  Le- 
high Valley  E.  R.,  236  TJ.  8.  412,  35 
Sup.  Ct.  328,  59  L.  ed.  644. 

21.  Plimpton  v.  Town  of  Somerset, 
33  Vt.  283.  See  also  King  v.  Hopkins, 
57  N.  H.  334,  holding  that  a  statute 
providing  that  "the  report  of  the 
referee  shall  be  evidence  of  all  the 
facts  stated  therein,  subject  to  be  im- 
peached" is  unconstitutional  and  void. 

[a]  In  Francis  v.  Baker,  11  E.  I. 
103,  23  Am.  Eep.  424,  the  court  said 
on  p.  109:  "The  question  is,  whether 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury  under  the 
act  is  the  same  as  it  was  prior  to 
the  act — ^whether  it  remains  inviolate. 
The  right  of  trial  by  jury  is  the  right 
to  have  a  jury  hear  and  decide  upon 
evidence  the  issues  of  fact  which  they 
are    empaneled    to    try.     Is    not     this 


right  impaired  if  the  jury  is  required 
to  decide,  without  hearing  the  evi- 
dence, it  may  be,  according  to  the 
report  of  an  auditor;  or,  in  case  the 
evidence  is  submitted,  is  still  required 
to  decide  accoTding  to  such  report, 
unless  the  evidence  against  it  is  clear 
enough  to  convince  them  that  it  is 
probably  erroneous,  and  even  though, 
independently  of  such  report,  it  might 
decide  the  ease  another  way?  We  are 
constrained  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
right  is  impaired  or  violated  when  the 
minds  of  the  jury  are  or  may  be  so 
trammelled  and  controlled." 

22.  Mo.— Tinsley  v.  Kemry,  170  Mo., 
310,  70  8.  W.  691;  Creve  Coeur  Co. 
V.  Tamm,  138  Mo.  385,  39  S.  W.  791. 
N.  y.— Stock  V.  Colorado  P.  &  I.  Co., 
142  N.  Y.  236,  73  N.  E.  1,  25  L.  E.  A. 
67;  Lee  v.  Tillotson,  24  Wend.  337. 
N.  D.— Smith  v.  Kunert,  17  N.  D.  120, 
115  N.  W.  76.  Ore.— Salem  Traction 
Co.  V.  Anson,  41  Ore.  562,  67  Pac.  1015, 
69  Pac.  675;  McDonald  v.  American 
Mortg.  Co.,  17  Ore.  626,  21  Pac.  883; 
Tribou  v.  Strowbridge,  7  Ore.  156. 
Wis. — County  Board  of  Supervisors  v. 
Dunning,  20  Wis.  210;  Mead  v.  Walker, 
17  Wis.  189. 

[a]  "It  is  contended  that  the  con- 
stitution provides  that  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury  shall  forever  remain  in- 
violate, and  that  this  action  being  an 
action  at  law,  the  defendant  had  the 
right  to  have  the  questions  of  fact 
involved  therein  tried  by  a  jury;  that 
if  our  statute  providing  for  the  refer- 
ence of  cases  is  to  be  construed  to 
include  actions  at  law,  the  statute  it- 
self would  be  unconstitutional  and 
void.  Our  statute  provides  that  the 
court  in  which  a  cause  is  pending,  may 
on  the  application  of  either  party, 
direct  a  reference  where  the  trial  of 
an  issue  of  fact  shall  require  the 
examination  of  a  long  account.  .  .  . 
This  statute  has  been  in  force  in  this 
state  for  at  least  thirty  years,  twenty 
years  before  the  adoption  of  our  pres- 
ent constitution.     It  is  not  to  be  pre- 
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compulsory  reference  did  not  exist  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  consti- 
tution a  statute  providing  for  such  reference  violates  the  constitutional 
guaranty  of  trial  by  jury.''' 

j.  Trial  of  Separate  Issues. —  A  statute  permitting  separate  trials 
of  separate  issues  before  different  juries  does  not  impair  the  constitU' 
tional  right  of  trial  by  jury.^*,  Nor  does  a  statute  providing  for  separ- 
ate verdicts  upon  the  separate  issues  required  to  be  made  on  the  plead- 
ings impair  the  right  to  trial  by  jury.^^ 

k.  Nonsuit.  —  So  too,  statutes  authorizing  the  trial  court  to  non- 
suit the  plaintiff  do  not  violate  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  the  right 
to  trial  by  jury."' 


sumed  that  the  provision  of  the  con- 
stitution relied  on,  was  intended  to 
change  the  law  as  it  then  existed  and 
had  been  practiced  on  in  the  state  for 
a  quarter  of  a  century;  the  object  of 
the  framers  of  the  constitution  must 
have  been  to  preserve  the  right  of  trial 
by  jury,  as  it  then  existed  and  had 
been  practiced  in  the  state  and  not  to 
establish  a  new  rule  of  practice  on 
that  subject."  Edwardson  v.  Gam- 
hart,  56  Mo.  81. 

In  accounting  cases,  see  infra,  II, 
E,  4,  j. 

23.  Oal.— Grim  v.  Norris,  19  Cal.  140, 
79  Am.  Dec.  206.  Fla. — McMillan  v. 
Wiley,  45  Fla.  487,  33  So.  993.  IVIinn. 
Nordeen  v.  Buck,  79  Minn.  352,  82  N. 
W.  644;  St.  Paul  &  S.  C.  E.  Co.  v. 
Gardner,  19  Minn.  132,  18  Am.  Eep. 
334.  Vt.— Hall  v.  Armstrong,  65  Vt. 
421,  26  Atl.  592,  20  L.  B.  A.  366; 
Plimpton  V.  Town  of  Somerset,  33  Vt. 
283. 

[a]  In  Actions  Involving  Long  Ac- 
counts.— (1)  Where  at  the  time  of  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution  the  power 
to  order  a  compulsory  reference  was 
confined  to  cases  founded  on  contract 
involving  the  examination  of  long  ac- 
counts, the  statute  cannot  confer  such 
right  in  any  other  causes.  Townsend 
V.  Hendricks,  40  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  143. 
Compare  Grim  v.  Norris,  19  Cal.  140, 
79  Am.  Dec.  206.  (2)  A  statute 
authorizing  a  reference  without  the 
consent  of  the  parties  in  any  case 
where  the  examination  of  a  long  ac- 
count is  necessary  "must  be  construed 
as  applying  only  to  those  cases  in 
which  a  trial  by  jury  is  not  secured 
to  the  parties,  in  order  to  avoid  a  con- 
flict with  that  provision  of  the  con- 
stitution guaranteeing  that  right." 
Smith  Co.  V.  Bryce,  17  S.  C.  538. 

24.  Smith  v.  Western  Pac.  By.  Co., 
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203  N.  Y.  499,  96  N.  B.  1106,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913B,  264,  40  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
137. 

[a]  "Every  issue  is  submitted  to 
the  verdict  of  a  jury.  This  is  the  sub- 
stance of  the  right.  As  a  matter  of 
convenience  the  court  may  order  some 
issues  to  be  tried  before  others  are 
taken  up.  This  is  a  matter  of  pro- 
cedure and  detail.  The  constitution 
does  not  provide,  and  there  should  not 
bo  interpolated  into  it  a  provision, 
that  all  of  the  issues,  even  though 
completely  separate  and  distinct,  must 
be  tried  at  one  and  the  same  time." 
Smith  V.  Western  Pac.  By.  Co.,  203 
N.  Y.  499,  96  N.  E.  1106,  Ann.  Cas; 
1913B,  264,  40  L.   B.  A.   (N.   S.)    137. 

25.  Schissler  v.  State,  122  Wis.  365, 
99  N.  W.  593. 

[a]  Plea  of  Insanity  Tried  First. 
A  statute  requiring  the  jury  to  first 
dispose  of  a  plea  of  insanity  does  not 
impair  the  right  of  trial  by  jury.  Ben- 
nett V.  State,  57  Wis.  69,  14  N.  W.  912, 
46  Am.  Eep.  26. 

26.  Ga. — Price  v.  Central  By.  Co., 
124  6a.  899,  53  S.  E.  455;  Tilley  v. 
Cox,  119  Ga.  867,  47  8.  E.  219.  111. 
Mallen  v.  Langworthy,  70  111.  App. 
376.  Ky. — Morris'  Admr.  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  B.  Co.,  22  Ky.  L.  Eep.  1593,  61 
S.  W.  41.  Me. — Perley  v.  Little,  3  Me, 
97.  Pa. — Munn  v.  Mayor  of  Pitts- 
burgh, 40  Pa.  364.  Tenn. — Hopkins  v. 
Nashville, '  C.  &  St.  L.  E.  B.,  96  Tenn. 
409,  34  S.  W.   1029,  32  L.  B.  A.  354. 

[a]  Not  applicable  to  Questions  of 
Law. — "The  clause  in  the  constitution, 
which  provides  that  the  trial  by  jury 
shall  remain  inviolate,  presents  no  ob- 
stacle to  this  legislation.  Its  .  object 
is  simply  to  preserve  a  jury  trial  in 
questions  of  fact,  and  it  does  not  re- 
late to  questions  of  law  with  the 
court.   .    .    .   If  all  the  facts,  claimed 
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1.  Fixing  Punishment.  —  The  legislature  may  authorize  the  court 
to  fix  the  punishment  even  though  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the 
constitution  the  punishment  was  assessed  by  the  jury.^'  And  a  statute 
authorizing  the  court  to  determine  the  degree  of  crime  upon  a  plea  of 
guilty  does  not  violate  the  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury.^*  Nor 
does  a  statute  providing  for  increased  punishment  of  habitual  crim- 
inals impair  the  right  to  trial  by  jury.^* 

m.  Setting  Aside  Verdicts.  —  Statutes  authorizing  courts  to  set 
aside  verdicts  and  grant  new  trials  do  not  violate  the  constitutional 
guaranty  of  trial  by  jury.^"  And  the  legislature  may  empower  an 
appellate  court  to  affirm  a  judgment  under  the  condition  that  the  part- 
ies consent  to  a  reduction  of  the  amount  awarded  by  the  verdict.^* 
So  too,  it  is  within  the  legislative  power  to  provide  that  not  more  than 
two  new  trials  shall  be  granted  to  any  party  upon  trial  by  jury.^^  In 
some  jurisdictions  it  is  held  to  be  competent  for  the  legislature'  to  pro- 
vide for  an  entry  of  judgment  by  an  appellate  court  in  favor  of  the 


to  be  proved  by  the  evidence  of  the 
plaintiff,  cannot,  if  true,  make  a  prima 
facie  case  for  him,  it  would  be  worse 
than  idle  to  proceed  further  with  the 
trial;  since  no  verdict  could  be  ren- 
dered in  his  favor,  which  could  be  re- 
tained. It  is  no  uncommon  thing  to 
raise  a  question  of  the  sufficiency  of 
evidence  upon  demurrer  to  evidence, 
wherever  the  court  will  give  its  eon- 
sent,  as  the  readiest  way  to  end  the 
trial,  and  this  is  not  a  violation  of 
the  constitution.  .  .  .  Besides,  this 
mode  of  trying  a  question  of  law,  had 
always  been  practiced  at  the  common 
law,  and  was  familiarly  known  to  the 
men  who  framed  our  constitution;  and 
it  is  not  to  be  believed,  that  they 
meant,  by  this  clause  in  the  constitu- 
tion, to  restrict  the  courts  and  the 
legislature  itself,  in  relation  to  this 
ancient  practice."  Naugatuck  K.  Co. 
V.  Waterbury  Co.,  24  Conn.  468. 

27.  George  v.  People,  167  111.  447, 
47  N.  E.  741;  State  v.  Harney,  168  Mo. 
167,  67  S.  W.  620,  57  L.  E.  A.  846. 

[a]  "Our  statute,  it  is  true,  .  .  . 
has  heretofore  provided  that  the  jury 
shall  in  their  verdict  name  the  pun- 
ishment to  be  inflicted.  But  the  con- 
stitution makes  no  such  requirement; 
and  that  which  the  statute  has  done 
the  statute  may  undo,  provided  it  re- 
main within  the  bounds  fixed  by  the 
constitution."  Skelton  v.  State,  149 
Ind.  641,  49  N.  E.  901. 

28.  Hallinger  v.  Davis,  146  IT.  S. 
314,  13  Sup.  Ct.  105,  36  L.  ed.  986; 
People  V.  Chew  Lan  Ong,  141  Cal.  550, 
75  Pae.  189,  99  Am.  St.  Eep.  88;  Peo- 


ple   ■».    Lennox,    67    Oal.    113,    7    Pae. 
260. 

[a]  "The  proceeding  to  determlue 
the  degree  of  the  crime  of  murder  after 
a  plea  of  guilty  is  not  a  trial.  No 
issue  was  joined  upon  which  there 
could  be  a  trial.  There  is  no  provision 
of  the  constitution  .  .  .  which  pre- 
vents a  defendant  from  pleading  guilty 
instead  of  having  a  trial  by  jury.  If 
he  elects  to  plead  guilty  to  the  indict- 
ment, the  provision  of  the  statute  for 
determining  the  degree  of  the  guilt,  for 
the  purpose  of  fixing  the  punishment, 
does  not  deprive  him  of  any  right  of 
trial  by  jury."  People  v.  Noll,  20  Cal. 
164. 

29.  IT.  S. — McDonald  v.  Massachu- 
setts, 180i  V.  S.  311,  21  Sup.  Ct.  389, 
45  L.  ed.  542.  N.  Y. — People  v.  Mc- 
Carthy, 45  How.  Pr.  97.  R.  I.— State 
V.  Flynn,  16  E.  J.  10,  11  Atl.  170. 
Wash.— State  v.  he  Pitre,  54  Wash. 
166,  103  Pae.  27. 

30.  Oal. — In  re  Bainbridge's  Estate, 
169  Cal.  166,  146  Pae.  427;  Ingraham 
V.  Weidler,  139  Cal.  588,  73  Pae.  415. 
Mass. — ^Pierson  v.  Boston  Elev.  Ey.  Co., 
191  Mass.  223,  77  N.  E.  769.  N.  Y. 
Serwer  v.  Serwer,  71  App.  Div.  415, 
75  N.  Y.  Supp.  842.  Pa.— Smith  v. 
Times  Pub.  Co.,  178  Pa.  481,  36  Atl, 
296,  35  L.  E.  A.  819. 

31.  Ex  parte  Steverson,  177  Ala. 
384,  58  So.  992;  Texas  &  N.  O.  E. 
Co.  V.  Syfan,  91  Tex.  562,  44  S.  W. 
1064. 

32.  Mathews  v.  Tripp,  12  E.  I.  256; 
East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Mahoney,  89  Tenn.  311,  15  S.  W.  652. 
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party  against  whom  the  verdict  was  rendered,"  but  a  different  view'  is 
maintained  by  the  federal  courts.'* 

E.  Extent  of  Right.  —  1.  Persons  Entitled  Thereto.  —  The 
constitutional  guaranty  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  applying  to  all 
parties  to  an  action  includes  intervenors.*^  It  does  not,  however,  ex- 
tend t.o  the  state,'*  nor  to  municipal  corporations,'^  though  it  may  be 
extended  to  them  by  express  statute.'^ 

2.  As  Dependent  Upon  Amount  in  Controversy.  —  The  right  to 
trial  by  jury  generally  is  preserved  inviolate  by  the  constitution  in  all 
actions  in  which  it  theretofore  existed,  without  regard  to  the  amount 


33.  Amer  W.  &  V.  Co.  v.  Fayette  L. 
Co.,  57  Pa.  Super.  608. 

[a]  "The  statute  simply  permits 
that  to  be  done  by  this  court  which 
ought  to  have  been  done  at  the  trial. 
.  .  .  It  does  not  disturb  the  plain 
boundary  between  fact  which  a  jury 
must  determine  and  law  which  the 
court  must  rule.  It  permits  the  right 
ruling  to  be  given  at  a  time  later  than 
that  at  which  it  should  have  been 
made."  Bothwell  v.  Boston  El.  E.  Co., 
215  Mass.  467,  102  N.  E.  665,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914D,  275. 

34.  Union-  Pae.  E.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  219  Fed.  427,  134  C.  C.  A. 
325. 

[a]  "When  the  verdict  was  set 
aside  the  issues  of  fact  were  left  un- 
determined, and  until  they  should  be 
determined  anew  no  judgment  on  the 
merits  could  be  given.  The  new  de- 
termination, according  to  the  rules  of 
the  common  law,  could  be  had  only 
through  a  new  trial,  with  the  same 
right  to  a  jury  as  before.  Disregard- 
ing those  rules,  the  circuit  court  of 
appeals  itself  determined  the  facts, 
without  a  new  trial.  Thus,  it  assumed 
a  power  it  did  not  possess,  and  cut 
off  the  plaintiff's  right  to  have  the 
facts  settled  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury. ' ' 
Slocum  V.  New  York  Life  Ins.  Co.,  228 
U.  S.  364,  33  Sup.  Ct.  717,  57  L.  ed. 
879,  Ann.  Cas.  1914D,  1029. 

[b]  And  although  the  error  com- 
mitted by  the  trial  court  may  con- 
sist solely  in  its  refusal  to  direct  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  one  party,  yet 
after  a  verdict  wrongly  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  adverse  party,  the  only 
method  of  correcting  such  error  is  to 
order  a  new  trial.  Slocum  v.  New  York 
Life  Ins.  Co.,  228  U.  S.  364,  33  Sup. 
Ct.  523,  57  L.  ed.  879. 

35.  Oal. — McNeil  v.  Morgan,  157 
Cal.  373,  108  Pae.  69.    HL— South  Park 
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Comrs.  V.  Phillips,  27  HI.  App.  380. 
La. — ^Lacroix  v.  Menard,  3  Mart.  (N.  S.) 
339,  15  Am.  Dec.  161. 

36.  Harris  v.  "Wood,  6  Mon.  (Ky.) 
641;  In  re  State  House,  etc.,  19  E.  I. 
326,  33  Atl.  448. 

[a]  In  Wooster  v.  Plymouth,  62 
N.  H.  193,  195,  200,  it  is  said  in  re- 
gard thereto:  "Its  entire  legal  sig- 
nificance is  the  immunity  which  every 
subject  finds  for  his  property,  liberty 
and  person  in  the  unanimous  verdict 
of  twelve  of  his  neighbors  and  equals. 
The  defense  of  the  public  rights  of 
the  sovereign  or  the  government  is  no 
part  of  the  protection  which  this  con- 
stitutional bulwark  was  intended  to 
afford." 

[b]  The  constitutional  provision  se- 
curing trial  by  jury  does  not  extend 
to  suits  against  the  government  as  they 
are  not  suits  at  common  law.  Auff- 
mordt  V.  Hedden,  137  U.  S.  310,  11 
Sup.  Ct.  103,  34  L.  ed.  674;  McElrath 
V.  United  States,  12  Ct.  CI.  (U.  S.) 
312. 

37.  Mass. — Stone  v.  Charlestown,  114 
Mass.  214.  N.  H. — Wooster  v.  Ply- 
mouth, 62  N.  H.  193.  N.  Y.— Dar- 
lington V.  New  York,  31  N.  Y.  164. 
Pa. — In  re  Dunmore's  Appeal,  52  Pa. 
374. 

[a]  "Municipal  corporations,  being 
creatures  of  the  legislative  power  and 
subordinate  parts  of  the  government 
of  the  state,  are  subject  to  the  legis- 
lative will  to  the  extent  that  it  may 
provide  for  the  appointment  of  a 
tribunal  for  the  adjustment  of  claims 
against  them  without  a  jury  trial." 
Cleveland  v.  Board  of  Jersey  City,  38 
N.  J.  L.  259. 

SB.  la. — Kelsh  v.  Dyersville,  68  Iowa 
137,  26  N.  W.  38.  N.  H.— Wooster 
V.  Plymouth,  62  N.  H.  193.  R.  I. 
In  re  State  House,  etc.,  19  E.  I.  326, 
33  Atl.  448. 
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in  controversy,^^  but  by  the  federal,*"  and  some  state  constitutions,*^ 
the  right  to  trial  by  jury  is  made  dependent  upon  the  amoitnt  in  con- 
troversy.*^ 

3.  Courts  in  Which  May  Be  Exercised.  —  a.  Generally.  —  A  con- 
stitutional provision  securing  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  applies  only 
to  courts  of  record  proceeding  in  accordance  with  the  common  law.*'' 
The  constitutional  guaranty  of  trial  by  jury  is  not  applicable  to  trials 
by  courts-martial,**  though  a  proclamation  of  martial  law  by  a  gover- 
nor does  not  authorize  the  conviction  of  civilians  for  crime  without  a 
jury.*^  Nor  does  the  constitutional  provision  securing  the  right  to  trial 
hy  jury,  as  a  rule,  apply  to  cases  of  maritime  jurisdiction.*' 

b.  In  Justice  Coiiris.  —  The  right  to  jury  trial  in  justice  courts  is 
treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.*^ 

c.  In  Probate  Courts  and  Proceedings.  —  The  right  to  trial  by  jury 
in  probate  courts  and  proceedings  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.*^ 

4.  As  Dependent  Upon  Character  of  Action  and  Issues.  —  a.  In 
General.  —  The  right  to  trial  by  jury  depends  iipon  the  character  of 
the  action  and  the  nature  of  the  issues  raised  by  the  pleadings.*'  Where 


39.  m.— Whitehurst  v.  Coleen,  53 
HI.  247.  Minn. — Whallon  v.  Bancroft, 
4  Minn.  109.  Wis. — Mead  v.  Walker, 
17  Wis.  189. 

40.  Paraons  v.  Bedford,  3  Pet.  (TT. 
S.)  433,  7  L.  ed.  732;  Motte  v.  Ben- 
nett, 17  Fed.  Gas.  No.  9,884;  Miles 
V.  James,  Hempst.  98,  17  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  9,54:3s,. 

41.  Ala.' — ^Lehman  v.  Hudmon,  79 
Ala.  532;  Witherington  v.  Brantley,  18 
Ala.  197.  Md. — Capron  v.  Devries,  83 
Md.  220,  34  Atl.  251.  Mass. — Trees  v. 
Rush-worth,  9  Gray  47.  N.  H. — Lee  «. 
Dow,  71  N.  H.  326,  51  Atl.  1072.  N.  J. 
Raphael  v.  Lane,  56  N.  J.  L.  108,  28 
Atl.  421.  S.  0. — Charleston  v.  Stelges, 
10  Rich.  L.  438.  Tex. — Davis  v.  Davis, 
34  Tex.  15. 

[a]  Interest  as  Affecting  Amount  in 
Controversy. — Where  the  original  claim 
of  plaintiff  was  for  a  less  sum  than 
required  by  the  constitution  in  order 
to  be  entitled  to  trial  by  jury,  such 
trial  nevertheless  is  proper,  where  the 
interest  during  the  pendency  of  the 
appeal  increased  the  amount  to  above 
the  sum  prescribed  by  the  constitu- 
tion. McGrew  v.  Adams,  2  Stew.  (Ala.) 
502. 

42.  As  to  how  amount  in  contro- 
versy is  determined  generally,  see  the 
titles  "Jurisdiction;"  "United  States 
Courts." 

43.  lU.— Ward  V.  Farwell,  97  111. 
593.     Mo. — Vaughn  v.  Scade,    30    Mo. 


600.  S.  0. — Comrs.  of  New  Town  Cut 
V.  Seabrook,  2  Strobh.  560,  563. 

Only  in  cases  in  •which  the  right  ex- 
isted at  common  law,  see  supra,  II,  A; 
II,  C,  1. 

As  to  actions  in  equity,  see  infra, 
II,  E,  4,  c. 

44.  See  6  Standard  Proc.  116. 

45.  In  re  McDonald,  49  Mont.  454, 
143  Pac.  947,  Ann.  Cas.  1916A,  1166, 
L.  R.  A.  1915B,  988;  Ex  parte  Jones, 
71  W.  Va.  567,  77  S.  E.  1029,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914C,  31,  45  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.) 
1030. 

46.  As  to  right  to  trial  by  jury  In 
admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Proc.  538. 

47.  See  the  title  "Justices  of  the 
Peace." 

As  to  enlarging  jurisdiction  of  jus- 
tice's court  to  include  cases  triable  by 
jury,  see  supra,  II,  D,  3. 

48.  See  the  title  "Probate  Courts." 

49.  Cal. — Davis  v.  Judson,  159  Cal. 
121,  113  Pac.  147.  Ind.— Martin  v. 
Martin,  118  Ind.  227,  20  N.  B.  763. 
Kan. — Boam  v.  Cohen,  94  Kan.  42,  145 
Pac.  559.  Minn. — Hasey  v.  McMuUen, 
109  Minn.  332,  123  N.  W.  1078.  Mo. 
Minor  v.  Burton,  228  Mo.  558,  128  S. 
W.  964.  Neb. — Gandy  v.  Wiltse,  79 
Neb.  280,  112  N.  W.  569.  N.  Y, 
Schwartz  v.  Klar,  144  App.  Div.  37, 
128  N.  Y.  Supp.  830. 

[a]  The  character  of  the  suit  is 
"dependent  upon  the  issues  raised  by 
the  pleadings.  If  the  issues  thus  raised 
are    such   as,   at   the   adoption    of    oui 
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no  issues  of  fact  are  made  up  by  the  pleadings,  the  right  to  trial  by 
jury  does  not  obtain.*^^ 

b.  In  Actions  at  Law  Generally,  —  So  far  as  the  nature  of  the  action 
is  concerned  a  constitutional  provision  preserving  inviolate  the  right 
to  trial  by  jury,  generally  confirms  such  right  in  all  civil  actions  wjiich 
were  cognizable  in  the  courts  of  law  and  in  which  a  jury  trial  was  a 
matter  of  right.^" 


constitution,  were  triable  before  a  jury, 
then  the  parties  .  .  .  are  entitled  to 
a  jury,  but  if  the  issues  raised  by  the 
pleadings  were  not  triable  before  a 
jury  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  con- 
stitution then  the  parties  are  not  en- 
titled to  a  jury."  Minor  v.  Burton,  228 
Mo.  558,  128  S.  W.  964. 
\  [b]  And  it  "is  not  the  label  affixed 
by  the  pleader,  but  the  nature  and 
character  of  the  controversy,  that  de- 
termines whether  or  not  the  action  is 
legal  or  equitable.  .  .  .  The  prayer 
for  relief  is  not  conclusive."     Morton 

B.  &   T.    Co.   V.   Sodergren,    130   Minn. 
252,  153  N.  W.  527. 

[e]  "The  complaint  alone  does  not 
necessarily  determine  the  character  of 
the  issues,  whether  they  are  legal  or 
equitable,  or  the  mode  of  trial  to  which 
the  parties  are  entitled.  Those  are 
questions  which  must  be  determined 
from  an  examination  of  all  the  plead- 
ings in  the  case."  Southern  Ey.  v. 
Howell,  89  S.  C.  391,  71  S.  E.  972, 
Ann.  Cas.  1913A,  1070. 

[d]  Prayer  Not  Considered. — Where 
the  pleadings  show  an  action  at  law 
and  the  only  feature  of  the  pleadings 
indicating  that  equitable  relief  was 
sought  is  the  prayer  of  the  complaint, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the 
prayer  in  determining  the  nature  of 
the  action,  as  long  as  there  is  no  am- 
biguity in  the  body  of  the  pleading. 
Gandy  v.  Wiltse,  79  Neb.  280,  112  N. 
W.  569. 

491/2.  Ga. — Terry  v.  Drew,  143  Ga. 
473,  85  S.  E.  314;  Stewart  v.  ShoU,  99 
Ga.  534,  26  S.  E.  757;  Stansell  v.  Cor- 
ley,  81  Ga.  453,  8  S.  E.  868;  Mehring 
V.  Charles,  58  Ga.  377;  Lester  v.  Pied- 
mont &  Arlington  Ins.  Co.,  55  Ga.  475; 
Erambert  v.  Scarborough,  46  Ga.  398; 
Davidson  v.  Carter  &  Eitch,  9  Ga.  501. 
la. — Mann  v.  Howe,  9  Iowa  546.  Mo. 
Burnham  &  Co.  v.  Tillery,  85  Mo.  App. 
453.  N.  y.— Wurster  v.  Armfield,  98 
App.  Div.  298,  90  N.  T.  Supp.  699. 
N.  C. — Hockoday  v.  Lawrence,   156  N. 

C.  319,  72  S.  B.  387.    E.  I.— Cambio  v. 
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Ibello,  32  R.  I.  307,  79  Atl..  789.  S.  0. 
State  ex  rel.  Lyon  v.  Palmetto  Bowling 
Club,  80  S.  C.  114,  61  S.  B.  209. 

[a]  Defendants  are  "not  entitled  to 
trial  by  jury  except  upon  a  plea  pre- 
senting issuable  facts  for  the  determina- 
tion of  a  jury.  If  the  plea  .  .  .  pre- 
sented no  meritorious  defense  to  the 
plaintiff's  action,  there  would  be  no 
right  which  could  be  preserved  by  the 
jury  trial,  and  therefore  no  right  to 
such  trial."  Jester  v.  Bainbridge  State 
Bank,  4  Ga.  App.  469,  61  S.  E.  926. 

[b]  The  question  vrhether  or  not  a 
foreign  corporation  upon  which  service 
of  process  was  made  is  doing  business 
in  a  state,  "is  not  such  an  issue  of 
fact  as  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  a  jury 
trial  thereof  as  a  matter  of  right  under 
the  constitution  and  the  statute." 
Peper  Auto  Co.  v.  American  Sales  Co., 
180  Fed.  245. 

50.  U.  S. — Childs  v.  Missouri  Ey. 
Co.,  221  Fed.  219,  135  C.  C.  A.  629; 
Low  V.  United  States,  169  Fed.  86,  94 
C.  C.  A.  1.  Ark. — ^Louisiana,  etc.  E. 
Co.  V.  State,  75  Ark.  435,  88  S.  W. 
559;  Ashley  v.  Little  Eoek,  56  Ark. 
391,  19  S.  W.  1058.  Cal.— Gillespie  v. 
Gouly,  120  Cal.  515,  52  Pae.  816;  Clough 
V.  All  Persons,  27  Cal.  App.  268,  149 
Pae.  778.  Colo. — Johnson  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  24  Colo.  App.  23,  131  Pae.  284. 
Conn. — Eoy  v.  Moore,  85  Conn.  159,  82 
Atl.  233.  ria.— Hughes  v.  Hannah,  39 
Fla.  365,  22  So.  613.  Ga.— Howard  v. 
Wellham,  114  Ga.  934,  41  S.  E.  62; 
Thornton  v.  Mutual  B.  &  L.  Assn.,  113 
Ga.  1141,  39  S.  E.  481;  Eodgers  ti. 
Caldwell,  112  Ga.  635,  37  S.  B.  865; 
Moore  &  Jester  v.  Smith  Mach.  Co.,  4 
Ga.  App.  151,  60  S.  B.  1035.  Idaho. 
Stevens  v.  Home  Sav.  &  L.  Assn.,  5 
Idaho  741,  51  Pae.  779.  Ind. — Harmon 
V.  Pohle,  46  Ind.  App.  369,  92  N.  E. 
119.  la. — Hanan  v.  Messenger,  168 
Iowa  507,  150  N.  W.  673.  Kan.— At- 
kinson v.  Crowe  C.  &  M.  Co.,  80  Kan. 
161,  102  Pae.  59,  106  Pae.  1052,  39 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  31.  Ky.— Carder  v. 
Weisenburg,  95  Ky.  135,  23  S.  W.  964. 
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c.  Suits  in  Egvity  Generally.  —  The  constitxitional  provision  secur- 
ing the  right  to  trial  by  jury  does  not  generally  apply  to  actions  and 
proceedings  which  at  conunon  law  are  deemed  of  equitable  cognizance,^^ 


Mass. — ^Weeks  v.  Brooks,  205,  Mass. 
458,  92  N.  E.  45.  Mich.— Tabor  v. 
Cook,  15  Mich.  322.  Mimi. — Blackman 
V.  Wheaton,  13  Minn.  326.  Miss. 
WofEord  V.  Bailey,  57  Miss.  239.  Neb. 
Olsen  V.  Marquis,  88  Neb.  610,  130  N. 
W.  267;  Yeiser  v.  Broadwell,  80  Neb. 
718,  115  N.  W.  293;  Lett  v.  Hammond, 
59  Neb.  339,  80  N.  W.  1042.  N.  J. 
Edwards  v.  Elliott,  36  N.  J.  L.  449, 
13  Am.  Eep.  463.  N.  Y. — King  v.  Boss, 
28  App.  Div.  371,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  138. 
Obio. — Chapman  v.  Lee,  45  Ohio  St.  356, 
13  N.  E.  736.  Okla. — Success  Realty 
Co.  V.  Trowbridge,  150  Pac.  898;  Wah- 
tah-noh-zhe  v.  Moore,  36  Okla.  631,  129 
Pac.  877.  Pa. — In,  re  Haines'  Appeal, 
73  Pa.  169.  S.  D. — ^Nelson  v.  Jordeth, 
15  S.  D.  46,  87  N.  W.  140.  Va. — Moor- 
man V.  City  of  Lynchburg,  113  Va.  90, 
73  S.  E.  987.  Wis. — Dilger  v.  Estate 
of  McQuade,  158  Wis.  328,  148  N.  W. 
1085. 

51.  IT.  S.^Luria  v.  United  States, 
231  U.  S.  9,  34  Sup.  Ct.  10,  58  L.  ed. 
101;  In  re  Plant,  148  Fed.  87;  Some 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Virginia-Carolina  Chemical 
Co.,  109  Fed.  681;  Boss,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Southern  M.  Iron  Co.,  72  Fed.  957; 
Buford  V.  HoUey,  28  Fed.  680.  Ala. 
Fulton  V.  State,  171  Ala.  572,  54  So. 
688;  Alexander  v.  Alexander,  5  Ala. 
517.  Ariz. — Cole  v.  Bean,  1  Ariz.  377, 
25  Pac.  538.  Ark. — Goodrum  v.  Mer- 
chants, etc.  Bank,  102  Ark.  326,  144 
S.  W.  198,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  511; 
Ashley  v.  Little  Eock,  56  Ark.  391,  19 
S.  "W.  1058;  State  v.  Churchill,  48 
Ark.  426,  3  S.  W.  352.  Cal.— Ashton 
V.  Heggerty,  130  Cal.  516,  62  Pac.  934; 
Grim  v.  Norris,  19  Cal.  140,  79  Am. 
Dec.  206;  Cahoon  v.  Levy,  5  Cal.  294. 
Colo.— Koch  V.  Story,  47  Colo.  335,  107 
Pac.  1093.  Coim. — Roy  v.  Moore,  85 
Conn.  159,  82  Atl.  233;  Meriden  Sav. 
Bank  v.  McCormack,  79  Conn.  260,  64 
Atl.  338.  ria. — Smith  v.  Croom,  7  Fla. 
180.  Ga. — Mitchem  v.  Georgia  Cotton 
Oil  Co.,  139  Ga.  519,  77  S.  E.  627; 
Lamar  v.  Allen,  108  Ga.  158,  33  8.  E. 
958;  Bemis  v.  Armour  Packing  Co.,  105 
Ga.  293,  31  S.  E.  173;  Isaacs  v.  Tinley, 
58  Ga.  457.  Idaho. — Christensen  v. 
Hollingsworth,  6  Idaho  87,  53  Pac.  211, 
96  Am.  St.  Eep.  256.  111.— Standdidge 
V.   Chicago  Kys.  Co.,  254  111.  524,   98 


N.  E.  963,  Ann.  Caa.  19130,  65,  40  L. 
E.  A.  (N.  S.  )529;  Shedd  V.  Seefeld, 
230  111.  118,  82  N.  E.  580,  120  Am. 
St.  Eep.  269,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  709; 
Keith  V.  Henkleman,  173  111.  137,  50 
N.  E.  692;  Ward  v.  Farwell,  97  111. 
593;  Garvy  v.  Baldino,  189  111.  App. 
466.  Ind. — McBride  v.  Stradley,  103 
Ind.  465,  2  N.  E.  358;  Helm  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  91  Ind.  44;  Small  v.  Bin- 
ford,  41  Ind.  App.  440,  83  N.  E.  507, 
84  N.  E.  19.  la.— Littleton  v.  Fritz, 
65  Iowa  488,  22  N.  W.  641,  54  Am. 
Eep.  19.  Kan. — ^Appling  v.  Jacobs,  91 
Kan.  793,  139  Pac.  374;  Hoekett  v. 
Earl,  89  Kan.  733,  133  Pac.  852;  Kim- 
ball «. 'Connor,  3  Kan.  414.  Ky. — Cor- 
nett  V.  Combs,  21  Ky.  L.  Eep.  837,  53 
S.  W.  32;  Bailey  v.  Nichols,  8  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  64.  Me. — ^Farnsworth  v.  Whiting, 
lOfi  Me.  430,  76  Atl.  909.  Md.— Chase 
V.  Winans,  59  Md.  475.  Mass. — Las- 
celles  V.  Clark,  204  Mass.  362,  90  N.  E. 
875;  Shapira  v.  D'Arcy,  180  Mass.  377, 
62  N.  E.  412;  Parker  v.  Simpson,  180 
Mass.  334,  62  N.  E.  401;  Dole  v. 
Wooldredge,  142  Mass.  161,  7  N.  E. 
832;  Boss  v.  New  England  Mut.  Ins. 
Oo.,  120  Mass.  113;  Charles  Eiver 
Bridge  «.  Warren  Bridge,  7  Pick.  344. 
Mich. — Cole  v.  Cole  Realty  Co.,  169  Mich. 
347,  135  N.  W.  329;  Detroit  Bank  v. 
Blodgett,  115  Mich.  160,  73  N.  W.  120, 
885.  Minn. — State  ex  ret  Wilcox  v. 
Eyder,  126  Minn.  95,  147  N.  W.  953; 
Morton  B.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Sodergren,  130 
Minn.  252,  153  N.  W.  527;  Shipley  v. 
Belduc,  93  Minn.  414,  101  N.  W.  952; 
Judd  V.  Dike,  30  Minn.  380,  15  N.  W. 
672;  Jordan  v.  White,  20  Minn.  91. 
Miss. — State  v.  Marshall,  100  Miss. 
626,  56  So.  792,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  434. 
Mo,' — Conway  v.  Robinson,  178  S.  W. 
154;  Collins  v.  Harrell,  219  Mo.  279, 
118  S.  W.  432;  Ely  v.  Coontz,  167  Mo. 
371,  67  S.  W.  299;  Magnuson  v.  Con- 
tinental Cas.  Co.,  125  Mo.  App.  206, 
101  S.  W.  1125.  Mont. — Missoula,  etc. 
Bank  v.  Iman,  50  Mont.  355,  146  Pac. 
941.  Neb. — Sharmer  v.  Mcintosh,  43 
Neb.  509,  61  N.  W.  727.  N.  H.— Bel- 
lows V.  Bellows,  58  N.  H.  60.  N.  Y. 
Eathbun  v.  Eathbun,  3  How.  Pr.  139; 
Allen  v.  Gray,  139  App.  Div. 
428,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  137;  VoU- 
kommer     v.     Frank,     107     App.     Div. 
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except  where  at  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  a  jury  was  a  matter 
of  right  in  such  actions,^^  or  where  the  right  to  trial  hy  jury  is  given 
by  statute  in  such  cases.®' 


594,  95  N.  Y.  Supp.  324;  Evans  v.  Nat. 
Bank,  88  App.  Div.  549,  85  N.  Y.  Supp. 
101;  Grersmann  v.  Walpole,  79  Miae. 
49,  139  N.  Y.  Supp.  1.  N.  D.— Herr- 
mann V.  Minnekota  Blev.  Co.,  27  N.  D. 
231,  235,  145  N.  W.  821;  Avery  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Crumb,  14.  IST.  D.  57,  103  N.  W. 
410.  Ohio. — Carlisle  v.  Foster,  10  Ohio 
St.  198.  Ore. — Raymond  v.  Flavel,  27 
Ore.  219,  40  Pac.  158.  S.  C— Southern 
Ey.  V.  Howell,  89  S.  C.  391,  71  8.  E. 
972,  Ann.  Caa.  1913A,  1070;  Lawrence 
p.  Lawrence,  82  S.  C.  150,  63  S.  E. 
660;  Broek  v.  Kirkpatrick,  69  S.  C 
231,  48  S.  B.  72;  McGee  v.  Wells,  52 
S.  C.  472,  30  S.  E.  602.  S.  D;— Louns- 
berry  v.  Kelly,  32  S.  D.  456,  143  N.  W. 
369;  Grigsby  v.  Larson,  24  S.  D.  628, 
124  N.  W.  856.  Va. — Moorman  v.  City 
of  Lynchburg,  113  Va.  90,  73  S.  E. 
987;  Pairo  v.  Bethell,  75  Va.  825.  Wash. 
Maher  &  Co.  v.  Farnandis,  70  "Wash. 
250,  126  Pae.  542;  Magga  v.  Morgan, 
30  Wash.  604,  71  Pac.  188;  Winter- 
mute  V.  earner,  8  Wash.  585,  36  Pac. 
490.  W.  Va.— Cecil  v.  Clark,  44  W. 
Va.  659,  30  S.  E.  216;  Davia' «.  Settle, 
43  W.  Va.  17,  26  S.  E.  557.  Wis. 
Harrigan  v.  Gilchrist,  121  Wis.  127,  99 
N.  W.  909;  Stilwell  v.  Kellogg,  14  Wis. 
461. 

[a]  "The  guaranty  of  trial  by  jury 
.  .  .  has  no  reference  to  equitable 
causes  coming  within  the  proper  sphere 
of  the  court  of  chancery,  whether  per- 
taining to  the  original  or  concurrent 
jurisaiction  of  that  court.  ...  It  may 
be'  safely  stated  that  in  all  those  cases 
in  which  a  court  of  equity  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  the  constitution  guarantee- 
ing a  trial  by  jury,  and  by  virtue  of 
its  general  or  concurrent  jurisdiction 
for  one  purpose,  had  proceeded  to  a 
complete  adjudication  of  the  entire 
case,  even  to  the  settlement  of  legal 
rights  which  otherwise  would  be  be- 
yond its  powers,  it  cannot  be  success- 
fully claimed  that  the  guaranty  of 
trial  by  jury  exists  as  to  the  legal 
right."  Hughes  V.  Hannah,  39  Fla. 
365,  22  So.  613. 

[b]  And  the  "right  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  pass  upon  questions  .  .  . 
does  not  depend  upon  the  fact  that 
the  cause  of  action  was  one  of  equit- 
able cognizance  prior  to  the  adoption 
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of  the  existing  constitution.  It  is  suf- 
ficient if  it  is  one  in  fact,  without 
regard  to  when  it  became  so,  or  was 
first  recognized  by  the  courts  as  such. 
It  is  a  fact  well  understood  by  all  who 
are  familiar  with  the  history  of  courts 
of  equity,  that  their  jurisdiction,  from 
the  earliest  times  to  the  present,  has 
been  of  a  gradual  and  constant 
growth."  Ward  v.  Farwell,  97  111. 
593. 

[c]  An  action  to  have  a  deed  de- 
clared a  mortgage  and  to  redeem  there- 
from is  equitable  in  character,  and 
neither  party  is  entitled  to  a  jury  as 
a  matter  of  right.  Hockett  v.  Earl,  89 
Kan.  733,  133  Pac.  852. 

[d]  The  constitution  of  Texas  'pro- 
vides that  "  'in  the  trial  of  all  causes 
in  equity  in  the  district  court,  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant  shall,  upon  ap- 
plication made  in  open  court,  have  the 
ri6;ht  of  trial  by  jury,'  "  and  under 
such  constitution  it  -has  been  held 
that  it  "is  only  upon  the  application 
of  a  party,  that  the  court  is  required 
to  impanel  a  jury,  in  cases  of  equit- 
able cognizance."  Eaulk  v.  Faulk,  23 
Tex.  653. 

52.  Fla. — ^Hathorne  v.  Panama  Park 
Co.,  44  Fla.  194,  32  So.  812,  103  Am. 
St.  Eep.  138.  111. — Maynard  v.  Rich- 
ards, 166  111.  466,  46  N.  E.  1138,  57 
Am.  St.  Eep.  145.  Ky. — Eieger  v. 
Schulte  &  Eicher,  151  Ky.  129,  151 
S.  W.  395.  Md.— Chase  v.  Winans,  59 
Md.  475.  Mass. — ^Parker  v.  Simpson, 
180  Mass.  334,  62  N.  E.  401.  N.  Y. 
Hudson  V.  Caryl,  44  N.  Y.  553.  N.  C. 
Taylor  v.  Person,  9  N.  C.  298.  Ore. 
Raymond  v.  Flavel,  27  Ore.  219,  40  Pac. 
158. 

53.  Ariz. — ^Brown  v.  Greer,  16  Ariz. 
215,  141  Pac.  841.  Ark. — Einggold  v. 
Patterson,  15  Ark.  209.  Me. — Call  v. 
Perkins,  65  Me.  439.  Ohio. — Gunsaul- 
lus  V.  Pettit,  46  Ohio  St.  27,  17  U.  p. 
231. 

[a]  Adultery  in  Divorce  Case. — (1) 
Under  the  code  of  New  York  the  issue 
of  adultery  in  a  divorce  is  triable  by 
jury.  Tietzel  v.  Tietzel,  122  App.  Div, 
873,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  878.  (2)  While 
an  action  for  a  divorce  is  an  action 
in  equity  by  which  the  equitable  power 
of   the   court   is    necessarily    exercised 
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d.  Special  Proceedings  Generally.  —  The  constitutional  provision  se- 
curing the  right  to  trial  by  jury  likewise  does  not  apply  to  special  pro- 
ceedings triable  at  common  law  without  a  jury,^*  unless  such  right  is 
expressly  conferred  by  statute  upon  the  partios.^^ 


in  the  final  judgment,  the  New  York 
statute  provides  that  the  issue  of 
adultery  is  triable  by  jury,  if  demanded 
by  either  party.  Cohen  v.  Cohen,  160 
App.  Div.  240,  145  N.  T.  Supp.  652. 
54.  U.  S. — Interstate  Com.  Commis- 
sion V.  Brimson,  154  U.  S.  447,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  1125,  38  L.  ed.  1047;  Merchants' 
S.  &  G.  Co.  V.  Board  of  Trade,  201 
Ted.  20,  120  C.  C.  A.  582.  Ala.— Talia- 
ferro V.  I/ee,  97  Ala.  92,  13  So.  125. 
Ark.— Wheat  v.  Smith,  50  Ark.  266, 
7  S.  W.  161;  "Wise  v.  'Martin,  36  Ark. 
305;  Govan  v.  Jackson,  32  Ark.  553. 
Cal. — ^Vallejo,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Eeed  Or- 
chard Co.,  169  Cal.  545,  147  Pae.  238; 
In  re  Coburn,  165  Cal.  202,  131  Pac. 
352.  Colo. — ^People  v.  Tool,  35  Colo. 
225,  86  Pae.  224,  117  Am.  St.  Eep. 
198,  6  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  822.  Conn. 
State  V.  Lewis,  51  Conn.  113.  Fla. 
Ex  parte  Seudamore,  55  Pla.  211,  46 
So.  279.  Ga. — Lippitt  v.  City  of  Al- 
bany, 131  Ga.  629,  63  S.  E.  33;  Stokes 
V.  Stokes,  126  Ga.  804,  55  S.  E.  1023; 
Freeman  v.  State,  72  Ga.  812.  Idaho. 
Toncray  v.  Budge,  14  Idaho  621,  95 
Pae.  26.  HI. — Quartier  v.  Dowiat,  219 
111.  326,  76  N.  E.  371;  Frost  v.  Peo- 
ple, 193  m.  635,  61  N.  E.  1054,  86 
Am.  St.  Eep.  352.  Ind. — Gordon  v. 
horning,  174  Ind.  337,  92  N.  B.  59; 
Pedigo  V.  Grimes,  113  Ind.  148,  13 
N.  E.-700;  Corey  v.  Lugar,  62  Ind.  60. 
la. — In  re  Buck,  140  Iowa  355,  118 
N.  W.  530;  Eichardson  v.  City  of  Cen- 
terville,  137  Iowa  253,  114  N.  W.  1071. 
Kan. — State  v.  Johnston,  78  Kan.  615, 
97  Pac.  790;  State  v.  Thomas,  74  Kan. 
360,  86  Pae.  499;  State  v.  Durein,  46 
Kan.  695,  27  Pac.  148.  Ky.— Under- 
hiU  V.  Murphy,  117  Ky.  640,  78  8.  W. 
482,  111  Am.  St.  Eep.  262;  Arnold  v. 
Com.,  80  Ky.  300,  44  Am.  Eep.  480. 
Micb. — Loomis  v.  Hartz,  165  Mich.  662, 
131  N.  W.  85.  Minn.  — Newton 
«.  Newell,  26  Minn.  529,  6  N.  W. 
346;  Ford  v.  Wright,  13  Minn.  518. 
Miss.— O 'Flynn  v.  State,  89  Miss.  850, 
43  So.  82,  119  Am.  St.  Eep.  727,  9 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1119.  Mo.— Conway 
V.  Eobinaon,  178  S.  W.  154;  State  1>. 
Shepherd,  177  Mo.  205,  76  S.  W.  79, 
99  Am.  St.  Eep.  624;  State  v.  Towns, 
153    Mo.   91,   54   S.    W.    552.      Mont. 


Cunningham  v.  Northwestern  Imp.  Co., 
44  Mont.  180,  119  Pac.  554.  Neb. 
Gandy  v.  State,  13  Neb.  445,  14  N.  W. 
143.  N.  H.— State  v.  Matthews,  37 
N.  H.  450.  N.  J.— State  v.  Doty,  32 
N.  J.  L.  403,  90  Am.  Dec.  671.  N.  Y. 
Wurster  v.  Armfield,  98  App.  Div.  298, 
90  N.  Y.  Supp.  699;  People  ex  rel. 
Thaw  V.  Griefenhagen,  154  N.  Y.  Supp. 
965.  N.  C— Baker  v.  Cordon,  86  N.  C. 
116,  41  Am.  Eep.  448.  Ohio. — Ammon 
V.  Johnson,  3  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  263,  2  Ohio 
Cir.  Dec.  149.  Ore. — Breding  v.  Wil- 
liams, 33  Ore.  391,  54  Pac.  206;  Hughes 
1).  Holman,  23  Ore.  481,  32  Pac.  298. 
Pa. — Ewing  V.  Filley,  43  Pa.  384.  S.  D. 
State  V.  Mitchell,  3  S.  D.  223,  52  N. 
W.  1052.  Tenn. — Taylor  v.  Carr,  125 
Tenn.  235,  141  S.  W.  745,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913C,  155;  Shields  v.  McMahan,  112 
Tenn.  1,  81  S.  W.  597.  Tex.— Ham- 
mond V.  Ashe,  103  Tex.  503,  131  S.  W. 
539;  Ex  parte  Eoper,  61  Tex.  Crim.  68, 
134  S.  W.  334;  McCormiek  v.  Jester, 
53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  306,  115  S.  W.  278. 
Wash.— State  v.  North  Shore  B.  &  D. 
Co.,  67  Wash.  317,  121  Pac.  467,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913D,  456.  W.  Va.— State  v. 
Frew,  24  W.  Va.  416,  49  Am.  Eep. 
257. 

[a]  ■ "  The  fact  .  .  .  that  property 
and  rights  of  property  may  be  in- 
volved in  the  disposition  of  a  particular 
case  or  proceeding  does  not  determine 
the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury.  There 
must  be  an  action  at  law  as  contra- 
distinguished from  ai  suit  in  equity  and 
from  a  special  proceeding  or  a  crim- 
inal action  and  an  issue  of  fact  joined 
therein  upon  the  pleadings,  before  a 
jury  trial  can  be  claimed  as  a  con- 
stitutional right."  Koppikus  v.  State 
Capitol  Comrs.,  16  Cal.  248. 

55.  m.— People  v.  Kipley,  171  HI. 
44,  49  N.  E.  229,  41  L.  E.  A.  775.  Ky. 
Eichardson  v.  Com.,  141  Ky.  497,  133 
S.  W.  213;  Underhill  v.  Murphy,  117 
Ky.  640,  78  S.  W.  482,  111  Am.  St. 
Eep.  262;  Arnold  v.  Com.,  80  Ky.  300, 
44  Am.  Eep.  480.  La. — Gauthier  v. 
Lapeyrouse,  122  La.  35,  47  So.  367. 
Mo.— State  v.  Baird,  47  Mo.  301.  Utah. 
Law  V.  Smith,  34  Utah  394,  98  Pac. 
300. 
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e.  Actions  Involving  Both  Legal  and  Equitable  Considerations. 
(I.)  Generally,  t-  Where  legal  as  well  as  equitable  issues  are  involved  in 
a  cause  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  depends  upon  the  nature  of  the  main 
issue/"  An  action  at  law  is  not  triable  by  the  court  without  a  jury 
because  of  the  fact  that  equitable  issues  incidental  to  the  main  issue 
are  involved  in  the  cause/"'  And  where  the  right  to  relief  in  equity 
depends  upop  the  decision  of  the  legal  issues  involved  in  the  case,  a 
trial  by  jury  of  the  whole  cause  is  a  matter  of  right/^  On  the  other 
hand,  where  the  essential  issue  of  a  cause  is  of  equitable  cognizance, 
the  right  to  trial  by  jury  does  not  obtain  even  though  legal  issues  are 
incidentally  involved  in  the  cause,°"  and  a  court  of  equity  having  jur- 


56.  Cal.— Hughes  v.  Dunlap,  91  Cal. 
385,  27  Pac.  642.  lU.— Shedd  v.  See- 
feld,  230  111.  118,  82  N.  E.  580,  120 
Am.  St.  Rep.  269,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  8.) 

,  709.  Mo. — Mullaney  v.  McEeynolds, 
170  Mo.  App.  406,  155  8.  W.  485.  N.  Y. 
Hunter  v.  Eamsay,  168  App.  Div.  953, 
153  N.  Y.  Supp.  408.  Ohio.— Bradley 
V.  Herron,  20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  8.) 
282.  3.  0. — Atlantic,  etc.  B.  Co.  v. 
Victor  Co.,  79  8.  C.  266,  60  8.  E.  675. 
S.  D.— Leisch  v.  Baer,  24  S.  D.  184, 
123  N.  W.  719;  Wash.— Paben  v. 
Muir,  77  Wash,  460,  137  Pac.  1042; 
Carlisle  P.  Co.  v.  Doming,  62  Wash. 
455,  114  Pac.  172. 

57.  Conn. — Spencer  v.  New  York,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  62  Conn.  242,  25  Atl.  350.  Fla. 
McMillan  v.  Wiley,  45  Tla.  487,  33 
So.  993.  Ind. — Eobertson  v.  McPher- 
son,  4  Ind.  App.  595,  31  N.  E.'478. 
Minn. — Koeper  v.  Town  of  Louisville, 

'  109  Minn.  519,  124  N.  W.  218.  Mo. 
Mullaney  v.  McEeynolds,  170  Mo.  App. 
406,  155  8.  W.  485.  Mont.— Chessman 
V.  Hale,  31  Mont.  577,  79  Pac.  254,  68 
L.  E.  A.  410.  Neb.— Alter  v.  Skiles, 
93  Neb.  597,  141  N.  W.  187;  Litt  v. 
Hammond,  59  Neb.  839,  80  N.  W.  1042; 
Yager  v.  Exchange  Nat.  Bank,  52  Neb. 
321,  72  N.  W.  211.  N.  Y.— McNulty 
i:  Mt.  Morris  Elec.  L.  Co.,  172  N.  Y. 
410,  65  N.  E.  196;  Hunter  v.  Eamsay, 
168  App.  Div.  953,  153  N.  Y.  Supp. 
408.  Ohio.-^Brundridge  «.  Goodlove, 
30  Ohio  St.  374;  Bradley  v.  Herron, 
20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.)  282.  Tenn. 
!King  V.  Baker,  1  Yerg.  450. 

[a]  Where  a  complaint  consists  of 
several  counts  presenting  issues  which 
are  triable  by  a  jury  and  one  of  the 
counts  is  equitable  in  character  but  is 
incidental  and  auxiliary  to  the  other 
counts,  the  whole  cause  is  triable  by 
a  jury  as  a  matter  of  right.  Minor  v. 
Burton,  228  Mo.  558,   128  8.  W.  964. 
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[b]  Where  the  main  issue  made  by 
the  pleadings  is  whether  there  was  a 
contract,  and  if  so,  what  the  terms  of 
the  contract  were,  the  case  is  triable 
by  jury  as  of  right,  even  though  an 
accounting  is  required  to  establish  the 
amount  of  recovery.  Carlisle  Packing 
Co.  V.  Doming,  62  Wash.  455,  114  Pac. 
172. 

[e]  Eut  where  the  parties  inject 
equitable  matters  into  the  pleadings 
and  trial  of  a  case  they  cannot  be 
heard  to  complain  that  the  court  tried 
the  case  as  one  in  equity.  Mullaney 
V.  McEeynolds,  170  Mo.  App.  406,  155 
8.  W.  485. 

58.  Carder  v.  Weisenburg,  95  Ky. 
135,  23  8.  W.  964;  Meek  v.  McCall, 
80  Ky.  371;  Sallady  v.  Webb,  2  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  553. 

[a]  Where  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  no 
relief  whatever  of  an  equitable  nature 
until  he  has  established  his  primary 
cause  of  action  which  is  one  at  law, 
the  whole  cause  is  triable  by  jury. 
American  Creosote  Works  v.  Lembcke 
&  Co.,  165  Fed.  809. 

59.  Cal. — McLaughlin  v.  Del  Ee,  64 
Cal.  472,  2  Pac.  244.  Colo.— Haver  v. 
Collins,  21  Colo.  App.  440,  122  Pac. 
72.  111. — Keith  v.  Henkleman,  68  HI. 
App.  623.  Ind.— Martin  v.  Martin,  118 
Ind.  227,  20  N.  E.  763;  Towns  v. 
Smith,  115  Ind.  480,  16  N.  E.  811; 
McKinley  v.  Britton,  55  Ind.  App.  21, 
103  N.  E.  349.  Ky.— Semon  v.  Freitag, 
16  Ky.  L.  Eep.  524,  29  S.  W.  320; 
Baltzell  V.  Hall's  Heirs,  1  Litt.  97. 
Mich. — Ehoades  v.  McNamara,  135  Mich. 
644,  98  N.  W.  392.  N.  Y.- Lynch  v. 
Metropolitan  El.  Ey.  Co.,  129  N.  Y. 
274,  29  N.  E.  315,  26  Am.  St.  Eep. 
523,  15  L.  R.  A.  287;  Allen  v.  Gray, 
139  App.  Div.  428,  124  N.  Y.  Supp. 
137.  Ohio. — Converse  v.  Hawkins,  31 
Ohio  St.  209.    S.  0.— Atlantic,  etc.  B. 
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isdiction  over  the  cause  for  the  purpose  of  granting  the  necessary 
equitable  relief  will  adjudicate  all  issues  of  the  cause  without  a  jury.'"' 
Where  legal  and  equitable  issues  are  blended  in  an  action  the  right  to 
trial  by  jury  of  the  whole  cause  does  not  obtain,*^  but  the  legal  issues 
are  triable  by  a  jury  and  the  equitable  issues  by  the  court.''^ 

(n.)    As  Affected  l)y  Plaintiff's  Pleadings. —  A    plaintiff    cannot    bring 
an  action  at  law  in  the  form  of  an  equitable  suit  and  thereby  defeat 


Co.  V.  Victor  Mfg.  Co.,  79  S.  C.  266, 
60  S.  E.  675.  Wash. — Murray  v.  Okan- 
ogan, etc.  Co.,  12  Wash.  259,  40  Pac. 
942;  Wintermute  v.  Garner,  8  Wash. 
585,  36  Pae.  490. 

'.  60.  TJ.  S. — ^American  Creosote  Works 
V.  Lembeke  &  Co.,  165  Fed.  809.  CaL 
Noble  V.  Learned,  153  Cal.  245,  94 
Pac.  1047;  Bodley  v.  Ferguson,  30  Cal. 
511;  Weber  v.  Marshall,  19  Cal.  447. 
Colo. — Cree  v.  Lewis,  49  Colo.  186,  112 
Pae.  326;  Weiss  v.  Ahrens,  24  Colo. 
App.  531,  135  Pae.  987.  Ind. — Martin 
V.  Martin,  118  Ind.  227,  20  N.  E.  763. 
Minn. — Keeper  v.  Town  of  Louisville, 
109  Minn.  519,  124  N.  W.  218.  Mo. 
Sbelton  V.  Harrison,  182  Mo.  App.  404, 
167  S.  W.  634.  Neb. — Morrissey  v. 
Broomal,  37  Neb.  766,  56  N.  W.  383. 
N.  D.— Arnett  v.  Smith,  11  N.  D.  55, 
88  N.  W.  1037.  Okla.— Hartsog  v. 
Berry,  45  Okla.  277,  145  Pae.  328. 
S.  O. — ^Atlantic,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Victor 
Mfg.  Co.,  79  S.  C.  266,  60  S.  E.  675. 
Wash. — ^Maher'  &  Co.  v.  Farnandis,  70 
Wash.  250,  126  Pac.  542;  Installment 
Bldg.  &  L.  Co.  V.  Wentworth,  1  Wash. 
467,  25  Pac.  298. 

[a]  Incidental  Legal  Belief. — There 
are  many  eases  of  equitable  jurisdic- 
tion, in  which  as  an  incident  to  the 
main  controversy  matters  "arise  in 
which  the  parties  would  be  entitled  to 
a  jury  if  the  same  matter  should  arise 
as  a  distinct  transaction  in  a  court  of 
law.  In  bills  to  foreclose  mortgages, 
for  an  accounting  and  relating  to  part- 
nership affairs  and  in  many  others, 
matters  frequently  arise  for  determina- 
tion which,  if  they  stood  alone  and 
disconnected  with  other  circumstances 
which  give  a  court  of  equity  jurisdic- 
tion, would  be  properly  cognizable  in 
a  court  of  law  and  triable  by  a  jury. 
But  it  is  the  constant  practice  of 
courts  of  chancery  to  adjust  all  ques- 
tions arising  between  the  parties  re- 
lating to  the  subject-matter  of  the 
litigation  which  are  brought  into  issue 
by  the  pleadings,  regardless  of  whether 
such   matter   is   legal   or  equitable   in 


its  character."  Shedd  v.  Seefeld,  230 
111.  118,  82  N.  E.  580,  120  Am.  St. 
Bep.  269,  13  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   709. 

61.  Kan. — Woodman  v.  Davis,  32 
Kan.  344,  4  Pac.  262.  Minn. — Hasey 
V.  McMullen,  109  Minn.  332,  123  N.  W. 
1078.  Mo.— Kortjohn  v.  Seimers,  29 
Mo.  App.  271.  N.  y. — Cogswell  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E.  Co.,  105  N.  Y. 
319,  11  N.  E.  518;  Bergman  v.  Man- 
hattan Ey.  Co.,  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  384. 
Ohio. — Buekner  v.  Mear,  26  Ohio  St. 
514.  S.  C. — City  Council  of  Greenville 
v.  Ormand,  44  S.  C.  119,  21  S.  E.  642. 
Va.— Hull  V.  Watts,  95  Va.  10,  27  S. 
E.  829.  Wash. — Murray  v.  Okanogan, 
etc.  Co.,  12  Wash.  259,  40  Pac.  942. 

62.  Cal. — Estudillo  v.  Security  Loan 
&  Tr.  Co.,  158  Cal.  66,  109  Pac.  884. 
Conn. — Boy  v.  Moore,  85  Conn.  159,  82 
Atl.  233.  Ind.— Watt  v.  Barnes,  41 
Ind.  App.  466,  84  N.  E.  158.  Kan.— Gor- 
don V.  Munn,  83  Kan.  242,  111  Pac. 
177.  Mass. — Stockbridge  v.  Mixer,  215 
Mass.  415,  102  N.  E.  646.  Minn.— Mor- 
ton B.  &  T.  Co.  V.  Sodergren,  130  Minn. 
252,  153  N.  W.  527;  Greenleaf  v. 
Bgan,  30  Minn.  316,  15  N.  W.  254. 
Mo. — Magnuson  v.  Continental  Cas.  Co., 
125  Mo.  App.  206,  101  S.  W.  1125. 
N.  Y. — People  v.  Equitable  Life  Assur. 
Soc,  124  App.  Div.  714,  109  N.  Y. 
Supp.  453.  Okla. — Maas  v.  Dunmyer, 
21  Okla.  434,  96  Pac.  591.  S.  C. 
Mitchell  V.  Hamilton,  98  S.  C.  289,  82 
S.  E.  425;  Holliday  v.  Hughes,  54  S. 
C.  155,  31  S.  E.  867. 

[a]  Equitable  "issues  must  be  tried 
by  the  chancellor  and  not  by  the  jury. 
Therefore,  when  one  raises  an  equit- 
able issue  by  his  pleadings,  the  proper 
practice  is  to  have  the  judge  sitting 
as  chancellor  pass  thereon  and  not 
seek  to  have  such  issues  submitted  to 
a  jury  as  matter  of  right.  In  this 
way  both  legal  and  equitable  issues 
may  be  tried  in  the  same  action  before 
an  appropriate  tribunal  without  turn, 
ing  the  party  out  of  court."  Keenan 
i;.  Leslie,  79  8.  C.  473,  60  S.  E.  1114. 

Vol.  XVI 


884 


JUBIES  AND  JUB0B8 


defendant's  constitutional  right  to  trial  by  jury.^^  And  where  a  court 
of  law  can  afford  complete  relief  the  plaintiff  cannot  evade  a  trial  by 
jury  through  resorting  to  equity. °*  Nor. can  a  party  having  availed 
himself  of  a  legal  remedy  thereafter  claim  that  the  cause  presents  one 
of  equitable  cognizance.''^  Where  plaintiff  seeking  both  legal  and 
equitable  relief  fails  to  establish  his  right  to  equitable  relief,^"  or  waives 
his  right  thereto,"  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  obtains  as  if  no  equitable 
relief  was  sought  in  the  cause. 

(III.)  As  Affected  by  Defendant's  Pleadings. —  (A.)'  Legal  Defense  to 
EqtriTABLE  Action.  — A  defense  raising  legal  issues  in  an  action  of  equit- 
able cognizance  ordinarily  does  not  render  the  cause  triable  by  jury 
as  of  right.®*    Thus,  pleas  of  payment  and  statute  of  limitations  in- 


63.  Oal.— Haggin  v.  Kelly,  136  Cal. 
481,  69  Pae.  140;  Angus  v.  Craven, 
132  Cal.  691,  64  Pac.  1091;  Newman 
V.  Duane,  89  Cal.  597,  27  Pac.  66; 
Donahue  v.  Meister,  88  Cal.  121,  25 
Pac.  1096,  22  Am.  St.  Eep.  283.  Ind. 
Boonville  Nat.  Bank  v.  Blakey,  166 
Ind.  427,  76  N.  E.  529.  Ky.— New- 
some  V.  Hamilton,  142  Ky.  5,  133  S. 
W.  952.  Mich. — Chandler  v.  Graham, 
123  Mich.  327,  82  N.  W.  814.  N.  Y. 
Brinckerhoff  v.  Bostwick,  105  N.  Y. 
567,  12  N.  E.  58.  S.  C— Marshall  v. 
Pitts,  39  S.  C.  390,  17  S.  E.  831.  S.  D. 
Leiseh  v.  Baer,  24  S.  D.  184,  123  N. 
W.  719.  Wis.— Harley  v.  Harley,  140 
Wis.  282,  122  N.  W.  761. 

64.  Boonville  Nat.  Bank  v.  Blakey, 
166  Ind.  427,  76  N.  E.  529;  AUen  v. 
Gray,  201  N.  Y.  504,  94  N.  E.  652; 
Stern  v.  Mayer,  99  App.  Div.  427,  91 
N.  Y.   Supp.   292. 

[a]  Fraud. — While  it  is  true  that 
courts  of  equity  have  jurisdiction  in 
cases  of  fraud,  "the  doctrine  has  its 
limitation  in  that  the  fraud  is  not 
remediable  by  an  action  at  law.  A 
man  may  acquire  another's  property 
by  fraudulent  misrepresentations;  but 
if  the  latter  may  obtain  complete  re- 
lief in  an  action  at  law,  as  by  a  judg- 
ment for  damages  or  for  the  recovery 
of  the  property  by  an  action  of  re- 
plevin, he  cannot  resort  to  a  suit  in 
equity.  .  .  .  We  see  nothing  in  the 
fact  that  this  is  a  controversy  aris- 
ing in  the  course  of  bankruptcy  pro- 
ceedings which  should  take  it  out  of 
th^  general  rule.  It  is  a  suit,  and 
must  be  such,  and  not  a  summary  pro- 
ceeding in  bankruptcy."  Warmath  v. 
O 'Daniel,  159  Fed.  87,  86  C.  C.  A.  277, 
16  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  414. 

65.  Daley  v.  Kennett,  75  N.  H.  536, 
78  Atl.  123,  39  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  45. 
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[a]  Election  by  Plaintiff. — Where 
plaintiff  instead  of  proceeding  in  chan- 
cery elects  to  bring  an  action  for  con- 
version he  cannot  complain  that  the  de- 
fendant thereby  obtained  the  right  to 
trial  by  jury.  Daley  v.  Kennett,  75 
N.  H.  536,  78  Atl.  123,  39  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  45. 

66.  Sternberger  v.  McGovern,  56  N. 
Y.  12;  Schwartz  v.  Klar,  144  App.  Div. 
37,   128   N.  Y.   Supp.  830. 

67.  Daley  v.  Kennett,  75  N.  H.  536, 
78  Atl.  123,  39  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  45. 

[a]  A  plaintiff  "by  voluntarily 
parting  with  his  right  to  any  equitable 
relief,  clearly  cannot  claim  that  his 
legal  action  should  be  tried  by  a  court 
of  equity  and  the  defendants  had  a 
right,  as  soon  as  that  fact  appeared, 
to  demand  a  jury  trial,  which  was 
granted  to  them  by  the  constitution. 
It  is  true  that,  by  the  entry  upon  the 
trial  of  a  legal  action  before  the  court 
without  a  jury,  the  right  to  a  jury  trial 
was  deemed  to  be  waived.  But  where 
the  action  upon  its  face  is  an  equitable 
one,  and  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff 
has,  by  his  own  act,  deprived  himself 
of  all  right  to  equitable  relief,  it  is 
clear  that  he  has  no  right  in  a  court 
of  equity  to  recover  an  incident  to  the 
equitable  cause  of  action  set  out  in  his 
complaint."  Saxton  v.  New  York  El. 
Ey.  Co.,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  508. 

68.  Oal.— Fuller  v.  Kelly,  28  Cal. 
App.  160,  151  Pac.  749.  Idaho.— Pen- 
ninger  L.  Co.  v.  Clark,  22  Idaho  397, 
126  Pac.  524.  Ind. — Eeichert  v.  Krass, 
13  Ind.  App.  348,  40  N.  B.  706,  41 
N.  E.  835.  la. — Bennett  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Smith,  171  iowa  405,  152  N.  W.  717; 
Eyman  v.  Lynch,  76  Iowa  587,  41  N. 
W.  320,  328.  INIimi.- Johnson  Service 
Co.  V.  Kruse,  121  Minn.  28,  140  N.  W. 
118,  Ann.  Cas.   1914C,  850;   Sumner   v. 
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terposed  to  an  action  in  equity  do  not  entitle  defendant  to  trial  by 
jury.^®  "Where  defendant  interposes  a  counterclaim  or  cross-complaint 
to  an  equitable  action  and  raises  legal  issues  therein,  he  generally  is 
not  entitled  as  of  right  to  a  trial  by  jury,'"  unless  the  equitable  right 
asserted  by  plaintiff  depends  xipon  the  determination  of  the  legal  is- 
sues raised  in  the  counterclaim,'^  or  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  is  con- 
ferred by  statute  in  such  eases.'^ 

(B.)  Equitable  Defense  to  Legal  Action. —  A  defense  to  an  action  at 
law  raising  equitable  issues  without  asking  for  affirmative  equitable 
relief  does  not  affect  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  of  the  whole  cause," 


Jones,  27  Minn.  312,  7  N.  W.  265. 
N.  D.— Gresens  v.  Martin,  27  N.  D.  231, 
145  N.  W.  823.  Wash.— Maher  &  Co. 
V.  Farnandis,  70  Wash.  250,  126  Pae. 
542;  Installment  B.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Went- 
worth,  1  Wash.  467,  25  Pac.  298. 

[a]  A  party  who  Injects  a  legal 
claim  into  an  ecLuitahle  action  cannot 
complain  that  he  was  deprived  of  a 
trial  by  jury.  Slaughter  v.  McManigal, 
138  Iowa  643,  116  N.  W.  726. 

[b]  Where  the  answer  to  an  ectuit- 
able  proceeding  raises  a  legal  issue  and 
the  case  is  treated  by  the  parties  as 
an  equitable  case  throughout  and  the 
right  of  the  court  to  pass  upon  the  legal 
as  well  as  the  equitable  issues  is  not 
questioned  until  after  verdict,  it  can- 
not be  claimed  that  the  finding  of  the 
jury  was  binding  upon  the  court,  as 
the  trial  by  jury  was  not  a  matter  of 
right  and  the  verdict  therefore  was 
merely  advisory.  Costello  v.  Scott,  30 
Nev.  43,  93  Pac.  1,  94  Pac.  222. 

69.  Leach  v.  Kundson,  97  Iowa  643, 
66  N.  W.  913;  Gregory  v.  Perry,  66 
S.  C.  455,  45  S.  E.  4. 

70.  Cal. — McNeil  v.  Morgan,  157  Cal. 
373,  108  Pac.  69;  Fuller  v.  Kelly,  28 
Cal.  App.  160,  151  Pae.  749.  la. 
Gatch  V.  Garretson,  100  Iowa  252,  69 
N.  W.  550.  Kan. — Sigel,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Haston,  81  Kan.  656,  106  Pac.  1096; 
Larkin  v.  Wilson,  28  Kan.  513.     Minfl. 

■  Johnson  Service  Co.  v.  Kruse,  121  Minn. 
28,  140  N.  W.  118,  Ann.  Gas.  1914C, 
850;  Johnson  v.  Peterson,  90  Minn.  503, 
97  N.  W.  384;  Sumner  v.  Jones,  27 
Minn.  312,  7  N".  W.  265.  Neb.— Mor- 
rissey  v.  Broomal,  37  Neb.  766,  56  N. 
W.  383.  N.  Y. — Maclsiellar  v.  Rogers, 
109  N.  T.  468,  17  N.  E.  350;  Gersmann 
«.  Walpole,  79  Misc.  49,  139  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1.  Okla. — Hartsog  v.  Berry,  45 
Okla.  277,  145  Pac.  328.  S.  0.— Mob- 
ley  Co.  V.  McLucas,  99  S.  C.  99,  82 
8.    E.    986;    Gibbes   Machinery    Co.   v. 


Hamilton,  89  S.  C.  438,  71  S.  E.  1029; 
McLanrin  v.  Hodges,  43  S.  C.  187,  ^0 
S.   E.  991. 

[a]  Cross-Bill  for  Ejectment. — Where 
plaintiff  alleges  the  ownership  and  pos- 
session of  land  and  that  defendant 
claims  title  thereto  under  forged  deeds 
and  prays  for  a  cancellation  of  such 
deeds  and  that  defendant  be  restrained 
from  claiming  thereunder  and  the  de- 
fendant files  a  cross-bill  in  the  nature 
of  ejectment,  the  equitable  nature  of 
the  action  is  not  changed  by  the  cross- 
bill and  the  defendant  is  not  entitled 
to  a  jury  trial.  Angus  v.  Craven,  132 
Cal.  691,  64  Pac.  1091. 

71.  Sandstrom  v.  Smith,  12  Idaho 
446,  86  Pae.  416;  Carder  v.  Weisen- 
burg,  95  Ky.  135,  23  S.  W.  964. 

[a]  Title  to  Land. — ^Where  a  com- 
plaint for  an  injunction  shows  that 
the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  land  upon 
which  the  defendant  is  alleged  to  have 
committed  trespass  and  it  is  alleged  in 
the  answer  that  defendant  has  a  prior 
title  to  such  land,  the  "issue  pre- 
sented by  the  pleadings  as  to  which 
of  the  parties  was  the  owner  of  the 
land  .  .  .  was  a  legal  issue  and  upon 
its  determination  depended  all  the 
other  questions  in  the  ease.  It  was 
therefore  proper  for  the  court  to  sub- 
mit, under  proper  instructions,  this  is- 
sue to  the  jury.  In  fact,  either  of  the 
parties  had  the  right  to  demand  a 
jury  trial."  Kountze  v.  Hatfield,  30 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  589,  99  S.  W.  262. 

72.  Mackellar  ».  Rogers,  109  N.  Y. 
468,  17  N.  E.  350;  Ettlinger  v.  Trus- 
tees of  Sailors'  Snug  Harbor,  122  App. 
Div.  681,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  779;  Arnot 
V.  Nevins,  44  App.  Div.  61,  60  N.  Y. 
Supp.  401.  But  see  Smith  v.  Fleisch- 
man,  23  App.  Div.  355,  48  N.  Y.  Supp. 
234. 

73.  Pierce  v.  Maetzold,  126  Minn. 
445,  148  N.  W.  302;  Pitts  v.  Pitts,  201 
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but  where  the  ans-^-er  seeks  affirmative  equitable  relief,  the  equitable 
issues  are  triable  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  while  the  legal  issues  are 
to  be  tried  in  the  same  manner  as  if  no  equitable  defense  had  been 
interposed.^*  "Where  defendant  though  not  expressly  asking  for  affirm- 
ative equitable  relief  invokes  equitable  defenses  which  in  effect  consti- 
tute a  request  for  an  adjudication  of  the  equities  pleaded,  the  issues 
thus  raised  by  such  defense  likewise  are  triable  by  the  court  without 
a  jury/^  In  order  to  entitle  defendant,  however,  to  a  determination 
of  thfc  issues  raised  in  the  answer  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  the  de- 
fense must  be  an  equitable  one  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term/^  and 
where  the  allegations  of  the  answer  are  provable  under  a  general  de- 
nial,^^  or  defendant  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  to  enforce  his  de- 
fense,'* the  whole  cause  is  triable  by  a  jury  as  a  matter  of  right.  Where 


Mo.  356,  100  S.  W.  1047;  Hall  v. 
Small,  178  Mo.  629,  77  S.  W.  733. 

[a]  An  "answer  setting  up  a  de- 
fense in  equity  will  not  convert  a  law 
case  into  one  in  equity,  so  as  to  re- 
quire a  trial  by  a  chancellor  unless  af- 
firmative relief  is  asked  and  is  neces- 
sary to  sustaining  or  ascertaining  de- 
fendant's rights."  Thompson  v.  Na- 
tional Bank,  132  Mo.  App.  225,  110 
S.  W.  681. 

74.  Mo.— Pitts  V.  Pitts,  201  Mo.  356, 
100  S.  W.  1047;  Thompson  v.  National 
Bank,  132  Mo.  App.  225,  110  S.  W. 
681.  Neb. — Card  v.  Deans,  84  Neb.  4, 
120  N.  W.  440.  Ohio.— Gill  v.  Pelkey, 
54  'Ohio  St.  348,  43  N.  E.  991;  Buck- 
ner  v.  Mear,  26  Ohio  St.  514.  Wis. 
Lombard  v.  Cowham,  34  Wis.  486. 

[a]  Where  "an  equitable  defense  is 
pleaded  to  a  law  action,  while  that  is- 
sue may  be  tried  by  the  court,  the 
right  of  plaintiff  to  a  jury  trial  on 
the  case  he  presents  is  not  affpoted." 
Tufts  V.  Norris,  115  Iowa  250,  88  N. 
W.  367. 

[b]  And  by  "making  an  equitable 
defense  .  .  .  the  defendant  does  not, 
.  .  .  lose  any  right  which  he  would 
otherwise  have  to  have  the  issues  of 
law  tried  by  a  jury,  nor  does  the 
court,  .  .  .  acquire  the  right  to  pass 
upon  all  the  issues  in  the  case  without 
a  jury."  Swasey  v.  Adair,  88  Cal.  179, 
25  Pac.  1119. 

[c]  The  answer  presenting  a  de- 
fense calling  for  equitable  relief  "is 
in  the  nature  of  a  bill  in  equity.  .  .  t, 
The  defendant  .  .  .  becomes  an  actor 
with  respect  to  the  matter  alleged  by 
him,  and  his  defense  must  be  of  such 
a  character  as  may  be  ripened  by  the 
decree  of  the  court  into  a  legal  right 
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...  as  will  estop  the  prosecution  of 
the  action  of  the  plaintiff.  .  .  .  Upon 
the  determination  of  the  court  upon 
the  relief  prayed  by  the  answer,  the 
necessity  of  proceeding  with  the  action 
at  law  will  depend.  When  it  does 
I)roceed,  the  legal  title  will  control 
its  result."  Estrada  v.  Murphy,  19  Cal. 
248. 

75.  Hauser  v.  Murray,  256  Mo.  58, 
165  S.  W.  376;  Keenan  v.  Leslie,  79 
S.  C.  473,  60  S.  E.  1114. 

[a]  In  Cooper  v.  Smith,  16  S.  C. 
331,  the  action  was  brought  to  recover 
possession  of  land  under  a  deed  and 
defendant  admitting  the  execution  of 
such  deed  alleged  that  he  was  in  pos- 
session of  the  land  under  an  agree- 
ment to  purchase  made  prior  to  the 
deed.  It  was  held  there  that  the  de- 
fense being  such  as  could  only  be 
heard  in  a  court  of  equity  "must  be 
tried  by  the  judge,  either  personally 
or  through  the  aid  of  a  jury  acting 
under  his  order  and  for  his  enlighten- 
ment. ' ' 

76.  Weaver  v.  Arkansas  Nat.  Bank, 
73  Ark.  462,  84  S.  W.  510. 

[a]  A  denial  of  the  contract  which 
is  set  out  in  the  complaint  without 
prayer  for  its  reformation  or  claim  of 
rescission  raises  a  legal  and  not  an 
equitable  issue  and  is  therefore  triable 
by  a  jury.  Sloan  v.  Courtenay,  54  S. 
C.  314,  32  S.  E.  431. 

77.  Locke  v.  Moulton,  108  Cal.  49, 
41  Pac.  28;  Heston  v.  Dongan,  52  Ind. 
App.  40,  96  N.  E.  614. 

78.  Fludd  v.  Equitable  L.  Assur. 
Soc,  75  S.  C.  315,  55  S.  E.  762. 

[a]  Cancellation  of  Policy. — In  an 
action  on  an  insurance  policy  all  "the 
rights   which    the    insurance    company 
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defendant  files  an  equitable  counterclaim  or  cross-complaint  to  an  action 
at  law  the  issues  thus  raised  by  him  are  triable  by  the  court,'®  and 
ordinarily  should  be  tried  first.^" 


could  maintain  in  an  action  for  can- 
cellation on  the  ground  of  false  repre- 
sentation are  available  as  a  defense 
alleging  forfeiture  in  a  suit  on  the  in- 
strument. It  was,  therefore,  perfectly 
proper  to  deny  the  equitable  relief 
sought  inasmuch  as  defendant  had  a 
complete  and  adequate  remedy  at 
law."  Fludd  v.  Equitable  L.  Assur. 
Soc,  75  S.  C.  315,  55  S.  E.  762. 

[b]  OanceUation  of  Note.  —  And 
where  the  defense  interposed  to  an 
action  on  a  promissory  note  in  legal 
effect  is  a  plea  of  payment,  although 
defendant  asks  for  cancellation  of  the 
note,  such  defense  does  not  convert 
the  case  into  an  equitable  action  and 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  trial  of 
the  whole  case  by  a  jury.  "It  is  one 
of  the  established  rules  of  equity  juris- 
diction that  equity  will  not  lend  its 
aid  to  a  party  who  has  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law  .  .  .  and  had  the  issue 
been  tried  at  law,  before  a  jury,  and 
a  verdict  found  in  defendant's  favor, 
and  judgment  rendered  thereon,  it 
would  have  afforded  defendant  as  ef- 
fective relief  as  could  be  granted  by 
a  decree  in  equity  cancelling  the 
note."  Stalter  v.  Stalter,  151  Mo.  App. 
66,  131  S.  W.  747.  See  also  White  v. 
Shouts,  154  App.  Div.  428,  139  N.  Y. 
Supp.  169. 

79.  Cal. — Crocker  v.  Carpenter,  98 
Cal.  418,  33  Pac.  271;  Fish  v.  Benson, 
71  Cal.  428,  12  Pac.  454.  Ind.— Peden 
V.  Cavins,  134  Ind.  494,  34  N.  E.  7, 
39  Am.  St.  Hep.  276.  la.— Marquis  v. 
nisley,  99  Iowa  135,  68  N.  W.  589; 
Marling  v.  Burlington,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  67 
Iowa  331,  25  N.  W.  268.  Mo. — ^Hauser 
V.  Murray,  256  Mo.  58,  165  S.  W.  376; 
Lincoln  Trust  Co.  v.  Nathan,  175  Mo. 
32,  74  S.  W.  1007.  Neb.— Card  v. 
Deans,  84  Neb.  4,  120  N.  W.  440; 
Jewett  V.  Black,  60  Neb.  173,  82  N.  W. 
375;  Hotaling  v.  Tecumseh  Nat.  Bank, 
55  Neb.  5,  75  N.  W.  242.  Ohio.— Buck- 
ner  ».  Mear,  26  Ohio  St.  514.  Okla. 
Maas  V.  Dunmyer,  21  Okla.  434,  96 
Pac.  591.  Wash. — ^Nolan  v.  Pacific 
Warehouse  Co.,  67  Wash.  173,  121  Pac. 
451,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  167;  Lindley  v. 
McGlauflin,  57  Wash.  581,  107  Pac. 
355. 

[a]     Separating  Legal  and  Equitable 


Issues. — While  under  code  procedure 
both  legal  and  equitable  issues  may  be 
tried  in  the  same  case,  yet  "  'at  the 
trial,  the  legal  and  equitable  issues 
must  be  distinguished  and  decided  by 
the  court  in  the  exercise  of  its  dis- 
tinct functions  as  a  court  of  law  and 
a  court  of  equity,  and  only  those 
should  be  determined  by  a  jury  which 
are  properly  triable  by  a  jury,  while 
those  which  would  formerly  have  been 
triable  in  equity  must  be  determined 
by  the  judge  in  the  exercise  of  his 
chancery  powers.'  "  Holliday  v. 
Hughes,  54  S.  C.  155,  31  S.  E.  867. 

[b]  Although  Defendant  Admits 
Part  of  Claim. — Gantz  v.  Gease,  82  Ohio 
St.  34,  91  N.  E.  872. 

[c]  Practice  in  New  York. — "Where 
the  defendant  has  pleaded  an  equit- 
able counterclaim,  if  he  wishes  a  trial 
of  the  issues  arising  thereupon  at 
special  term,  the  proper  practice  is  to 
move  for  an  order  directing  separate 
trials  in  the  appropriate  forum  of  the 
separate  issues  and  the  order  thereof. 
.  .  .  The  court  may  then  determine 
whether  the  issues  should  be  tried  sep. 
arately."  Wasserman  v.  Taubin,  129 
App.  '  Div.   691,   114   N.   Y.  Supp.   447. 

80.  Cal. — ^Fish  v.  Benson,  71  Cal. 
428,  12  Pac.  454;  Martin  v.  Zellerbach, 
38  Cal.  300,  99  Am.  Dec.  365.  Idaho. 
Penninger  Lateral  Co.  v.  Clark,  22 
Idaho  397,  126  Pac.  524.  N.  D. 
Gresens  v.  Martin,  27  N.  D.  231,  145 
N.  W.  823.  Utah.— Steele  v.  Boley,  7 
Utah  64,  24  Pac.  755.  Wis. — Cornelius 
V.  Kessel,  58  Wis.  237,  16  N.  W. 
550. 

[a]  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court, 
where  an  equitable  defense  is  set  up 
in  a  cross-complaint  "to  first  deter- 
mine the  issues  involved  under  the 
cross-complaint,  for  the  reason  that  if 
the  defendants  succeeded  on  these  is- 
sues it  would  defeat  the  right  of 
plaintiffs  to  recover  in  their  action  at 
law,  however  perfect  their  legal  right;" 
Fish  V.  Benson,  71  Cal.  428,  12  Pac. 
454. 

[b]  Compare  Du  Pont  v.  Davis,  35 
Wis.  631,  where  it  is  said:  "It  would 
have  been  more  correct  practice  to 
have  first  tried  the  equitable  issue  on 
the    defendant's    counterclaim,    before 
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If  the  plaintiff  ijismisses  his  complaint  leaving  only  the  equitable  is- 
sues made  in  the  answer,  his  right  of  trial  by  jury  eeases.^^ 

(C.)  Joinder  op  Legal  and  Equitable  Defenses.  —  Where  defendant  in- 
terposes legal  as  well  as  equitable  defenses,  the  issues  thus  raised  must 
be  tried  separately,  the  former  by  a  jury  and  the  latter  by  the  court,^^ 
and  the  equitable  issues  must  be  disposed  of  first.^' 

(IV.)  As  Affected  by  Intprvention  and  Interpleader.  —  The  general  rules 
regulating  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  as  dependent  upon  the  issues 
raised,  apply  to  intervenors.^*  Thus,  an  intervener  in  an  equity  suit 
is  not  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury  as  of  right,  even  though  the  issue 
raised  by  him  sounds  in  tort.^^ 

Where  a  suit  in  interpleader  is  filed  no  right  to  trial  by  jury  ob- 
tains,^^  and  where  by  an  order  of  interpleader  an  action  at  law  be- 
comes of  equitable  character,  it  is  triable  by  the  court  without  a  jury.*^ 


the  court;  and  after,  the  legal  issue 
by  a  jury.  But  this  rests  somewhat 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court.  And 
the  reverse  order  of  trial,  in  cases  like 
the  present,  where  it  works  no  preju- 
dice-, cannot  be  regarded  as  error." 

81.  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  115  Ind. 
112,  17  ISr.  E.  111. 

82.  Cal. — Bodley  v.  Ferguson,  30 
Cal.  511;  Weber  v.  Marshall,  19  Cal. 
457.  Mo. — Grayson  v.  Weddle,  80  Mo. 
39.  N.  y.— Guaranty  Trust  Co.  v.  Eob- 
iiison,  31  Misc.  277,  64  N.  T.  Supp. 
366. 

[a]  "Where  .  .  .  both  legal  and 
ecLuitable  defenses  are  relied  upon,  the 
former  should  be  tried  by  a  jury  and 
the  court  may  also  submit  to  the  jury 
for  its  decision  such  matters  of  fact 
as  are  involved  in  the  equitable  issue; 
.  .  .  but  the  finding  of  the  jury  in 
relation  to  the  facts  involved  in  the 
equitable  issue  should  be  special,  to 
enable  the  court  to  render  such  a  judg- 
ment thereon  as  might  be  equitable  and 
proper  between  the  parties."  Petty 
V.  Malier,  15  B.  Mon.  (Ky.)  591. 

83.  Swasey  v.  Adair,  88  Cal.  179,  25 
Pac.  1119;  Peterson  v.  Philadelphia 
Mrtg.  &  Tr.  Co.,  33  Wash.  464,  74  Pac. 
585. 

[a]  Equitable  Issue  Tried  First. 
Where  the  answer  to  an  action  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  sustained  by  an 
alleged  breach  of  contract  not  only 
denies  the  breach  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  but  alleging  a  breach  by  the 
plaintiff  asks  for  the  foreclosure  of 
a  trust  deed  given  as  (security  for 
such  breach,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  try  the  equitable  defense  first, 
as  a  finding  that  plaintiff  had  broken 
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the  contract  destroys  plaintiff's  case. 
Nolan  V.  Pacific  Warehouse  Co.,  67 
Wash.  173,  121  Pac.  451,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913D,  167. 

84.  IT.  S. — ^Luria  v.  United  States, 
231  U.  S.  9,  34  Sup.  Ct.  10,  58  L.  ed. 
101.  Cal.— McNeil  v.  Morgan,  157  Cal. 
373,  108  Pac.  69.  111.— South  Park 
Comrs.  V.  Phillips,  27  111.  App.  380. 
La. — Lacroix  ».  Menard,  3  Mart.  N.  S. 
339,   15   Am.   Dec.   161. 

As  to  intervention  generally,  see  14 
Standard  Proc.  285,  et  seq. 

85.  Nashville  By.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Bunn, 
168  Fed.  862,  94  C.  C.  A.  274. 

86.  Mo. — Grand  Lodge  v.  Eisner,  26 
Mo.  App.  108.  Mont.— Missoula  T.  & 
S.  Bank  v.  Iman,  50  Mont.  355,  146 
Pae.  941.  N.  Y.— Gleason  v.  Bush,  166 
App.  Div.  865,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  54; 
Voss  V.  Smith,  87  App.  Div.  395,  84 
N.  Y.  Supp.  471. 

See  also  14  Standard  Proc.  216. 

[a]  "The  statutory  proceeding  of 
interpleader,  where  applicable,  pro- 
vides substantially  the  remedy  former- 
ly obtained  by  a  bill  of  interpleader 
in  equity.  Where,  upon  the  issues 
framed,  it  is  apparent  .  .  .  that  the 
right  of  one  person  to  participate  in 
the  fund  involved  is  not  necessarily 
exclusive  of  the  rights  of  others  there- 
in and  that  the  facts  may  require  an 
equitable  distribution  of  the  fund,  a 
proper  ease  is  presented  for  trial  by 
the  court  and  neither  side  is  entitled, 
as  a  matter  of  right,  to  a  jury  trial." 
Burkee  v.  Matson,  114  Minn.  233,  130 
N.  W.   1025,  34  L.  E.  A.    (N.  S.)   924. 

87.  Schreiber  '«.  Dry  Dock  Sav. 
Instit.,  59  Mise.  408,  112  N.  Y.  Supp. 
360. 
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_  f.  Actions  for  Becovery  of  Money  or  Property.  —  Generally  in  ac- 
tions for  the  recovery  of  money,'*  or  specific  property /°  the  parties  are 
entitled  to  trial  by  jury  as  a  matter  of  right.  Thus,  suits  in  replevin*" 
and  ejectment^^  are  triable  by  jury. 

Where  ectuitable  issues  are  involved  in  actions  for  the  recovery  of  money 
and  property,  the  general  rule  that  the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  depends 
upon  the  nature  of  the  main  issue  applies.®^  Thus,  where  the  action  is 
brought  primarily  for  the  recovery  of  money  it  is  triable  by  jury  as  of 
right,  although  plaintiff  seeks  also  equitable  relief.°^  So  too,  an  action 
to  recover  real  property  from  a  tenant  is  triable  by  jury  as  of  right 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  plaintiff  also  asks  for  a  cancellation  of 


88.  U.  S.— Brown  v.  Fletcher,  206 
Fed.  461,  124  C.  C.  A.  367.  Cal.— New- 
man V.  Duane,  89  Gal.  597,  27  Pae. 
66.  Kan. — Seward  v.  Seward,  59  Kan. 
387,  53  Pac.  63;  Myers  v.  Knabe,  4 
Kan.  App.  484,  46  Pac.  472.  Ky. 
Smith  V.  Moberly,  15  B.  Men.  70. 
IVIinu. — Tripp  v.  Northwestern  Nat. 
Bank,  45  Minn.  383,  48  N.  W.  4.  Mo. 
Benoist  v.  Thomas,  121  Mo.  660,  27 
S.  W.  609;  Fehrenbach,  etc.  Co.  v. 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  Ey.  Co.,  182  Mo. 
App.  1,  167  S.  W.  631;  Baum  v.  Steph- 
enson, 133  Mo.  App.  187,  113  S.  W. 
225.  Neb. — Kuhl  v.  Pierce  County,  44 
Neb.  584,  62  N.  W.  1066.  N.  Y.— Glenn 
V.  Lancaster,  109  N.  Y.  641,  16  N.  E. 
484;  Bowery  Bank  v.  Martin,  61  Hun 
625,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  73;  Clark  v. 
Blumenthal,  20  Jones  &  S.  355.  N.  D. 
Avery  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Crumb,  14  N.  D. 
57,  103  N.  W.  410.  Ohio. — Gunsaullus 
V.  Pettit,  46  Ohio  St.  27,  17  N.  B. 
231;  Averill,  etc.  Co.  v.  Verner,  22 
Ohio  St.  372;  Eiddle  v.  McBeth,  2 
Ohio  Dec.  (Eeprint)  606.  Okla. — Sher- 
man V.  Eandolph,  13  Okla.  224,  74  Pac. 
102.  S.  0. — Osborne  v.  Osborne,  41 
S.  C.  195,  19  S.  E.  494.  Wyo.— Friend 
V.  Oggshaw,  3  "Wyo.  59,  31  Pac.  1047. 

[a]  "If  an  action  is  brought  for 
recovery  of  the  amount  due  on  a  writ- 
ten instrument  for  the  payment  of 
money,  the  fact  that  the  instrument 
was  lost  would  not  make  the  action  an 
equitable  one,  and  .  .  .  the  mere 
fact  that  the  alleged  contract  could 
only  be  established  by  parol  because 
the  writings  had  been  lost  does  not 
change  the  form  of  action  from  one 
at  law  to  one  in  equity."  Dilger  v. 
Estate  of  McQuade,  158  Wis.  328,  148 
N.  W.   1085. 

[b]  Notwithstanding  a  Prayer  for 
I'ull  Discovery. — Where  an  action  is 
brought  for  the  recovery  of  a  sum  of 


money  obtained  by  defendants  through 
a  conspiracy  to  cheat  and  defraud, 
either  party  is  entitled  to  a  jury  trial 
notwithstanding  a  prayer  for  a  full 
discovery.  Chapman  v.  Lee,  45  Ohio 
St.  356,  13  N.  E.  736. 

[c]  Action  To  Recover  Money  Paid 
Under  IMisrepresentations. — Where  the 
action  is  brought  to  recover  a  money 
judgment  based  upon  misrepresenta- 
tions as  to  the  number  of  acres  in  a 
tract  of  land  sold  by  defendants  to 
the  plaintiff  and  there  is  no  allegation 
of  mistake  or  right  to  rescind,  the 
defendants  are  entitled  to  a  jury  trial 
upon  the  issues  presented.  Hanan  v. 
Messenger,  168  Iowa  507,  150  N.  W. 
673. 

[d]  But  a  proceeding  to  recover  the 
refund  of  excess  charges  from  a  cor- 
poration is  not  one  wherein  a  trial  by 
jury  is  a  matter  of  right.  Pioneer  T. 
&  T.  Co.  V.  State,  40  Okla.  417,  138 
Pac.   1033. 

89.  Cal.— Davis  v.  Judson,  159  Cal. 
121,  113  Pac.  147;  Newman  v.  Duane, 
89  Cal.  597,  27  Pae.  66.  Ind.— Harmon 
V.  Pohle,  46  Ind.  App.  369,  92  N.  E. 
119.  Mo. — Benoist  v.  Thomas,  121  Mo. 
660,  27  S.  W.  609.  Okla.— Wah-tah- 
noh-zhe  v.  Moore,  36  Okla.  631,  129 
Pac.  877.  S.  C— Capell  v.  Moses,  36 
S.  C.  559,  15  S.  E.  711. 

90.  Stark  v.  Couch,  109  Ark.  534, 
160  S.  W.  853;  Blackman  v.  Wheaton, 
13  Minn.  326. 

91.  Ind. — Heston  v.  Dougan,  52  Ind. 
App.  40,  96  N.  E.  614.  Mo.— Hall  v. 
Small,  .178  Mo.  629,  77  S.  W.  733. 
Wis. — Harley  v.  Harley,  140  Wis.  282, 
122  N.  W.  761;  Lombard  v.  Cowham, 
34  Wis.  486. 

92.  See  supra,  II,  E,  4,  e. 

93.  Bradley  v.  Herron,  20  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  (N.  S.)  282. 
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the  lease.^*'  On  the  other  hand,  where  the  main  issue  is  of  equitable 
cognizance,  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  of  the  case  does  not  obtain  even 
though  the  plaintiff  seeks  also  to  recover  money  in  the  action.^^  And 
where  plaintiff  seeking  to  recover  money  invokes  also  the  aid  of  equity, 
the  equitable  issues  are  triable  by  the  court,  while  the  issue  relating 
to  the  recovery  of  money  is  triable  by  jury  as  of  right.°°  So  too,  where 
defendant  in  an  action  brought  for  the  recovery  of  specific  real  prop- 
erty, in  his  answer  asks  for  aiBrmative  equitable  relief,  the  equitable 
issues  thus  raised  are  triable  by  the  court.*' 

g.    Determination  of  Title  to  Real  Property.  —  (I,)   Generally.  —  Gen- 
erally actions  brought  to  determine  title  to  real  property  are  triable 


94.  Harmon  v.  Pohle,  46  Ind.  App. 
369,  92  N.  E,  119. 

95.  Alien  v.  Gray,  139  App.  Biv. 
428,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  137. 

[a]  Even  tbough  the  plaintlfi  de- 
mands judgment  for  a  sum  of  money, 
the  action  is  of  equitable  cognizance, 
where  in  order  to  render  such  judg- 
ment it  is  necessary  to  adjudicate  that 
the  defendant  transferred  property  in 
fraud  of  his  creditors,  and  hence  the 
action  is  not  triable  by  jury  as  a  mat- 
ter of  right.  Allen  v.  Gray,  139  App. 
Div.  428,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  137. 

[b]  If  "an  issue  of  fact  relates  to 
or  involves  a.  trust  which  the  party 
tendering  it  is  attempting  to  establish, 
it  is  triable  to  the  cburt.  .  .  .  The 
fact  that  plaintiff  asked  for  a  money 
judgment  is  by  no  means  decisive  that 
the  action  was  one  at  law.  If  he  es- 
tablished the  trust  upon  which  he  re- 
lied, then  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  money  which 
he  had  received  on  account  of  the 
trust."  Cree  v.  Lewis,  49  Colo.  186, 
112  Pac.  326. 

[c]  Where  the  main  purpose  of  the 
action  is  to  compel  an  accounting  and 
settlement  and  issues  of  fact  as  to 
fraud  and  value  of  property  are  but 
incidental  to  the  main  purpose  of  the 
action,  the  chancellor  has  exclusive 
jurisdiction  thereof  and  such  jurisdic- 
tion cariries  with  it  the  power  to  de- 
cide all  issues  raised,  without  inter- 
vention of  a  jury.  Comingor  v.  Louis- 
ville Trust  Co.,  128  Ky.  697,  108  S.  "W. 
950,  111  S.  W.  681,  129  Am.  St.  Eep. 
322.    See  infra,  11,  E,  4,  j. 

96.    See  supra,  II,  E,  4,  e. 

[a]  Where  plaintiff  under  a  statute 
seeks  to  establish  an  indebtedness  of 
defendants  to  him  and  in  the  same 
proceeding  endeavors  to  reach  in  pay- 
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nient  of  such  debt  an  interest  owing 
to  defendants  from  a  third  person 
which  cannot  be  seized  in  an  action 
at  law,  "the  defendants  are  entitled 
to  trial  by  jury  respecting  the  debt 
alleged  to  be  due  from  them  to  the 
plaintiff.  They  are  not  entitled  to  a 
trial  by  jury  respecting  the  other 
branches  of  the  case  which  relate  to 
remedy  and  which  are  purely  equitable 
in  their  nature."  Stockbridge  v. 
Mixer,  215  Mass.  415,  102  N.  E.  646. 
97.  Gill  V.  Pelkey,  54  Ohio  St.  348, 
43  N.  E.  991.     See  supra,  II,  E,  4,  e. 

[a]  Equitable  Defense. — Where  in 
an  action  to  recover  real  property  the 
defendant  sets  up  a  parol  contract  to 
purchase  it,  his  defense  is  equitable 
and  not  a  matter  to  be  determined  by 
the  jury.  Keenan  v.  Leslie,  79  S.  C. 
473,  60  S.  E.  1114. 

[b]  No  Affirmative  Belief  Asked. 
(1)  But  where  the  complaint  states  a 
cause  of  action  in  ejectment  and  the 
answer  attempts  to  set  up  an  equitable 
defense  of  implied  trust  but  does  not 
ask  any  afSrmative  relief,  the  case 
remains  an  action  at  law  and  it  is 
error  to  take  the  ease  from  the  jury. 
Hall  V.  Small,  178  Mo.  629,  77  S.  W. 
733.  (2)  And  the  defense  of  fraud  to 
be  available  as  an  equitable  one  to 
an  action  of  ejectment  must  be  "accom- 
panied by  a  demand  for  such  relief  as 
the  defendant  supposes  himself  en- 
titled to.  ...  A  mere  equitable  de- 
fense is  not  sufficient.  There  must  be 
a  counterclaim  also."  Lombard  v. 
Cowham,  34  Wis.  486. 

[c]  An  issue  if  estoppel  in  pals  as 
a  defense  to  an  action  for  the  recov- 
ery of  possession  of  land  is  a  legal 
issue  and  triable  by  a  jury  as  of 
right.  Southern  Ry.  Co.  v.  Howell,  89 
S.  C.  391,  71  S.  E.  972,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913A,  1070. 
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I'y  jury  as  of  right,"*  except  where  the  issue  of  title  is  only  incidentally 
involved  in  an  action  of  equitable  cognizance.*^ 

(n.)  Actions  To  Quiet  Title.  —  Where  under  a  statute  an  action  may 
be  brought  against  adverse  claimants  to  quiet  title  to  property,^  such 
action  is  deemed  of  equitable  cognizance,  and  neither  party  ordinarily 
is  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury;^  but  where  the  issues  raised  in  the  action 


98.  Cal.  —  Gillespie  v.  Gouly,  120 
Cal.  515,  52  Pac.  816;  Donahue  v. 
Meister,  88  Cal.  121,  25  Pac.  1096,  22 
Am.  St.  Eep.  283.  Fla. — Hughes  v. 
Hannah,  39  Fla.  365,  22  So.  613.  Ky. 
Kountze  v.  Hatfield,  30  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
589,  99  S.  W.  262.  Mass. — ^Weeks  v. 
Brooks,  205  Mass.  458,  92  N.  E.  45. 
Mich.— Tabor  v.  Cook,  15  Mich.  322. 
Miss. — Wofford  v.  Bailey,  57  Miss. 
239.  Mo. — ^Lee  v.  Conran,  213  Mo.  404, 
■111  S.  W.  1151.    Mont. — Montana  Ore- 

Purch.  Co.  V.  Boston,  etc.  Min.  Co., 
27  Mont.  536,  71  Pac.  1005.  Nev. 
Stonecifer  v.  Yellow  Jacket,  etc.  Co., 
3  Nev.  38.  N.  Y.— King  v.  Boss,  28 
App.  Div.  371,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  138. 
Pa. — In  re  Haines'  Appeal,  73  Pa.  169. 
S.  O.— Marshall  v.  Pitts,  39  S.  C.  390, 
17  S.  E.  831.  S.  D. — Nelson  v.  Jor- 
deth,  15  S.  D.  46,  87  N.  W.  140. 

[a]  Title  by  Sheriff's  Sale.— The 
question  whether  a  title  acquired 
through  a  sheriflE's  sale  is  superior  to 
the  title  of  plaintiff  under  a  convey- 
ance from  the  judgment  debtor  made 
before  the  judgment  was  recovered  but 
recorded  after  such  recovery,  is  purely 
one  of  law  to  be  determined  by  a 
jury.  Alpern  v.  Behrenburg,  77  N.  J. 
Eq.  373,  77  Atl.  803. 

[b]  Title  afl  Defense. — ^Where  fle- 
fendants  in  an  action  to  remove  cer- 
tain obstructions  from  a  public  street, 
claim  title  to  land  included  in  the 
street,  they  are  entitled  to  a  trial  by 
jury  provided  that  their  claim  of  title 
is  a  bona  fide  claim,  but  if  they  can- 
not show  that  they  are  not  in  a  posi- 
tion to  demand  a  jury.  Moorman  v. 
City  of  Lynchburg,  113  Ya.  90,  73  S. 
E.  987. 

99.  Atkinson  v.  Crowe  Coal,  etc.  Co., 
80  Kan.  161,  102  Pac.  59,  106  Pac. 
1052,  39  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)   31. 

[a]  "The  difficulty  encountered  in 
the  enforcement  of  this  rule  consists 
chiefly  in  determining  whether  or  not 
the  action  under  consideration  cornea 
within  the  rule.  The  test  upon  this 
question  which  has  been  generally  fol- 
lowed is   that,  where  the  real   object 


of  the  action,  whatever  its  form,  ap- 
pears to  be  to  settle  a  disputed  ques- 
tion of  title,  then  either  party  may 
demand  a  jury  as  matter  of  right,  if, 
on  the  other  hand,  the  purpose  is  to 
obtain  proper  equitable  relief,  then 
the  chancellor  may  administer  it,  even 
though  it  involves  an  examination  of 
title."  Atkinson  v.  Crowe  Coal,  etc. 
Co.,  80  Kan.  161,  102  Pac.  50,  106  Pac. 
1052,  39  L.  E.  A.    (N.  S.)   31. 

1.  See  the  title   "Quieting  Title." 

2,  TJ.  S.— Holland  v.  Challen,  110  U. 
S.  15,  3  Sup.  Ct.  495,  28  L.  ed.  52; 
Book  c.'^  Justice  Min.  Co.,  58  Fed.  827; 
Grand  Eapids  Co.  v.  Sparrow,  36  Fed. 
210,  1  L.  B.  A.  480.  Oal.— McNeil  v. 
Morgan,  157  Cal.  373,  108  Pac.  69; 
Fuller  V.  Kelly,  28  Cal.  App.  160,  151 
Pac.  749.  Colo. — Eice  v.  Goodwin,  2 
Colo.  App.  267,  30  Pac.  330.  Idaho. 
Fairview  Investment  Co.  v.  Lamberson, 
25  Idaho  72,  136  Pac.  606.  lU.— Gage 
V.  Ewing,  107  111.  11.  la.— Coulthard 
V.  Davis,  151  Iowa  578,  131  N.  W. 
1083;  Bradley  v.  Burkhart,  139  Iowa 
323,  115  N.  W.  597,  130  Am.  St.  Eep. 
328.  Kan. — Butts  v.  Butts,  84  Kan. 
475,  114  Pac.  1048;  Bethany  Hospital 
Co.  V.  Philippi,  82  Kan.  64,  107  Pac. 
530,  30  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  194.  Ky. 
Hall  V.  Pratt,  142  Ky.  561,  134  S.  "W. 
900.  Mass. — Crocker  v.  Getting,  173 
Mass.  68,  53  N.  E.  158.  Minn.— John- 
son V.  Peterson,  90  Minn.  503,  97  N. 
W.  384;  Eoussain  v.  Patten,  46  Minn. 
308,  48  N.  W.  1122.  Mont.— Montana 
Ore-Purch.  Co.  v.  Boston,  etc.  Co.,  27 
Mont.  288,  70  Pac.  1114.  N.  J.— Brady 
V.  Carteret  Eealty  Co.,  70  N.  J.  Eq. 
748,  64  Atl.  1078,  118  Am.  St.  Eep. 
778,  8  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  866.  Ohio. 
EUithorpe  v.  Buck,  17  Ohio  St.  72. 
Okia.— Hartsog  «.  Perry,  45  Okla.  277, 
145  Pac.  328.  Ore. — McLeod  v.  Lloyd, 
43  Ore.  260,  71  Pac.  795,  74  Pac.  491. 
S.  O. — Trustees  of  University  v.  Trus- 
tees of  Academy,  85  S.  C.  546,  67  S.  B. 
951.  S.  D. — Grigsby  v.  Larson,  24  S. 
D.  628,  124  N.  W.  856.  Wash.— White 
V.  McSorley,  47  Wash.  18,  91  Pac.  243; 
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are  such  as  at  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  were  triable  by  jury, 
the  parties  are  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury  of  such  issues.^    However,  a 


Eohrer  v.  Snyder,  29  Wash.  199,  69  Pae. 
748. 

[a]  A  statute  authorizing  any  per- 
son claiming  title  to  lands  through  a 
conveyance  executed  upon  a  sale  for 
non-payment  of  taxes  to  commence  a 
suit  in  chancery  to  quiet  his  title  there- 
to without  taking  possession  of  such 
lands  is  only  applicable  to  vacant  lands 
and  does  not  intend  to  give  a  remedy 
in  chancery  where  at  common  law  a 
trial  by  jury  was  demandable  as  of 
right.  "Whatever  proceeding  the 
legislature  authorizes  for  the  determina- 
tion of  adverse  claims,  the  right  of 
the  party  in  possession  to  a  jury  trial 
must  be  kept  in  view,  .  .  .  The  courts 
will  always  construe  a  legislative  act 
so  as  to  give  it  effect  as  law,  if  it 
be  practicable  to  do  so.  An  intent  to 
violate  the  constitution  is  not  to  be 
presumed  in  any  case,  and  a  construc- 
tion which  would  have  that  effect  is 
not  to  be  adopted  unless  forced  .  .  . 
by  the  terms  employed.  .  .  .  We  do 
not  discover  in  this  statute  a  clear 
intent  to  give  a  remedy  in  chancery 
in  cases  where  the  defendant  was  en- 
titled to  a  jury  trial  at  the  common 
law,  and  as  an  act  to  that  effect,  with- 
out provision  for  a  jury  at  the  option 
of  defendant,  would  be  unconstitution- 
al, it  is  our  duty,  under  the  principle 
stated,  to  hold  the  act  applicable  only 
to  those  cases  where  the  defendant  is 
not  in  possession."  Tabor  v.  Cook,  15 
Mich.  322. 

[b]  A  proceeding  under  the  federal 
statute  to  determine  the  rights  of  ad 
verse  claimants  to  a  mineral  location 
is  not  equitable  in  its  nature  as  the 
right  of  possession  is  the  gist  of  the 
action,  and  hence  a  jury  is  demand- 
able  as  of  right.  Burke  v.  McDonald, 
2  Idaho  339,  13  Pac.  351. 

[c]  Establishment  of  Boundaiy  Line. 
But  where  both  parties  claim  posses- 
sion of  the  property  and  the  location 
of,  the  boundary  line  between  their 
adjoining  lands  is  the  matter  in  dis- 
pute neither  party  is  entitled  to  a  jury 
trial  in  an  action  brought  under  the 
statute  to  quiet  title.  "The  relief 
sought  by  the  plaintiff  could  not  have 
been  obtained  by  an  actior  for  the 
recovery  of  real  property,  under  either 
the  code  or  the  forms  of  the  common 
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law;  and  was  not,  therefore,  a  case 
in  which  he  could  demand  a  trial  by 
jury,  of  the  issues  involved.  ...  It 
follows  that  the  defendant  had  neither 
a  statutory  nor  constitutional  right  to 
have  the  boundary  line  in  controversy 
established  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury, 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  the  relief 
which  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to."  El- 
lithorpe  v.  Buck,  17  Ohio  St.  72. 

[d]  And  where  plaintiff  is  in  pos- 
session of  real  property  and  defendant 
claims  title  thereto  under  a  forged 
deed  an  action  brought  to  quiet  title 
is  of  purely  equitable  character,  and 
a  jury  trial  is  not  demandable  in  such 
action  as  a  matter  of  right.  Angus  v. 
Craven,  132  Cal.  691,  64  Pac.  1091. 

[e]  Where  defendants  admit  plain- 
tiff's legal  title  to  the  land  in  con- 
troversy and  base  their  defense  upon 
an  alleged  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
such  land  and  in  effect  ask  for  a  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  agreement,  it 
"is  very  clear  .  .  .  that  the  defend- 
ants were  not  entitled  to  a  jury  for 
the  trial  of  the  equitable  issues  thus 
presented."  Crocker  v. -Carpenter,  98 
Cal.  418,  33  Pac.  271. 

3.  Ark. — Love  v.  Bryson,  57  Ark. 
589,  22  S.  W.  341.  Fla.— Hughes  v. 
Hannah,  39  Fla.  365,  22  So.  613.  lU. 
Gage  V.  Ewing,  107  111.  11.  Ind.— Trit- 
tipo  V.  Morgan,  99  Ind.  269;  Macy  «. 
Wood,  49  Ind.  App.  469,  97  N.  E.  553. 
Md.— McCoy  v.  Johnson,  70  Md.  490, 
17  Atl.  387.  Mich.— Tabor  v.  Cook,  15 
Mich.  322.  Mo.— Minor  v.  Burton,  228 
Mo.  558,  128  8.  W.  964.  Mont.— Mon- 
tana Ore-Pureh.  Co.  v.  Boston,  etc. 
Min.  Co.,  27  Mont.  536,  71  Pac.  1005. 
N.  J.— Powell  V.  Mayo,  24  N.,  J.  Eq. 
178.  Pa. — North  Pennsylvania  Coal 
Co.  V.  Snowden,  42  Pa.  488,  82  Am. 
Dee.  530.  S.  D.— Burleigh  v.  Hecht,  22 
8.  D.  301,  117  N.  W.  367. 

[a]  The  claims  to  be  tried  and  3e- 
termined  in  an  action  to  quiet  title 
brought  under  a  statute  "may  plainly 
include  legal  claims  proper  to  be  tried 
by  a  jury,  as  well  as  equitable  claims 
proper  to  be  tried  by  a  court  of  equity; 
and  in  the  absence  of  any  provisions 
in  the  act  which  either  expressly  or 
by  necessary  implication  prohibit  trial 
hy  jury,  the  fair  presumption  is  that 
the  right  to  try  the  former  class  of 
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counterclaim  in  ejectment  interposed  to  an  action  to  quiet  title  does 
not  entitle  defendant,  as  a  matter  of  right,  to  a  jury  trial.*  But  in 
some  jurisdictions  actions  to  quiet  title  are  held  to  be  triable  by  a  jury 
as  a  matter  of  right.^  And  where  the  plaintiff  by  an  action  brought 
in  the  form  of  the  statutory  action  to  quiet  title  seeks  to  recover  pos- 
session of  property,  the  cause  is  triable  by  jury  as  of  right."    It  has 


questions  to  a  jury  is  preserved  to  the 
parties."  Miles  v.  Strong,  68  Conn. 
273,  36  Atl.  55. 

[b]  In  order  to  determine  whether 
an  action  to  quiet  title  is  triable  by 
jury  "we  must  first  determine  what 
the  issue  tendered  by  the  pleadings  is, 
and  after  doing  so,  we  must  then  ascer- 
tain how  that  issue  was  triable  before 
the  adoption  of  that  constitutional 
provision;  if  by  jury,  then  either 
party  ^is  entitled  to  a  trial  of  that 
issue  by  a  jury  regardless  of  any  statu- 
tory provision;  but  if  it  was  not  triable 
by  jury  prior  to  that  time,  then  the 
constitution  does  not  govern,  and  we 
would  then  look  to  the  statiutes  and 
the  common  law  for  a  rule  by  which 
to  solve  the  question.  We  will  first 
determine  the  nature  of  the  issue  pre- 
sented by  the  pleadings.  The  petition 
charges  that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner 
of  the  land  described  therein,  and  that 
defendant  claims  some  interest  or  es- 
tate therein,  the  nature  of  which  is 
unknown  to  plaintiff,  except  that  it 
is  adverse  and  prejudicial  to  his  inter- 
ests. The  answer  denies  the  allega- 
tions of  plaintiff's  ownership,  and  al- 
leges that  the  lauds  are  accretions. 
.  .  .  When  reduced  to  its  final  analy- 
sis, the  issue  is  plainly  one  of  ac- 
cretion .  .  .  triable  by  a  jury  prior 
to  the  adoption  of  .  .  .  the  constitu- 
tion; and  consequently,  .  .  .  any  action 
involving  that  issue  must  still  be  triable 
by  a  jury  regardless  of  any  subse- 
quent legislation  upon  the  subject." 
Lee  V.  Conran,  213  Mo.  404,  111  S.  W. 
1151.  See  also  to  the  same  effect, 
Frowein  v.  Poage,  231  Mo.  82,  132  S. 
W.  241. 

4.  Larkin  v.  Wilson,  28  Kan.  513; 
Johnson  v.  Peterson,  90  Minn.  503,  97 
N.  W.  384. 

[a]  The  equitable  nature  (1)  of  an 
action  "to  quiet  title  cannot  be 
changed  so  as  to  entitle  a  defendant 
to  a  jury  trial,  though  defendant,  being 
out  of  possession,  file  a  cross-complaint 
in  ejectment."  Coghlan  v.  Quartararo, 
15  Cal.   App.   662,   115   Pac.   664.      (2)-- 


But  see  Donahue  v.  Meister,  88  Cal. 
121,  25  Pac.  1096,  22  Am.  St.  Bep. 
283,  holding  that  where  plaintiff  in  an 
action  to  quiet  title  to  land  ousted  de- 
fendant shortly  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action  of  the  possession 
of  such  land,  the  defendant  filing  an 
answer  in  the  nature  of  ejectment  is 
entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury. 

5.  Jennings  v.  Moon,  135  Ind.  168, 
34  N.  E.  996;  Macy  v.  Wood,  49  Ind. 
App.  469,  97  N.  E.  553;  Baxter  v. 
Baxter,  46  Ind.  App.  514,  92  N.  'E. 
881,  1039;  Boss  v.  McManigal,  61  Neb. 
90,  84  N.  W.  610;  Force  v.  Stubbs,  41 
Neb.  271,  59  N.  W.  798. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
issues  of  exclusive  equitable  jurisdic- 
tion shall  be  tried  by  the  court  and 
all  other  issues  of  fact  shall  be  triable 
by  a  jury  "it  is  quite  clear  that  .  .  . 
the  statutory  action  to  quiet  title  is 
triable  by  a  jury.  .  .  .  It  is  the 
creature  of  positive  statute  and  not 
of  the  courts  of  chancery.  It  did  not 
come  into  existence  as  a  suit  of  equit- 
able cognizance,  but  as  a  statutory 
action.  ...  It  cannot,  ...  be  legally 
possible  that  the  statutouy  action  to 
recover  possession,  which  is  substan- 
tially the  same  as  the  common  law 
action  of  ejectment,  may  be  separated 
into  classes,  one  class  triable  by  the 
court  and  another  triable  by  a  jury. 
...  If  regard  is  had  to  the  statute, 
it  must  inevitably  follow  that  there 
is  one  statutory  action  to  recover  pos- 
session, and  one  to  quiet  title,  and  not 
many  different  actions,  some  triable 
by  one  tribunal  and  some  by  an- 
other." Puterbaugh  v.  Puterbaugh, 
131  Ind.  288,  30  N.  E.  519,  15  L.  E. 
A.  341. 

e.  McNeil  V.  Morgan,  157  Cal.  373, 
108  Pac.  69;  Newman  v.  Duane,  89  Cal. 
597,  27  Pac.  66;  Burleigh  v.  Hecht,  22 
8.  D.  301,  117  N.  W.  367. 

[a]  Although  "an  action  be  brought 
in  form  ...  as  an  equitable  action 
to  quiet  title  to  land,  if,  in  reality, 
it  is  an  action  for  the  recovery  of 
specific  real  estate  and  the  issues  made 
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been  held,  however,  that  a  statute  giving  a  party  not  in  possession  the 
right  to  bring  suit  in  equity  to  quiet  title  'will  not  be  enforced  in  the 
federal  courtsJ 

h.  Damages.  —  The  parties  to  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
ages generally  are  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury,^  unless  the  recovery  of 
damages  is  incidental  only  to  the  main  issue  of  an  action  which  is 
equitable  in- its  nature.*  But  where  the  action  is  primarily  brought 
for  the  recovery  of  damages,  the  fact  that  equitable  relief  is  also  asked 


are  clearly  of  a  legal  clmraeter  and  such 
as  are  cognizable  in  a  court  of  law, 
the  substance  must  control  the  form, 
and  as  a  party  is  specially  given  the 
right  to  a  trial  by  jury  where  an  action 
Is  brought  to  recover  specific  real 
property  .  .  .  this  right  cannet  be 
defeated  by  any  particular  form  which 
the  action  may  take."  Davis  v.  Jud- 
son,  159  Cal.  121,  113  Pae.  147. 

[b]  "It  is  not  every  cause  of  action 
which  the  pleader  styles  an  action 
...  to  quiet  title  that  entitles  the 
parties  to  a  trial  by  jury;  nor  will 
the  prayer  for  relief  have  any  cbn- 
trollinginfluence  in  determining  whether 
or  not  a  jury  may  be  called.  The 
court  will  look  to  the  substantial  aver- 
ments of  the  complaint  or  cross-com- 
plaint, as  the  case  may  be,  and  from 
the  facts  so  averred  determine  whether 
the  action  is  one  of  equitable  or  com- 
mon law  jurisdiction,  and  if  the  for- 
mer, refuse  a  trial  by  jury."  Mar- 
tin V.  Martin,  118  Ind.  227,  20  N.  E. 
763. 

[c]  And  in  an  action  brought  to 
quiet  title  by  a  party  out  of  posses- 
sien  against  one  claiming  title  and  in 
possession  either  party  is  entitled  to 
a  jury  as  a  matter  of  right.  Gillespie 
V.  Gouly,  120  Cal.  515,  52  Pac.  816. 

7.  "Whitehead  v.  Shattuck,  138  TJ.  S. 
146,  11  Sup.  Ct.  276,  34  L.  ed.  873; 
Taylor  v.  Clark,  89  Fed.  7. 

[a]  "In  some  states  it  is  not  even 
necessary  that  plaintiff  should  be  in 
possession  of  the  land  at  the  time  of 
filing  the  bill.  These  statutes  have 
generally  been  held  to  be  within  the 
constitutional  power  of  the  legislature; 
but  the  question  still  remains,  to  what 
extent  will  they  be  enforced  in  the 
federal  courts,  and  how  far  are  they 
subservient  to  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision entitling  parties  to  a  trial  by 
jury.  .  .  .  These  provisions  are  obliga- 
tory at  all  times  and  under  all  oircum- 
gtances,   and   are   applicable   to   every 
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form  of  action,  the  laws  of  the  several 
states  to  the  contrary  notwithstand- 
ing. .  .  .  The  real  question  .  .  . 
to  be  determined  in  this  case  is,  wheth- 
er the  plaintiffs  have  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law.  If  they  have  .  .  . 
the  federal  courts  will  not  entertain 
the  bill,  but  will  remit  the  parties  to 
their  remedy  at  law."  Wehrman  v. 
Conklin,  155  U.  S.  314,  15  Sup.  Ct.  129, 
39  L.  ed.  167. 

8.  U.  S. — Childs  V.  Missouri,  K.  & 
T.  Ey.  Co.^  221  Fed.  219;  Meeker  v. 
Lehigh  Valley  E.  Co.,  162  Fed.  354. 
Ind. — Harrisburgh  Car  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Sloan,  120  Ind.  156,  21  N.  E.  1088. 
Neb. — ^Brockway®.  Eeynolds,  82  Neb. 
757,  118  N.  W.  1055.  N.  H.— Copp  v. 
Henniker,  55  N.  H.  179,  20  Am.  Eep. 
194.  N.  Y.— Lewis  v.  Varnum,  12  Abb. 
Pr.  305.  Ore.— Shobert  v.  May,  40  Ore. 
68,  66  Pac.  466,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  453, 
55  L.  E.  A.  810.  S.  D.— Leisch  v. 
Baer,  24  S.  D.  184,  123  N.  W.  719. 
Vt.— Plimpton  v.  Somerset,  33  Vt.  283. 
Wis. — Dilger  v.  Estate  of  McQuade,  158 
"Wis.  328,  148  N.  W.  1085. 

[a]  An  action  brought  to  recover 
unliquidated  damages  for  breach  of 
contract  is  one  in  which  the  parties 
under  the  constitution  are  entitled  to 
a  trial  by  jury  and  consequently  it  is 
beyond  the  power  of  the  court  to  make 
in  such  action  an  order  of  reference 
without  their  consent;  nor  is  it  mate- 
rial that  the  counterclaim  will  require 
the  examination  of  a  long  account;  the 
action  is  not  made  referable  by  such 
counterclaim.  TJntermyer  v.  Beihauer, 
105  N.  Y.  521,  11  N.  E.  847. 

9.  Koch  V.  Story,  47  Colo.  335,  107 
Pac.  1093.     See  supra,  II,  E,  4,  e. 

[a]  An  action  for  injunction  is  al- 
ways equitable  and  when  the  court  in 
the  exercise  of  its  chancery  powers 
undertakes  to  administer  such  relief 
and  also  awards  compensatory  dam- 
ages, the  latter  fact  does  not  alter  the 
nature  of  the  action  and  a  jury  trial 
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does  not  affect  the  right  to  a  jury  trial  of  the  issues  of  damages.'" 
i.    Recovery  of  Penalties  and  Forfeitures.  —  Actions  brought  to  en- 
force penalties  and  forfeitures  generally  are  triable  by  jury  as  of 
right." 

j.  Acco^lnt^ng.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  no  right  to  trial  by  jury 
exists  in  actions  for  an  accounting  where  the  accounts  are  compli- 
cated,^^ while  in  others  the  complexity  of  the  account  is  not  of  itself 
sufficient  to  deprive  a  party  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury,  and,  in  order 
to  give  a  court  of  equity  jurisdiction  there  must  be  either  a  want  of 
an  adequate  remedy  at  law'^  or  some  cause  for  equitable  cognizance 
other  than  the  complexity  of  the  accounts,^*  such  as  mutuality  of  ac- 


is  not  a  matter  of  right.  Atlantic, 
etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Victor  Mfg.  Co.,  79  S. 
C.  266,  60  S.  B.  675. 

10.  Hughes  V.  Dunlap,  91  Cal.  385, 
27  Pac.  642. 

[a]  Injunction  Incidental.  —  An  ac- 
tion to  recover  damages  for  past  tres- 
passes is  a  legal  remedy  and  the  fact 
that  plaintifE  also  asked  for  an  in- 
junction does  not  deprive  defendant 
of  his  right  to  trial  by  jury  on  the 
issue  of  damages.  Hughes  v.  Dunlap, 
91  Cal.  385,  27  Pap.  642. 

[b]  Specific  Feiformance  Impossible. 
And  where  an  action  is  brought  for 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  and 
also  for  damages  sustained  by  the 
breach  thereof,  the  plaintifE  knowing 
at   the  time  of  the   commencement   of 

'the  action  that  it  was  not  within  the 
power  of  defendants  to  specifically  per- 
form the  contract,  the  defendants  cau- 
r.ot  be  deprived  of  their  right  to  trial 
bv  jury.  Leisch  v.  Baer,  24  S.  D.  184, 
123  N.  W.  719. 

11.  Idaho. — Stevens  v.  Home  Sav, 
&  Loan  Assn.,  5  Idaho  741,  51  Pac. 
779.  N.  J. — ^Eider  v.  Lakewood  Mar- 
ket  Co.   (N.  J.  L.);  88  Atl.  194;   Har- 

.man  v.  Board  of  Pharmacy,  67  N.  J. 
L.  117,  50  Atl.  662.  N.  Y.— Tenement 
House  Dept.  v.  Manhattan,  153  N.  Y. 
Supp.  769. 

See  also  the  title  "Penalties,  For- 
feitures and  Fines." 

As  to  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  in 
suits  for  the  enforcement  of  penalties 
in  admiralty,  see  1  Standard  Pboc. 
538. 

12.  V,  S. — Fowle  V.  Lawrason's 
Exrs.,  5  Pet.  495,  8  L.  ed.  204;  Mc- 
Mullen  Lumb.  Co.  v.  Strother,  136  Fed. 
295,  69  C.  C.  A.  433;  London  G.  & 
A.  Co.  V.  Bell  Tel.  Co.,  171  Fed.  278; 
Balfour  V.  San  Joaquin  Valley  Bank, 
156  Fed.  500j   Fenno  v.  Primrose,   116 


Fed.  49.  Ga. — Printup  v.  Mitchell,  17 
Ga.  558,  63  Am.  Dec.  258.  lU.— Glea- 
son  &  Bailey  Mfg.  Co.  ■;;.  Hoffman,  168 
111.  25,  48  N.  E.  143.  la.— Burt  v. 
Harrah,  65  Iowa  643,  22  N.  W.  910. 
Mich. — Blodgett  v.  Foster,  114  Mich. 
688,  72  N.  W.  1000,  68  Am.  St.  Rep. 
504.  Miss.— Watt  v.  Conger,  13  Smed. 
&  M.  412.  N.  H. — Low  v.  Independent 
Christian  Soc,  67  N.  H.  488,  32  Atl. 
762.  N,  Y.--Schermerhorn  v.  Wood, 
4  Daly  158.  Wash. — Lindley  v.  Me- 
Glauflin,  57  Wash.  581,  107  Pac.  355. 

As  to  basis  of  jurisdiction  of  equity 
in  actions  for  accounting,  see  -1  Stand- 
ard Peoc.  265,  et  seq. 

13.  Korwich  &  W.  E.  Co.  v.  Storey, 
17  Conn.  364. 

[a]  In  "every  case  of  interposition 
of  a  court  of  equity  in  such  actions 
there  must  exist  a  necessity  arising 
from  failure  of  remedy  at  law  to  af- 
ford justice. .  And  extent  of  equitable 
jurisdiction  in  actions  for  an  account- 
ing and  when  to  be  exercised  is  thus 
stated  in  Pomeroy's  Equity  Juris- 
prudence, sec.  1421:  'The  instances  in 
which  the  legal  remedies  are  held  to 
be  inadequate  and,  therefore,  a  suit  in 
equity  fori  an  accounting  proper,  are: 
1.  Where  there  are  mutual  accounts 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant, that  is,  where  each  of  the  parties 
has  received  and  paid  on  account  of 
the  other.  2.  Where  the  accounts  are 
all  on  one  side  but  there  are  circum- 
stances of  great  complication  or  difS.- 
culties  in  the  way  of  adequate  relief 
at  law.  3.  Where  a  fiduciary  relation 
exists  between  the  .parties,  and  a  duty 
rests  on  the  defendant  to  render  an 
account.'  "  O'Connor  v.  Henderson 
Bridge  Co.,  95  Ky.  633,  27  S.  W.  251, 
983 

14.  Ind.— Field  v.  Brown,  146  Ind. 
293,   45   N.    E.    464.     la.— Galusha   v. 
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counts,^'  necessity  for  a  diseovery,^^  or  the  existence  of  fiduciary  rela- 
tions between  the  parties.^' 

"Where  the  statute  authorizes  a  compulsory  reference  of  accounts,  the 
legal  issues  in  the  case  are  nevertheless  triable  by  jury,^*  unless  the 


Wendt,  114  Iowa  597,  87  N.  W.  512; 
Burt  V.  Harrah,  65  Iowa  643,  22  N.  W. 
910.  Minn.— Shipley  v.  Belduc,  93 
Minn.  414,  101  N.  W.  952;  Judd  v. 
Dike,  30  Minn.  380,  15  N.  W.  672. 
Neb.— LaMaster  v.  Scofield,  5  Neb.  148; 
Mills  V.  Miller,  3  Neb.  87.  N.  Y. 
Whiton  V.  Spring,  74  N.  Y.  169.  Ohio. 
Black  V.  Boyd,  50  Ohio  St.  46,  33  N.  E. 
207.  Pa.— Holland  v.  Hallahan,  211  Pa. 
223,  60  Ati.  735;  Graham,  v.  Cummings, 
208  Pa.  516,  57  Atl.  943;  Paton  v. 
Clark,  156  Pa.  49,  27  Atl.  116.  S.  0. 
Smith  &  Co.  V.  Bryce,  17  S.  C.  538. 
Tenn. — Pearl  v.  Nashville,  10  Yerg.  179. 
W.  Va.— Grafton  v.  Beed,  26  W.  Va. 
437. 

See  generally  1  Standard  Peoc.  267, 
et  seq. 

15.  la. — ^Burt  v.  Harrah,  65  Iowa 
643,  22  N.  W.  910.  Ky.— O'Connor  v. 
Henderson  Bridge  Co.,  95  Ky.  633,  27 
S.  W.  251.  Minn.— Garner  v.  Eeis,.25 
Minn.  475.  Ohio. — Black  v.  Boyd,  50 
Ohio  St.  46,  33  N.  E.  207.  Va.— Smith 
V.  Marks,  2  Band.  (23  Va.)  449. 

[a]  "Oases  involviiig  the  investiga- 
tion of  accounts,  particularly  where 
the  accounts  are  mutual  or  complicated, 
are  within  the  equity  jurisdiction  of 
the  court.  ...  It  is  the  inconven- 
ience and  difficulty  of  properly  and 
accurately  adjusting  and  settling  ac- 
counts of  a  complex  nature  in  suits  at 
law  that  have  brought  them  within 
the  equity  jurisdiction  of  the  court." 
Davis  V.  Dyer,  62  N.  H.  231. 

[b]  And  to  "sustain  a  bill  for  an 
account,  there  must  be  mutual  de- 
mands, and  not  merely  payments  by 
way  of  set-off.  A  single  matter  can- 
not be  the  subject  of  an  account.  There 
must  be  a  series  of  transactions  on 
one  side,  and  of  payments  on  the 
other. ' '  Porter  v.  Spencer,  2  Johns. 
Ch.  (N.  Y.)  169. 

[c]  An  accounting  between  partners 
is  triable  by  the  court  without  a  jury. 
Horn  V.  Lupton,  182  Ind.  855,  105  N. 
E.  237,  106  N.  E.  708;  Shipley  v.  Bel- 
duc, 93  Minn.  414,  101  N.  W.  952; 
Berkey  v.  Judd,  14  Minn.  394.  See 
generally   the   title    "Partnership." 

16.  la, — ^Faville  v.  Lloyd,  140  Iowa 
501,  118  N.  W.  871;  Frick  v.  Kabaker, 
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116  Iowa  494,  90  N.  "W.  498;  Tufts 
V.  Norris,  115  Iowa  250,  88  N.  W.  367; 
Grant  v.,  Bulles,  69  Iowa  525,  29  N.  W. 
439.  Wash. — Veysey  v.  Veysey,  86 
Wash.  553,  151  Pae.  39.  W.  Va.— La- 
fever  v.  Billmyer,  5  W.  Va.  33. 
See  1  Standard  Proc.  269. 

[a]  But  compare  Chapman  «.  Lee, 
45  Ohio  St.  356,  13  N.  E.  736,  holding 
that  the  mere  fact  that  a  discovery  is 
sought  is  not  sufficient  to  deprive  a 
party  of  trial  by  jury,  where  the 
remedy  at  law  is  adequate.  And  see 
to  the  same  effect,  LaMaster  v.  Scofield, 
5  Neb.  148. 

[b]  Under  the  Iowa  code  courts  "of 
equity  have  a  general  jurisdiction 
where  there  are  mutual  accounts,  and 
also  where  the  accounts  are  on  one 
side,  but  a  discovery  is  sought  and  is 
material  to  the  relief.  But  where  the 
accounts  are  all  on  one  side  or  where 
there  is  a  single  matter  on  the  one 
side,  and  mere  set-offs  on  the  other, 
and  no  discovery  is  sought  or  required, 
courts  of  equity  have  not  jurisdiction." 
McMartin  v.  Bingham,  27  Iowa  234,  1 
Am.  Eep.  265. 

17.  Ky.  —  O  'Connor  v.  Henderson  ' 
Bridge  Co.,  95  Ky.  633,  27  S.  W.  251. 
Neb. — ^LaMaster  v.  Scofield,  5  Neb. 
148.  N.  Y. — Pendergast  «.  Greenfield, 
127  N.  Y.  23,  27  N.  E.  388;  Empire 
State  T.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Bickford,  72  Hun 
580,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  283. 

See   1   Standard   Proc.  272. 

[a]  The  bare  relation  of  principal 
and  agent  does  not  justify  the  inter- 
ference of  a  court  of  equity  in  every 
case,  "but  wherever  it  appears  that  a 
discovery  is  necessary,  ^or  there  are 
mutual  accounts  between  the  parties, 
or  the  remedy  at  law  is  not  plain, 
simple  and  free  from  difflxjulty,  the 
equitable  jurisdiction  attaches."  Coff- 
man  v.  Sangston,  21  Gratt.  (62  Va.) 
263.  See  to  the  same  effect,  Marvin 
V.  Brooks,  94  N.  Y.  71. 

18.  D.  C. — Simmons  v.  Morrison,  13 
App.  Cas.  161.  la.— Tufts  v.  Norris, 
115  Iowa  250,  88  N.  W.  367.  Mo. 
Tinsley  v.  Kemery,  170  Mo.  310,  70  S. 
W.  691.  N.  Y. — L'Amoureux  v.  Erie 
R.  Co.,  62  App.  Div.  505,  71  N.  Y. 
Supp.    70;    Townsend   v.   Hendricks,    2 
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whole  case  is  one  of  equitable  cognizance."  A  compulsory  reference 
cannot  be  ordered  unless  it  affirmatively  appears  from  the  pleadings 
that  the  case  comes  within  the  statute  providing  for  such  reference.'"' 
In  some  jurisdictions  the  statutes  providing  for  compulsory  reference 
are  applicable  only  to  actions  of  equitable  cognizance.^^ 

k.  ^foreclosure  of  lAens.  —  Actions  for  the  foreclosure  of  liens  ordi- 
narily are  deemed  of  equitable  cognizance  and  hence  no  right  to  trial 
by  -jury  obtains  in  such  actions.^''    But  where  the  action  becomes  or 


Sweeny  -603.  Wash.-— Carlisle  PacWng 
Co.  V.  Deming,  62  Wash.  455,  114  Pac. 
172. 

Compare  supra,  II,  D,  4,  i. 

{a]  There  are  cases  ' '  involving  com- 
plicated matters  of  account  .  .  .  where, 
mthout  a  reference,  there  would  be  a 
failure  of  justice,  and  where  if  the 
parties  refuse  consent,  the  reference 
must  be  compulsory.  In  such  cases, 
if  demanded,  a  jury  trial  must  be  al- 
lowed at  some  stage  of  the  proceed- 
ings; at  what  period  of  the  trial  must 
be  determined  by  the  court  in  such 
way  as  will  be  most  conducive  to  the 
ends  of  justice  and  a  speedy  and  final 
termination  of  the  controversy.  In 
analogy  to  equity  proceedings  it  may 
be  found  most  proper  to  order  a  jury 
upon  the  coming  in  of  the  report, 
when  the  material  issues  will  be  elim- 
inated by  the  finding  of  the  facts  and 
the  exceptions  thereto."  State  ex  rel. 
Armfield  v.  Brown,  70  N.  C.  27. 

[b]  And  where  ''there  are  several 
consistent  causes  ot  action  united  in 
one  complaint,  some  of  which  the 
parties  have  a  right  to  have  tried  by 
a  jury,  and  others  of  which  may  be 
referable,  the  court  cannot  make  a  gen- 
eral reference  of  the  action  against  the 
consent  of  the  parties.  If  it  was 
otherwise  a  plaintiff,  by  merely  in- 
serting an  'additional  but  referable 
cause  of  action  in  his  complaint,  could 
always  deprive  his  adversary  of  trial 
by  jury  in  kny  case  of  contract;  which, 
by  itself,  would  be  a  violation  of  a  con- 
stitutional ri^t."  Evans  v.  Kalb- 
aeisch,  16  Abb.  R-.  N.,  S.   (N.  Y.)   13. 

19.  la. — ^Burt  V.  B&rrah,  65  Iowa 
643  22  N.  W.  '910.  MiStin. — Judd  v. 
Dike,  30  Minn.  380,  15  N.  W.  672; 
Garner  v.  Beis,  25  Minn.  475.  N.  Y. 
Whiton  V.  Spring,  74  N.  Y.  169.  Okla. 
Board  of  Comrs.  v.  McKinley,  8  Okla. 
128,  56  Pac.  1044.  Vt. — In  re  Weather- 
head,  53  Vt.  653. 

20.  Mitchell  v.  Oregon  Woman's 
Flax  Assn.,  38  Ore.  503,  63  Pac.  881. 

67 


[a]  In  all  such  cases  facts  "must 
be  disclosed  either  by  affidavit  or  upon 
the  face  of  the  pleadings,  from  which 
the  conclusion  can  be  fairly  drawn 
that  so  many  separate  and  distinct 
items  of  account  will  be  litigated  on 
the  trial  that  a  jury  cannot  keep  the 
evidence  in  mind  in  regard  to  each  of 
the  items,  and  give  it  the  proper  weight 
and  application  when  they  retire  to 
deliberate  upon  their  verdict."  Spence 
V.  Simis,  137  N.  Y.  616,  33  N.  E.  554. 

21.  Cal — Grim  v.  Norris,  19  Cal. 
140,  79  Am.  Dec.  206.  Blinn,— St.  Paul, 
etc.   E.   Co.   V.   Gardner,   19   Minn.   132, 

18  Am.  Eep.  334.  S.  C— Smith  &  Co. 
V.  Bryce,  17  S.  C.  538. 

As  to  right  to  trial  by  jury  on  hear- 
ing of  exceptions  to  the  report  of  an 
auditor  or  referee,  see  the  title  "Befer- 
ences." 

22.  Cal. — Coghlan  v.  Quartararo,  15 
Cal.  App.  662,  115  Pac.  664.  Golb. 
Selfridge  v.  Leonard-Heffner  Co.,  51 
Colo.  314,  117  Pac.  158,  Ann.  Cas. 
1913B,  282.  Dak.— Gull  Eiver  Lumb. 
Co.  V.  Keefe,  6  Dak.  160,  41  N.  W. 
743.     Fla.— Mills  v.  Britt,  56  Fla.  88:9, 

47  So.  799.  ni.— Garrett  v.  Stevenson, 
8  111.  261.  Ind. — Toinlinson  v.  Bainaka, 
163  Ind.  112,  70  N.  B.  155;  Colems'n 
v.  Floyd,  131  Ind.  330,  31  N.  E.  -75; 
Burck  V.  Davis,  35  Ind.  App.  648,  73 
N.  E.  192.  la.— Frost  v.  Clark,  '82 
Iowa  298,  48  N.  W.  82.  Ky.— Eieger 
V.  Schulte,  151  Ky.  129,  151  S.  W. 
395.  Minn. — ^Sumner  v.  Jones,  27  Mini. 
312,  7  N.  W.  265.  Neb.— Dohle  c. 
Omaha  Foundry  &  M.  Co.,  15  Neb.  436, 

19  ]Sr.  W.  644.  N.  Y.— Sheppard  v. 
Steele,  43  N.  Y.  52,  3  Am.  Eep.  660; 
Smith  «.  Fleisohman,  23  App.  Div.  355, 

48  N.  Y.  Supp.  234.  Ohio.- Clippeuger 
&  Co.  V.  Eosfe,  2  Ohio  Dec.  (Eepriflt) 
562.  S.  0. — Osteen  v.  Bultnian,  90  S. 
C.  452,  73  S.  E.  874.  Va.— Pairo  v. 
Bethell,  75  Va.  825.  Wash.— Powell  to. 
Nolan,  27  Wash.  318,  67  Pac.  712,  68 
Pac.  389.  Wis.— Warren-Webster  & 
Co.  V.  Beaumont  Hotel  Co.,  151   Wis. 
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may  become  one  to  enforce  a  personal  liability,  by  reason  of  the  invalid- 
ity of  the  lien, ^3  or  because  its  validity  is  in  issue,^*  or  because  the 
complaint  is  insufficient  as  one  to  foreclose  the  lien,^^  or  the  lien  is 
discharged,^*  the  action  is  triable  by  jury  as  of  right.  The  defendant, 
however,  does  not  become  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury  merely  by  rais- 
ing legal  issues  in  his  answer,^'  unless  the  determination  of  the  equit- 
able issues  depends  upon  the  decision  of  the  legal  issues  raised  by  such 
answer.^* 


1,   138    N.    W.    102;    SpafEord    v.    Mc- 
Nally,  130  Wi8.  537,  110  N.  W.  387. 

[a]  "A  mechanic's  or  laborer's  Hen 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage  on  the 
land  .  .  .  and  an  action  for  its  fore- 
closure is  a  judicial  proceeding  in 
equity  in  which  a  party  to  the  pro- 
ceeding is  not  entitled  as  matter  of 
right  to  a  jury  trial."  Curnow  v. 
Happv  VaUey  Blue  Gravel,  etc.  Co., 
68  Ca'l.  262,  9  Pac.  149. 

[b]  Statute  Authorizing  Proceedings 
at  Law  or  in  Equity. — Where  a  statute 
authorizes  the  enforcement  of  a  me- 
chanic's lien  either  by  bill  in  equity 
OT  by  proceedings  at  law,  the  parties 
are  not  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury  as 
a  matter  of  right,  as  in  "  equity  parties 
have  not  and  never  had  an  absolute 
right  to  a  jury  trial,  and  the  pro- 
vision of  the  constitution  .  .  .  does 
not  guaranty  such  right.  As  the  legis- 
lature had  power  to  grant  jurisdic- 
tion to  courts  of  equity  to  enforce  this 
new  right  created  by  it,  and  did  not 
provide  for  a  jury  trial,  the  court  of 
chancery  has  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
the  lien  .  .  .  according  to  the  regular 
course  of  procedure  in  that  court  with- 
out a  jury."  Hathorne  v.  Panama 
Park  Co.,  44  Fla.  194,  32  So.  812,  103 
Am.  St.  Eep.  138. 

23.  Hasey  v.  McMuUen,  109  Minn. 
332,  123  N.  W.  1078. 

24.  Dl  Menna  v.  City  of  New  York, 
155  App.  Div.  501,  140  N.  Y.  Supp. 
680;  Hawkins  v.  Mapes-Reeves  Constr. 
Co.,  82  App.  Div.  72,  81  N.  Y.  Stipp. 
794,  affirmed,  178  N.  Y.  236,  70  N.  E. 
783. 

[a]  Vendor's  Iiien. — Where  an  action 
is  brought  to  enforce  a  lien  upon 
property  for  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase price  and  the  defendant  in  his 
answer  sets  up  the  defense  of  pay- 
ment in  full,  the  action  is  triable  by 
jury  as  of  right,  for  the  question 
whether  there  was  a  lien  at  all  depends 
lipon  the  determination  of  the  issue  of 
payment  of  the  purchase  price.    Tapp's 
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Admr.  v.  Poindexter  (Ky.),  128  S.  W. 
594. 

25.  Schwartz  v.  Klar,  144  App.  Div. 
37,  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  830. 

26;  Turnes  v.  Brenckle,  249  HI.  394, 
94  N.  E.  495. 

[a]  Iiieu  Discharged  by  Furnishing. 
Bond. — Where  under  a  statute  the  de- 
fendant prior  to  the  filing  of  an  an- 
swer to  the  complaint  for  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  lien  furnishes  a  bond,  it 
operates  to  release  the  lien  and  the 
plaintiff's  claim  thenceforth  becomes 
an  ordinary  demand  at  law  for  the 
recovery  of  compensation  and  the  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury. 
Jamison  v.  Eanck,  140  Iowa  635,  119 
N.  W.  76;  Gage  v.  Callanan,  128  App. 
Div.  752,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  227. 

[b]  But  the  nature  of  the  action  as 
an  equitable  one  is  not  changed  by  the 
release  of  the  lien  upon  a  money  de- 
posit during  the  pendency  of  the  action, 
as  in  order  to  enforce  the  personal 
liability  of  defendant  the  lien  must 
be  established  precisely  as  if  the  prop- 
erty had  never  been  relieved  of  the 
lien.  Schillinger,  etc.  Co.  v.  Arnott, 
152  N.  Y.  584,  46  N.  B.  956. 

27.  Johnson  Service  Co.  v.  Kruse, 
121  Minn.  28,  140  N.  W.  118,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914C,  850. 

[a]  A  statutory  action  for  the  fore- 
closure of  a  materialman's  lien  is  not 
an  action  for  the  recovery  of  money 
only;  nor  is  it  made  such  by  the  fact 
that  defendant  in  his  answer  not  only 
denies  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  but 
shows  that  plaintiff  is  indebted  to  him 
in  a  certain  sum.  Sumner  v.  Jones,  27 
Minn.  312,  7  N.  W.  265. 

28.  See  supra,  II,  E,  4,  e. 

[a]  Breach  of  Warranty.' — Where 
the  action  is  brought  to  enforce  a  lien 
for  repair  and  the  answer  sets  up 
breach  of  warranty  as  to  the  quality 
of  the  work  and  damages  are  asked 
therefor,  the  lien  could  not  be  enforced 

except  to  satisfy  the  unpaid  price  of 
the  repairs,  the  right  to  which  was  put 
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1.  Foreclosure  of  Mortgages.  —  The  constitutional  right  to  trial  by 
jury  does  not  apply  to, actions  brought  to  foreclose  a  mortgage.^"  Such 
an  action  is  triable  by  the  court  without  a  jury  although  a  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  may  result  in  a  deficiency  for  which  a  money  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  can  be  rendered  in  the  action,  as  such  a 
judgment  is  but  an  incident  of  the  equitable  relief  sought.^"  The  de- 
fendant is  not  entitled  to  a  jury  trial  because  he  interposes  a  defense 
that  the  plaintiif  is  indebted  to  him,-^  or  a  counterclaim  for  damages  by 
reason  of  plaintiff's  failure  to  perform  his  part  of  the  contract^^  or 
for  the  usurious  interest  paid  by  him  to  plaintiff  on  the  mortgage  debt.^^ 
But  where  the  right  to  recover  possession  of  the  mortgaged  property  is 
involved  in  the  action,  the  issue  as  to  the  right  of  possession  is  triable 
by  a  jury.^* 

m.  Enforcement  of  Trust.  —  The  right  to  trial  by  jury  does  not  ob- 
tain in  actions  brought  to  enforce  a  trust.^^    Thus,  an  action  to  re- 


in issue.  That  issue  was  a  legal  issue, 
triable  by  jury;  ...  if  there  was 
nothing  due  on  account  of  the  im- 
provements, of  course  there  was  noth- 
ing for  a  court  of  equity  to  enforce." 
Carder  v.  Weisenburgh,  95  Ky.  135,  23 
S.  W.  964. 

29.  Cal. — Downing  v.  LeDu,  82  Cal. 
471,  23  Pac.  202.  Colo.— Neikirk  v. 
Boulder  Nat.  Bank,  53  Colo.  350,  127 
Pac.  137.  Ind.— Brown  v.  Eussell,  105 
Ind.  46,  4  N.  E.  428.  la. — Leach  v. 
Kundson,  97  Iowa  643,  66  N.  W.  913. 
Kan. — ^Morgan  v.  Field,  35  Kan.  162, 
10  Pac.  448.  Mjun. — Johnson  v.  Peter- 
son, 90  Minn.  503,  97  N.  W.  384.  Mo. 
Long  V.  Long,  141  Mo.  352,  44  S.  W. 
341.  Neb. — Albin  v.  Pannele,  73  Neb. 
663,  103  N.  W.  304;  Schumacher  v. 
Crane-Churchill  Co.,  66  Neb.  440,  92 
N.  W.  609.  N.  Y. — Carroll  v.  Beimel, 
95  N.  T.  252;  Gersmann  v.  Walpole,  79 
Misc.  49,  139  N.  Y.  Supp.  1.  N.  D. 
Gresens  v.  Martin,  27  N.  D.  231,  145 
N.  W.  823;  Avery  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Crumb, 
14  N.  D.  57,  103  N.  W.  410.  Wis. 
Wilson  V.  Johnson,  74  Wis.  337,  43  N. 
W.   148. 

30.  Cal. — Downing  v.  LeDu,  82  Cal. 
471,  23  Pac.  202;  Van  Valkenburgh  v. 
Oldham,  12  Cal.  App.  572,  108  Pac. 
42.  Ind. — Brown  v.  Eussell,  105  Ind. 
46,  4  N.  E.  428.  la.— Leach  v.  Kund- 
son, 97  Iowa  643,  66  N.  W.  913.  Kan. 
Morgan  v.  Field,  35  Kan.  162,  10  Pac. 
448.  Mo. — Long  r.  Long,  141  Mo.  352, 
44  S.  W.  341.  N.  Y. — Carroll  v.  Deimel, 
95  N.  T.  252.  N.  D.— Avery  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Smith,  14  N.  D.  57,  103  N.  W.  4J0. 

[a]  But  wliere  the  validity  of  the 
note  and  mortgage  is  put  in  issue,  the 


right  to  trial  by  jury  obtains.  Myera 
V.  Knabe,  4  Kan.  App.  484,  46  Pac. 
472. 

[b]  But  where  a  personal  judgment 
for  money  is  sought  by  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury. 
Maas  V.  Dunmyer,  21  Okla.  434,  96  Pac. 
591. 

31.  Sumner  v.  Jones,  27  Minn.  312, 
7  N.  W.  265. 

32.  Mobley  Co.  v.  McLucas,  99  S.  C. 
99,  82  S.  E.  986. 

33.  McLaurin  v.  Hodges,  43  S.  C. 
187,  20  S.  E.  991. 

34.  Clark  v.  Baker,  6  Mont.  153,  9 
Pac.  911. 

35.  Cal. — Cauhape  v.  Security  Sav. 
Bank,  127  Cal.  197,  59  Pac.  589.  Ind. 
Sherwood  v.  Thomasson,  124  Ind.  541, 
24  N.  E.  334;  Martin  v.  Martin,  118 
Ind.  227,  20  N.  E.  763.  Minn.— Judd 
r.  Dike,  30  Minn.  380,  15  N.  W.  672. 
N.  Y. — Eeade  v.  Continental  Trust  Co., 
49  App.  Div.  400,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  395; 
Burke  v.  Burke,  5  Misc.  312,  26  N.  Y. 
Supp.  55.  Ohio. — Carlisle  v.  Foster,  10 
Ohio  St.  198.  S.  C— Knobeloch  v.  Ger- 
mania  Sav.  Bank,  43  S.  C.  233,  21  S.  B. 
13. 

[a]  "Where  the  purpose  of  the 
action  is  primarily  to  establish  an 
equitable  right  to  land  and  acquire  a 
legal  title  through  such  right  by  the 
decree  of  a  court,  as  by  the  specific 
enforcement  of  an  agreement,  the 
reformation  of  a  deed,  or  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  trust  .  .  .  the  case  is 
of  equitable  cognizance."  Spencer  v. 
Eobbins,  106  Ind.  580,  5  N.  B.  726. 

[b]  Where  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  set 
aside  a  sheriff's  deed  and  to  enforce 
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cover  money  received  and  kept  in  trust  is  not  cognizable  at  law  but 
exclusively  within  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  and  therefore  the  parties 
to  such  action  ar-c  not  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury.^® 

n.  Cancellation  and  Beformation  of  Instmments.  —  Actions  brought 
to  canceP^  or  refqrm^^  instruments,  being  of  equitable  cognizance,  are 
not  triable  by  jury  as  a  matter  of  right.  And  the  fact  that  plaintiff 
also  seeks  to  recover  a  money  judgment  in  such  action  does  not  alter 
its  equitable  nature.'® 

0.  Setting  Aside  Conveyances.  —  The  constitutional  guaranty  of 
trial  by  jury  has  no  application  to  an  action  brought  to  set  aside  a  con- 
veyance.*" 


certain  trusts  attaching  on  the  land 
which  had  been  sold  as  the  property 
of  the  alleged  trustee,  it  cannot  be 
claimed  that  the  complaint  is  for  the 
"recovery  of  specific  real  property," 
as  the  relief  is  sought  through  the 
equitable  jurisdiction  of  the  court  and 
the  constitutional  guaranty  of  the  right 
to  trial  by  jury  "has  never  been  so 
construed  as  to  deprive  courts  of 
equity  ...  of  jurisdiction  over  trusts, 
even  in  relation  to  real  estate  or  to 
preclude  them  from  deciding  all  rele- 
vant issues  arising  in  the  course  of 
the  case,  without  the  intervention  of 
a  jury."  Price  v.  Brown,  4  g.  C. 
144. 

36.  Cal. — ^Cauhape  v.  Security  Sav. 
Bank,  127  Cal.  197,  59  Pac.  589.  Colo. 
Cree  «.  Lewis,  49  Colo.  186,  112  Pae. 
S26.  Ind. — Camp  c.  Camp,  52  Ind. 
App.  250,  100  N.  E.  478.  S.  C— Mc- 
Gee  V.  Wells,  52  S.  C.  472,  30  8.  E. 
602. 

[a]  "While  the  judgment  prayed 
for  is  a  money  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiffs  severally,  the  process  of 
reaching  that  judgment  involves  the 
finding  that  the  land  in  question  was 
held  ...  in  trust  for  these  plain- 
tiffs. .  .  .  The  money  judgment  fol- 
lowed as  -a  necessary  consequence  be- 
cause of  the  establishment  of  the  trust 
relation.  .  .  .  Such  is  the  theory  of 
the  case  both  on  the  pleadings  and 
proof  and  it  is  properly  one  of  equit- 
able cognizance.  The  establishment  of 
trusts  and  the  enforcement  of  trust 
relations  is  one  of  the  ancient  grounds 
of  equity  jurisprudence."  Shelton  v. 
Harrison,  182  Mo.  App.  404,  167  S.  W. 
634. 

37.  Cal. — ^Angus  V.  Craven,  132  Cal. 
691,  64  Pac.  1091;  Mesenburg  v.  Dunn, 
125  Cal.  222,  57  Pae.  887.  Colo.— Kyle 
V.   Shore,  18   Colo.  App.   355,  71   Pac. 

Vol.  XVI 


895.  Ind. — Monnett  v.  Turpie,  132  Ind. 
482,  32  N.  E.  328,-  Lane  V.  Schleminer, 
114  Ind.  296,  15  N.  E.  454,  5  Am. 
St.  Rep.  621;  Carpenter  v.  Willard  Lib. 
Trustees,  26  Ind.  App.  619,  60  N.  E. 
365.  Ky. — Jones  v.  Wood,  24  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  840,  70  S.  W.  45.  Mo.— Bray  v. 
Thatcher,  28  Mo.  129.  N.  H.— Curtice 
V.  Dixon,  73  N.  H.  393,  62  Atl.  492. 
N,  Y.— Planigan  v.  Skelly,  89  App.  Div. 
108,  85  N.  T.  Supp.  4;  Stone  v.  Weiller, 
57  Hun  588,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  828,  32 
N.  Y.  St.  936.  Ohio. — Commercial  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Wheeloek,  52  Ohio  St.  534,  40 
N.  E.  636,  49  Am.  St.  Eep.  738.  S.  D. 
Thomas  v.  Ryan,  24  S.  D.  71,  123  N. 
W.   68. 

[a]  An  action  for  the  cancellation 
of  a  stock  certificate  and  for  the  issu- 
ance of  a  new  one  is  equitable  in  its 
nature  and  the  defendant  is  not  en- 
titled to  a  jury  trial  as  a  matter  of 
right.  Noble  v.  Learned,  153  Cal.  245, 
94  Pae.   1047. 

38.  Cal.— Loftus  v.  Fischer,  113  Cal. 
286,  45  Pae.  328.  Oolo. — Johnson  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  24  Colo.  App.  23, 
131  Pac.  284.  Ohio.— Ellsworth  v.  Hol- 
comb,  28  Ohio  St.  66. 

39.  Colo. — Haver  v.  Collins,  21  Colo. 
App,  440,  122  Pae.  72.  HI.— Keith  V. 
Henkleman,  68  111.  App.  623.  N.  Y. 
Dykihan  v.  United  States  L.  Ins.  Co., 
176  N.  Y.  299,  68  N.  E.  362. 

[a]  Where  the  action  is  brought  to 
cancel  deeds  and  mortgages  and  also  to 
quiet  title  and  for  damages  and  the 
defense  is  in  the  nature  of  ejectment, 
it  is  not  erroi'  to  refuse  a  trial  by 
jury.  Hartsog  v.  Berry,  45  Okla.  277, 
145  Pac.  328. 

40.  Ind. — McKinley  •».  Britton,  55 
Ind.  App.  21,  103  N.  E.  349.  Kan. 
Appling  V.  Jacobs,  91  Kan.  793,  139 
Pac.  374.  Mass. — Ginn  v.  Almy  212 
Mass.  486,  99  N.  E.  276.  N.  Y.— Hunter 
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p.  Aiatement  of  Nuisance.  —  Suits  to  abate  a  nuisance  are  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  and  no  right  to  trial  by  jury  exists 
in  such  suits,"  even  though  under  the  statute  a  penalty  may  be  im- 
posed for  the  maintenance  of  such  nuisance.*^  It  has  been  held,  how- 
ever, that  an  action  for  the  removal  of  a  nuisance  and  for  damages  is 
triable  by  jury  as  a  matter  of  right.*^ 


V.  Eamsay,  153  N.  T.  Supp.  408.  Okla. 
Hogan  V.  Leeper,  37  Okla.  655,  133  Pac. 
190,  47  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  475.  W,  Va. 
Cheuvront  v.  Horner,  62  W.  Va.  476, 
59  S.  E.  964. 
But  see  10  Standard  Peoc.  189. 

[a]  Where  the  action  is  based  upon 
a  contract  which  entitles  plaintiff  to 
recover  one-half  of  the  proceeds  of 
sale  of  land,  it  is  triable  by  jury  as 
of  right,  but  where  the  action  _  is 
brought  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside 
the  conveyance  upon  the  ground  of 
fraudulent  representations,  the  trial 
should  be  by  the  court.  Hunter  v. 
Eamsay,  153  N.  Y.  Supp.  408. 

[b]  Rescission  for  Mental  IncJtpac- 
ity. — A  jury  trial  is  properly  denied 
in  an  action  to  rescind  a  transaction 
on  the  ground  of  mental  incapacity 
involving  restoration  on  both  sides,  in- 
cluding money  to  the  plaintiff,  the  can- 
cellation of  instruments  and  other 
equitable  features.  Kuhn  v.  Johnson, 
91  Kan.  188,  137  Pac.  990. 

[cj  An  issue  of  fraud  and  undue 
influence  in^the  procurement  of  deeds, 
under  which  plaintiff  claims  an  inter- 
est in  property,  tendered  by  the  an- 
swer is  clearly  of  equitable  cogniz- 
ance and  defendant  is  not  entitled  to 
a  jurv  trial.  Clough-  v.  All  Persona, 
27  Cai.  App.  268,  149  Pac.  778. 

41.  Ala. — ^Fulton  v.  State,  171  Ala. 
572,  54  So.  688.  la. — ^Littleton  v. 
Pritz,  65  Iowa  488,  22  N.  W.  641,  54 
Am.  Eep.  19.  Mo. — State  v.  Canty, 
207  Mo.  439,  105  S.  W.  1078,  123  Am. 
St.  Eep.  393,  15  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  747; 
Walther  v.  City  of  Cape  Girardeau,  166 
Mo.  App.  467,  149  S.  W.  36.  S.  C. 
State  V.  Palmetto  Bowl.  CTub,  80  S.  C 
114,  61  S.  E.  209. 

[a]  In  an  action  ta  restrain  con- 
tinued acts  of  trespass  and  to  recover 
damages  for  trespass  "the  cause  of 
action  pleaded  is  equitable  in  its  na- 
ture, and  the  issues  of  law,  as  well 
as  of  fact,  are  triable  by  the  court 
without  a  jury,  subject,  of  course,  to 
the  discretion  of  the  court  to  submit 
issues  of  fact  to  a  jury,  whose  find- 


ings, however,  would  not  be  binding 
upon  the  conscience  of  the  chancellor." 
Koch  V.  Story,  47  Colo.  335,  107  Pac. 
1093. 

42.  State    v.    Marshall,     100    Miss. 
626,  56  So.  798,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  434;, 
State  V.  Murphy,   71  Vt.  127,  41   Atl. 
1037. 

[a]  Such  statutes  are  neither  penal 
in  their  nature  nor  do  they  deprive  de- 
fendants of  their  constitutional  right 
to  trial  by  jury.  State  v.  Eyder,  126 
Minn.  95,  147  N.  "W.  953. 

[b]  And  there  is  a  clear  "distinc- 
tion between  a  proceeding  to  abate  a 
nuisance,  which  looks  only  to  the  prop- 
erty that  in  the  use  made  of  it  con- 
stitutes the  nuisance,  and  a  proceeding 
to  punish  the  offender  for  the  crime 
of  maintaining  a  nuisance.  .  .  .  The 
latter  is  conducted  under  the  provisions 
of  the  criminal  law,  and  deals  only 
with  the  person  who  has  violated  the 
law.  The  former  is  governed  by  the 
rules  which  relate  to  property.  .  .  . 
The  fact  that  keeping  a  nuisance  is  a 
crime  does  not  deprive  a  court  of 
equity  of  the  power  to  abate  the  nuis- 
ance."  Carletott  V.  Eugg,  149  Mass. 
550,  22  N".  E.  55,  14  Am.  St.  Eep.  446, 
5  L.  E.  A.  193. 

43.  Heu^hes  v.  Galusha  Stove  Co., 
122  App.  Div.  118,  106  N.  Y.  Supp. 
606. 

[a]  It  is  immaterial  that  it  is 
prayed  in  such  action  that  the  "de- 
fendant" be  directed  to  remove  the 
nuisance.  "Where  the  judgment  de- 
termines that  a  nuisance  is  maintained 
by  a  defendant,  and  directs  the  re- 
moval thereof,  .  .  .  we  think  it  is 
equivalent  to  saying  it  should  be  re- 
moved by  the  defendant.  There  seem 
to  be  no  cases  where  this  precise  ques- 
tion has  been  considered,  but  we 
think  ...  no  equitable  relief  is 
prayed  for  in  the  complaint.  The  case 
ia  one  for  nuisance  alone,  and  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury  exists."  Heughes  v. 
Galusha  Stove  Co.,  122  App.  Div.  118, 
106  N.  Y.  Supp.  606. 
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q.  .Condemnation  Proceedings.  —  Proceedings  to  ascertain  the  com- 
pensation to  be  paid  in  taking  private  property  for  public  use  are 
generally  not  within  the  meaning  oi'  constitutional  provisions  preserv- 
ing the  right  to  trial  by  jury.**  But  where  at  the  time  of  the  adoption 
of  the  constitution  the  damages  in  such  proceeding  were  assessed  by  a 
jury,  a  trial  by  jury  is  a  matter  of  constitutional  privilege.*'  In  some 
jurisdictions  it  is  expressly  provided  by  the  constitution  that  compen- 
sation for  private  property  taken  for  public  use  shall  be  ascertained 
by  a  jury.*®    Such  constitutional  provisions,  however,  do  not  include 


44.  U.  S.'— Bauman  v.  Eoss,  167  U. 
S.  548,  17  Sup.  Ct.  966,  42  L.  ed. 
270;  United  States  v.  Jones,  109  U.  S. 
513,  3  Sup.  Ct.  346,  27  L.  ed.  1015; 
United  States  v.  Engerman,  46  Ted. 
176.  Conn.— New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  E. 
Co.  V.  Long,  69  Conn.  424,  37  Atl.  1070. 
Del. — ^Bailey  v.  Philadelphia,  etc.  E. 
Co.,  4  Harr.  389,  44  Am.  Dee.  593; 
Whiteman  v.  Wilmington,  etc.  E.  Co., 
2  Harr.  514,  33  Am.  Dec.  411.  Ga. 
Savannah,  etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Postal  Tel. 
Cable  Co.,  112  Ga.  941,  38  S.  B.  353; 
Oliver  v.  Union  Point,  etc.  E.  Co.,  83 
Ga.  257,  9  S.  E.  1086.  Ind.— Baltimore, 
etc.  E.  Co.  V.  Ketring,  122  Ind.  5,  23 
K.  E.  527;  Drebert  v.  Frier,  106  Ind. 
SiO,  7  N.  E.  223;  Lipes  v.  Hand,  104 
Ind.  503,  1  N.  E.  871,  4  N.  B.  160; 
Anderson  v.  Caldwell,  91  Ind.  451,  46 
Am.  Eep.  613.  la. — Eichardson  v.  City 
of  Centerville,  137  Iowa  253,  114  N. 
W.  1071;  In  re  Bradley,  108  Iowa  476, 
79  K.  W.  280.  Kan. — Central  Branch 
U.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Atchison,  etc.  E.  Co.,  28 
Kan.  453.  Me. — ^Ingram  v.  Maine  Wat- 
er Co.,  98  Me.  566,  57  Atl.  893;  Ken- 
nebec Water  Dist.  v.  Waterville,  96 
Me.  234,  52  Atl.  774.  Minn.-— Brug- 
german  v.  True,  25  Minn.  123;  Ames  v. 
Iiake  Superior  &  M.  E.  Co.,  .21  Minn. 
241.  Miss. — Eiverside  Drain.  Dist.  v. 
Euckner,  108  Miss.  427,  66  So.  784;  New 
Orleans,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Drake,  60  Miss. 
621;  Isom  v.  Mississippi  Cent.  E.  Co., 
30  Miss.  300.  Wev.— Goldfield  Consol., 
etc.  Co.  K.  Old  Sandstorm,  etc.  Min. 
Co.,  38  Nev.  426,  150  Pac.  313.  N.  H. 
J)i,  re  Mt.  Washington  Eoad  Co.,  35  N. 
H,  134;  Dalton  v.  North  Hampton,  19 
N.  H.  362;  Backus  v.  Lebanon,  11  N. 
H.  19,  35  Am.  Dec.  466.  IST.  J.— Mor- 
ris V.  Comptroller,  54  N.  J.  L.  268,  23 
Atl.  664;  American  Print  Works  v. 
Lawrence,  21  N.  J.  L.  248.  N.  Y. 
People  ex  rel.  Herrick  v.  Smith,  21  N. 
Y.  595;  Livingston  v.  New  York,  8 
Wend.  85,  22  Am.  Dec.  622;  Beckman 
V.  Saratoga  E.  Co.,  3  Paige  45.    N.  C. 
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State  V.  Jones,  139  N.  C.  613,  52  S.  E. 
240,  2  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  313;  Porter  «. 
Armstrong,  134  N.  C.  447,  46  S.  E.  997; 
Chowan  &  S.  E.  Co.  v.  Parker,  105 
N.  C.  246,  11  S.  E.  328.  Ore.— Ken- 
dall V.  Post,  8  Ore.  141.  Pa. — Pennsyl- 
vania E.  Co.  V.  First  German  Congre- 
gation, 53  Pa.  445;  Fitzpatriek  v. 
Pennsylvania  E.  Co.,  10  Phila.  141. 
S.  C. — Gilmer  v.  Hunnicutt,  57  S.  C. 
166,  35  S.  B.  521.  Tex.— -Ehine  «.  Mc- 
Kinney,  53  Tex.  354;  Houston  Tap  & 
B.  E.  Co.  V.  Milburn,  34  Tex.  224.  Vt. 
Gold  V.  Vermont  Cent.  E.  Co.,  19  Vt. 
478.  Va. — Lake  Bowling  Alley  v.  City 
of  Eiehmond,  116  Va.  429,  82  S.  E.  97. 
Wyo. — Edwards  v.  City  of  Cheyenne, 
1!)  Wyo.  110,  114  Pac.  677,  122  Pac. 
GOO. 

[a]  Past  damages  for  condemna- 
tion of  lands  are  to  be  determined 
by  a  jury  and  a  statute  providing  for 
a  committee  appointed  by  the  court 
to  fix  such  damages  must  be  construed 
to  \>e  permissive  only,  otherwise  it 
would  deprive  defendant  of  his  consti- 
tutional right  to  trial  by  jury.  City 
of  Waterbury  v.  Piatt  Bros.  &  Co.,  76 
Conn.  435,  56  Atl.  856.  See  8  Stand- 
ABD   Proc.   299. 

45.  Bachelor  v.  Cole,  132  Ind.'  143, 
31  N.  E.  569;  Louisville,  etc.  Air  Line 
E.  W.  Co.  V.  Dryden,  39' Ind.  393;  Lake 
Erie,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Heath,  9  Ind.  558; 
Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.  «.  Winslow,  27  Ind. 
App.  316,  60  N.  B.  466. 

46.  Ala.— Faust  v.  Huntsville,  83 
Ala.  279,  3  So.  771.  Ark.— Cairo  &  F. 
E.  E.  Co.  V.  Trout,  32  Ark.  17.  Cal. 
Vallejo  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Eeed  Orchard 
Co.,  169  Cal.  545,  147  Pac.  238;  Wil- 
cox 1}.  Engebretsen,  160  Cal.  288,  116 
Pac.  750;  Weber  v.  Santa  Clara,  ,59  Cal.. 
265.  111. — Hull  V.  Sangamon  Eiver  Dr. 
Dist.,  219  111.  454,  76  N.  E.  701;  Hutch- 
ins  V.  Vandalia  L.  &  Drainage  Dist., 
217  111.  561,  75  N.  E.  354;  Juvinall  v. 
Jamesburg  Drainage  Dist.,  204  HI.  106, 
68  N.  E.  440.     Md.— Baltimore  Belt  E. 
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the  assessment  of  benefits,*'  nor  do  they  affect  the  mode  of  trial  of  the 
question  of  the  appropriation  of  land.*' 

r.  Assessments  for  Public  Improvements.  —  Proceedings  pertaining 
to  the  assessment  of  taxes  for  public  improvements  are  not  triable  by 
jury  as  a  matter  of  right,*"  but  it  is  held  that  in  the  absence  of  an  ex- 
I'ress  provision  of  the  statute  requiring  the  court  without  a  jury  to  try 
the  issues  of  fact  the  statute  will  be  construed  to  mean  that  the  right 
to  trial  by  jury  obtains.^"    The  rule  that  a  jury  is  not  a  matter  of  right 


Co.  V.  Baltzell,  75  Md.  S4,  23  Atl.  74. 
lOicb.. — Detroit  Comrs.  v.  Moesta,  91 
Mich.  149,  51  N.  W.  903;  Campau  v. 
Detroit,  14  Mich.  276.  Mo. — Kansas 
City  V.  Smith,  238  Mo.  323,  141  S.  W. 
1103;  Chicago,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Little 
Tarkio,  etc.  Dist.,  237  Mo.  86,  139  S. 
W.  572.  OhiO'. — King  v.  Greenwood 
Cem.  Assn.,  67  Ohio  St.  240,  65  N.  E. 
882;  Sharer  v.  Starrett,  4  Ohio  St. 
494.     Wash. — Seanor  v.   Whatcom   Co., 

13  Wash.  48,  42  Pae.  552.  W.  Va. 
Ward  V.  Ohio  R.  E.  Co.,  35  W.  Va.  481, 

14  S.  E.  142.  Wis. — Seifert  v.  Brooks, 
34  Wis.  443;  Norton  v.  Peck,  3  Wis. 
734. 

[a]  Under  a  constitution  declaring 
that  the  just  compensation  to  the 
owner  in  condemnation  proceedings 
shall  be  ascertained  by  a  jury,  a  stat- 
ute empowering  the  court  without  no- 
tice to  the  owner  to  impanel  a  jury 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
amount  of  damages  is  unconstitutional, 
as  "the  property  holder  is  entitled  to 
an  impartial  jury,  and  to  that  end  is 
the  opportunity  to  be  present  and  pre- 
fer legal  objections  to  those  persons 
tendered  to  serve  as  jurors  in  the 
cause."  Wabash  E.  Co.  ■;;.  Drainage 
Dist.,  194  HI.  310,  62  N.  B.  679. 

47.  Vallejo  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Eeed  Or- 
chard Co.,  169  Cal.  545,  147  Pac.  238; 
Stack  V.  People,  217  111.  220,  75  N.  E. 
347;  Hosmer  v.  Hunt  Drainage  Dist., 
135  111.  51,  26  N.  E.  587. 

[a]  "If  the  assessment  was  made 
under  the  taxing  power  of  the  state 
for  benefits  which  will  result  to  the 
property  in  consequence  of  the  im- 
provement, then  the  .  .  .  court  may 
try  the  exceptions  without  the  aid  of 
a  jury  'in  a  summary  manner; '  but  when 
the  exceptions  filed  challenge  the  as- 
sessment of  the  cash  value  of  laud  to 
be  taken  for  the  right  of  way  for  the 
ditches  and  drains,  tor  the  da,mages 
that  will  be  done  thereto  by  reason  of 
the  improvements,  under  the  power  of 
eminent    domain,   then    the    court   must 


gra,nt  a  jury  trial  when  demanded  by 
the  landowners."  Little  Tarkio  Drain. 
Dist.  V.  Eichardson,  237  Mo.  49,  139  S. 
W.   576. 

[b]  Damages. — Where  the  constitu- 
tion provides  that  in  condemnation 
proceedings  compensation  to  the  own- 
ers shall  be  ascertained  by  a  jury,  but 
is  silent  concerning  the  mode  of 
determining  the  other  facts  necessary 
to  establish  plaintiff's  right  to  take 
the  property,  the  legislature  may  pro- 
vide the  method  of  trial  of  all  ques- 
tions except  that  of  compensation,  and 
where  the  statute  limits  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury  to  actions  for  the  recov- 
ery of  property  or  money  and  of  dam- 
ages for  breach  of  contract  or  injur- 
ies, the  right  of  trial  by  jury  in  con- 
demnation proceedings  does  not  ob- 
tain save  as  to  the  issue  of  compensa- 
tion. Vallejo  &  N.  E.  Co.  v.  Eeed 
Orchard  Co.,  169  Cal.  545,  147  Pac. 
238. 

48.  Cuyahoga  E.  P.  Co.  v.  City  of 
Akron,  210  Fed.  524. 

49.  A!a,.— State  v.  Bley,  162  Ala. 
2S9,  50  So.  263.  111.— Trigger  v.  Drain- 
age Dist.,  193  111.  230,  61  N.  E.  1114; 
Briggs  V.  Union  Drainage  Dist.,  140 
111.  53,  29  N.  E.  721.  Ind.— Indian- 
apolis &  C.  G.  Eoad  Co.  v.  Christian,  93 
Ind.  360.  la,.— In  re  Bradley,  108  Iowa 
476,  79  N.  W.  280.  Mass.— Howe  v. 
City  of  Cambridge,  114  Mass.  388.  Mo. 
Mound  City  L.  &  S.  Co.  v.  Miller,  170 
Mo.  240,  70  S.  W.  721,  94  Am.  St.  Eep. 
727,  60  L.  E.  A.  190.  Neb. — Drainage 
Dist.  V.  Eichardson  County,  86  Neb. 
355,  125  N.  W.  796.  Okla.— Catron  v. 
Deep  Eork  Drain.  Dist.,  35  Okla.  447, 
130  Pac.  263.  Tex.— City  of  Paris  v. 
Brennemau,  59  Tex.  Civ.  App.  464,  126 
S  W.  58.  Wash. — In  re  Jackson  Street, 
62  Wash.  432,  113  Pac.  1112;  State  v. 
Henry,  28  Wash.  38,  68  Pac.  368. 

50.  City  of  Tuscaloosa  v.  Hill  (Ala, 
App.),   69  So.   486. 

[a]  "There  is  nothing  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statutes  .    .   .  which  ex- 
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in  such  proceedings  has' no  application  to  cases  in  -which  the  issue  of 
compensation  to  the  owner  of  property  taken  or  injured  by  the  im- 
provement is  involved.'^ 

s.  Cancellation  of  License.  —  A  proceeding  for  the  revocation  of  a 
license  being  summary  in  its  charactei:  is  not  one  in  which  the  defend- 
ant as  a  matter  of  constitutional  right  is  entitled  to  a  jury.^^ 

t.  Disbarment  Proceedings.  —  A  proceeding  for  disbarment  of  an 
attorney  is  nOt  one  in  which  the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  existed  prior 
to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  and  the  defendant  is  not  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury.'^  But  where  the  statute  provides 
that  proceedings,  to  disbar  an  attorney  shall  be  governed  by  the  rules 
applicable  to  other  civil  actions  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  is  granted 
thereby.^* 

u.  Quo  Warranto.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  the  right  to  trial  by  jury 
does  not  obtain  in  quo  warranto  proceedings,^?  while  in  others  the 


pressly  indicates  a  legislative  intention 
that  these  assessment  cases  shall  or 
shall  not  be  tried  as  other  cases  are 
tried  in  jury  courts  where  issues  of 
fact  are  presented.  .  .  .  And  hence, 
though  we  might  concede  the  obscurity 
of  the  legislative  purpose  in  the  stat- 
utes under  consideration,  we  think  it 
is  a  sound  rule  of  construction  to  hold 
that  when  original  or  appellate  juris- 
diction of  any  cause  is  vested  by  law 
in  jAry  courts,  and  trial  by  jury  is 
not  plainly  inhibited,  a  jury  must  be 
impaneled  and  a  verdict  rendered 
therecin,  as  in  ordinary  eases,  unless  a 
jury  trial  is  waived,  by  the  parties. 
This  rule  is  certainly  in  accord  with 
the  spirit  of  our  laws,,  and  the  genius 
of  our  government."  City  of  Sunts- 
ville  V.  Pulley,  187  Ala.  367,  65  So. 
405. 

51.  Drainage  District  v.  Biehardson 
County,  86  Keb.  355,  125  N„  W.  796. 

52.  Conn, — La  Croix  v.  Fairfield,  49 
Conn.  591.  la. — State  v.  Scbinidtz,  65 
Iowa  556,  22  N.  W.  673.  IVJo.— State 
■w.  Boss,  177  Mo.  App.  223,  16^  S.  W. 
702.  Neb.— Munk  v.  Erink,  81  Neb. 
631,  116  N.  W.  525,  17  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)  439,  physician 'a.  license.  N.  J. 
Voight  V.  Board,  ete.  Comrs.,  59  N.  J. 
L.  358,  36  Atl.  686,  37  L.  E.  A.  292. 
N.  Y.—In  re  Lyman,,  163  N.  Y.  552,  57 
N.  E.  1115;  People  v.  Brooklyn  Comrs., 
56  N.  T.  92.  Va,— Cherry  v.  Com.,  78 
Va.  375. 

[a]  A  pr.ocee4ing,  to  cancel  a  license 
on  the  ground  o^  fraud  falls  under  the 
rules  of  equity  jurisprudence  and  hence 
tli.e.  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  a  jury 
trial  as  a  matter  of  right.     GuUey  v. 
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Territory  of  Oklahoma,  19  Okla,  187, 
91  Pae.  1037. 

53.  U.  S.—EX  parte  Wall,  107  TJ.  S. 
265,  2  Sup.  Ct.  569,  27  I,,  ed.  552.  Oal, 
iTi  re  Danford,  157  Cat  42^,  108  Pac. 
322;  In  re  Wharton,  114  Qalr,  367,  46 
Pac.  172,  55  Am.  Si  Bep.  72.  Kan.. 
In  re  Norris,  60  Kan.  649,  57  ?ac.  538. 
La. — State  v.  Pourchy,  106-  La.  74a,  31 
So.  325.  BCch.— Tw '  re  Shepard,  109 
Mich.  631,  67  N.  W.  971.  Oklis..— State 
Bar  Com.  v.  Sullivan,  35  Okla.  745,  131 
Pac.  703,  L.  E.  A.  1915  D,  1218.  Wash. 
State  V.  Eossman,  53  Wash.  1,  101  Pac. 
357,  21  L.  E.  A,  (N;  S.)   821.. 

[a]  The  conduct  of  "a  special  pro- 
ceeding finding  its  authority  solely  in 
the.  statutes  ...  is  governed  by  the 
express  provision  of  the.  statutes.  There 
being  no  provision  authorizing  the  call- 
ing of  a  jury,  the  defendJtnt  was  wholly 
without  authority  to  call  one." 
Kronschnabel  v.  Taylor,  30  S.  D.,304, 
138   N.  W.   372. 

54.  Wernimont  v.  State,  101  Ark 
210,  142  S.  W.  194,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D, 
1156. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
a  trial  in  disbarment  proceedings  may 
be  had  "as  in  other  cases,"  the  de- 
fendant is  authorized  to  demand  a  trial, 
by  jury  as  a  matter  of  right.  Eeilly 
V.  Cavanau^h,  32  Ind.  214. 

55.  XT.  S. — Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Mis- 
souri, 224  XT.  S.  270,  32  Sup.  Ct.  406, 
56  L.  ed.  760.  Ala.— Taliaferro  v.  Lee, 
97  Ala.  92,  13  So.  125.  Ark.— Wheat 
r.  Smith,  50  Ark.  266,  7  S.  W.  161; 
State  V.  Johnson,  26  Ark.  281.  Conn. 
State  V.  Lewis,  51  Conn.  113.  Kan. 
Wheeler  v.   Caldwell,  68  Kan.  776,  75 
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parties  are  held  to  bave  a  constitvitioiaal  right  to  trial  by  jury  iti  such 
proceedings.^"  Where  a  distinction  is  made  between  the  ancient  writ 
of  quo  warranto  and  proceedings  by  information  in  the  nature  of  quo 
warranto,  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  exists  in  the  latter,^'  but  in  the 
former  proceedings  there  is  no  such  right.'* 

V.  Mandamus.  —  Generally  constitutional  provisions  do  not  give  the 
right  of  trial  by  jury  in  mandamus  proceedings  as  such  right  did  not 
exist  at  common,  law.^®  In  some  jurisdictions,  however,  a  trial  by  jury 
in  such  proceedings  is  a  matter  of  right,""  particularly  where  given  by 
statute."^  So  too,  it  has  been  held  that  where  an  issue  of  fact  outsi(te 
of  the  record  is  involved,  the  right  to  trial,  by  jury  obtains  in  manda- 
mus proceedings."^ 

w.  Attachment.  —  A  proceeding  to  discharge  an  attachment,  as-  a 
rule,  is  triable  without  a  jury,"'  but  it  has  been  held  that  where  any 
of  the  material  facts  set  forth  in  the  affidavit  for  attachment  is  put  in 
issue,  a  trial  by  jury  is.  a  matter  of  i^ght."*  And  the  claim,  of  a.  third 
person  to  the  property  attached  must  be  tried  by  j;i4ry  unless:  a  jury  is 
waived."^ 

X.  Garnishment.  —  The  parties  ordinarily  are  not  ^ititledt  to  trial 
by  jury  in  garnishment  proceedings,""  though  in  some  cases  the  con- 
trary is  held."'   And  in  some  jiwiadictions,  under  statutes,  the  right,  to 


Pae.  1031.  Mass. — Attorney-Geii«ral  o. 
Sullivan,  163  Mass.  446,  40  N.  E.  843. 
Mmn. — State  v.  Minnesota  Thresher 
Mfg.  Go.,  40  Minn.  213,  41  N.  W.  1020, 
3  L.  E.  A.  510.  Mo.— rotate  v.  Arkansas 
Lumber  Co.,  260  Mo.  212,  169  S.  W. 
145;  State  ex  rel.  Norton  v.  Lupton,  64 
Mo.  415,  27  Am.  Rep.  253;  State  il. 
Vail,  53  Mo.  97.  Neb.— State  «. 
Moores,  56  Neb.  1,  76  N.  W;  530.  Ore. 
State  V.  Sengstacken,  61  Ore.  455,  122 
Pae.  292.  WaslL— State  v.  Doharty,  16 
Wash.  382,  47  Pae.  958,  58  Am.  St. 
£ep.  39. 

56.  Ha. — ^Buckman  v.  State,  34  Pla.. 
48,  iS  So.  697,  24  L.  E.  A.  806.  Idaho. 
People  V.  Havlrd,  2  Idaho  531,  25  Pae. 
294,  10  L.  E.  A.  831.  Mich.— People 
V.  Doesburg,  16  Mieh.  133.  N.  Y.— Peo- 
ple V.  Albany  &  S.  E.  Ce.,  57  N.  T.  161. 
Okla.— State  i>.  Cobb,  24  Okla.  662,  104 
Pae.  361,  24  L.  B.  A.  (M.  S.)  639.  Wis. 
State  V.  McDonald,  108  Wis.  8,  84  1*. 
W.   171,   81   Am.  St.  Eep.   878. 

57.  Louisiana  &  N.  W.  E.  Co.  fl. 
States  75  Ark.  435,  88  S.  W.  599. 

58.  Eeynolds  v.  State,  61  Ind.  392. 

59.  Ark. — State  v.  Johnson,  26  Ark. 
281.  OaL — People  v.  Judge,  9i  Cal-.  19. 
Conn.— Castle  d.  Lawlor,  4,7  Conn.  340. 
ria. — Stalie  v.  Suwannee,  21  Pla.  1.  la. 
Klopp  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co., 
156  Iowa  466,  136  N.  W.  906.  Minn. 
State  V.  Sherwood,  15  Minn.  221,  2  Am. 


Rep.  116.  Nftb. — Mayer  v.  Wilkiason, 
52  Nfib.  764,  73  N.  W.  214.  Ohio. 
Dutton  V.  Village  of-  Hanover,  42  ©hio 
St.  215.  Tena. — Marler  «i  Weas,  117 
Tenn.  244,  96  S.  W.  447. 

60.  Ind.— Mott  «-.  State,  1^  Ind. 
383,  44  N.  E.  548;  State  v.  BurnsmallB 
Tp.  Co.,  97  Ind.  416.  Okla.— Territory 
V.  Chicago,  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  2  Ofcila.  108, 
3fl  Pae.  389.  Utah. — Ghamberlaan  v. 
Warburton,   1   Utah    267. 

61.  People  ex  rel.  Kruse  ».  Wood- 
maji,  1  N*  ¥.  Supp.  33Si 

62.  Pecple  v.  Young,  40  111.  8.7'. 

63.  Ky.— Talbot  v.  Pierce,  14  B. 
Mon.  195.  Md. — Qovec  v.  Barnes,  15 
Md.  576.  N.  Ci — Pasour  »;  Linebergerj 
90  N.  C.  159s  Okla..— McComb  v.  Watt, 
39  Okla.  412,  135  Pae.  361.  Wash. 
Windt  «.  Banniaay  2,  Wash.  147,  26 
Pacv  189i  Wyo. — Wearne  v.  France^  3 
Wyo.  273i  21  Pae.  703. 

64.  Gapehaiit's.  Exf.  «.  Dowery,  10 
■ySfi.  Va.  130.  See  also  Shrewsbiiiy  Hi 
Pearson,  ±  MeCord   (Si  G.)   3ai, 

65.  3  Standard  Pboc.  603* 

66.  Minn. — Weibelec  «.  Ford,  61 
Minn.  398,  63  N.  W.  1075.  N.  M. 
New  Mexico  Nat.  Bank  «.  Brooks^  9 
N.  M.  113,  49.  Pae.  947.  Wiar-^Be- 
laney  v.  Hartwig>  91  Wis.  4J2',  64.  N. 
W.  M36;  La  Crosse  Bamk  v.  WilBon,  74 
Wis.  391,  43  N.  W.  153. 

67.  Cal. — Galloon    v.    Levy,    5    Cal. 
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trial  by  jury  obtains  in  such  proceedings  where  the  question  of  title 
to  property  is  involved.®^ 

y.  Commitment  of  Juvenile  Delinquent.  —  A  proceeding  in  the 
juvenile  court  to  commit  a  juvenile  delinquent  to  an  industlv*:)  or  re- 
form school  is  not  a  criminal  action  and  the  defendant  has  no  constitu- 
tional right  to  a  trial  by  jury.^^  The  statutes  in  a  number  of  states, 
however,  permit  a  jury  trial.^" 

z.  In  Oilier  Cases, — (I.)  Generally,  — The  right  to  jury  trial  in 
numerous  other  proceedings  is  treated  elsewhere  in  this  work.'^ 

(II.)  Partition. —  Suits  in  partition  generally  are  deemed  of  equit- 
able cognizance  and  a  trial  by  jury  in  such  suits  is  not  a  matter  of 
right,^^  and  in  some  jurisdictions  there  is  no  right  to  trial  by  jury 
even  though  the  title  to  the  property  is  put  in  issue;"  but  in  other 
jurisdictions  the  issues  of  title'*  and  possession  in  partition  suits  are 


294.  La. — ^Denouvion  v.  McNight,  26 
I/a.  Ann.  74.  MJo. — See  Maze  v.  G-rif- 
lin,  65  Mo.  App.  377. 

68.  Neff  V.  Manuel,  121  Iowa  706, 
97  N.  W.  73;  Hubbard  V.  Lamburn, 
189  Mass.  296,  75  N.  E.  707. 

69.  U.  S. — "Ex  parte  Januszewski, 
196  Fed.  123.  Fla. — Pugh  v.  Bowden, 
54  Fla.  302,  45  So.  499.  Idaho.— Ira  re 
Sharp,  15  Idaho  120,  96  Pac.  563,  18 
L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  886.  Ind.— Dinson  v. 
Drosta,  39  Ind.  App.  432,  80  N.  B.  32. 
La.— State  v.  Kagan,  125  La.  121,  51 
So.  89.  Minn. — State  v.  Brown,  50 
Minn.  353,  52  N.  W.  935,  36  Am.  St. 
Eep.  651,  16  L.  E.  A.  691.  Pa.— Com. 
V.  Fisher,  213  Pa.  48,  62  Atl.  198.  Tex. 
Ex  'parte  Bartee  (Tex.  Grim.),  174  S. 
W.  1051.  Utah. — Mill  v.  Brown,  31 
Utah  473,  88  Pae.  609,  120  Am.  St. 
Eep.  935.  Wis. — Wiseonsin  Industrial 
School  V.  Clarkj  103  Wis.  651,  179  N. 
W.  422. 

[a]  "The  question  as  to  the  ex- 
tent to  which  a  child's  constitutional 
rights  are  impaired  by  a  restraint  upon 
its  freedom  has  arisen  many  times 
with  reference  to  statutes  authorizing 
the  commitment  of  dependent,  incor- 
rigible, or  delinquent  children  to  the 
custody  of  some  institution,  and  the 
decisions  appear  to  warrant  the  state- 
ment, as  a  general  rule,  that,  where 
the  investigation  is  into  the  status 
and  needs  of  the  child,  and  the  insti- 
tution to  which  he  or  she  is  commit- 
ted is  not  of  a  penal  character,  such 
investigation  is  not  one  to  which  the 
constitutional  guaranty  of  a  right  to 
trial  by  jury  extends."  In  re  Watson, 
157  N.  C.  340,  72  8.  E.  1049.  But  see 
12  Standard  Pboc.  874,  note  38. 
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70.  12  Standard  Proc.  873. 

71.  In  forcible  entry  and  detainer 
cases,  see  8   Standard  Proc.  1122. 

In  proceedings  to  ascertain  value  of 
homestead,  see  11  Standard  Proc.  369. 

In  proceedings  to  determine  compet- 
ency, see  12  Standard  Proc.  16. 

In  Chinese  exclusion  cases,  see  II 
Standard  Proc.  909. 

In  proceedings  to  enforce  health  reg- 
ulations, see  10  Standard  Peoc.  985. 

On  inquisition  of  limacy,  see  13 
Standard  Proc.  461. 

In  insolvency  proceedings,  see  13 
Standard  Proc.  673,  et  seq. 

In  actions  on  awards,  see  2  Stand- 
ard Proc.  662. 

In  proceedings  to  open  or  vacate 
judgments,  see  15  Standard  Peoc.  230. 

In  habeas  corpus  proceedings,  see  10 
Standard  Pkoc.  935, 

In  injunction  suits,  see  13  Standard 
Proc.  175  et  seq. 

In  bankruptcy  proceedings,  see  3 
Standard  Proo.  1001. 

72.  Flaherty  v.  McCormick,  113  111. 
538;  Judd  v.  Dike,  30  Minn.  380,  15  N. 
W.  672. 

73.  Fla. — Camp  Phosphate  Co.  v. 
Anderson,  48  Fla.  226,  37  So.  722,  111 
Am.  St.  Eep.  77.  la— Flaherty  v. 
McCormick,  113  111.  538.  Va.— Pillow 
V.  Southwest  Va.  Imp.  Co.,  92  Va.  144, 
23  S.  E.  32,  53  Am.  St.  Eep.  804.  W.  Va. 
Cecil  V.  Clark,  44  W.  Va.  659,  30  S.  E. 
216. 

74.  Me.— Allen  v.  Hall,  50  Me.  253. 
Mo. — Benoist  v.  Thomas,  121  Mo.  660, 
27  S.  W.  609.  N.  O.— Covington  v.  Cov- 
ington. 73  N.  C.  168.  S.  C— Osborne 
v.  Osborne,  41  8.  C.  195,  19  S.  E.  494; 
Connor  v.  Edwards,  36  S.  C.  559,  15  S. 
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triable  by  jury  as  of  right."  And  under  some  statutes  the  parties  to 
a  partition  suit  are  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury.'" 

(III.)  Specific  Performance. —  The  right  to  trial  by  jury,  as  a  rule, 
does  not  obtain  in  actions  for  specific  performance.''  And  the  fact  that 
plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  also  a  money  judgment  does  not  necessarily 
confer  such  right  upon  the  parties  to  the  action.'^  But  where  plain- 
tiff joins  a  cause  of  action  for  specific  performance  with  one  for  dam- 
ages'® and  it  appears  that  the  defendant  is  not  and  has  never  been 
able  to  perform  the  contract  specifically,^"  the  issue  of  damages  is  tri- 
able by  a  jury. 

(IV.)  Enforcement  of  Bonds  and  Recognizances.  —  The  parties  to  a  sum- 
mary proceeding  under  a  statute  to  enforce  execution  on  forfeited 
bonds  and  recognizances  are  not  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury,^^  unless 
such  right  is  expressly  given  by  the  statute,^^  or  the  execution  of  the 
bond  itself  is  controverted.*^ 

(V.)  Scire  Facias. —  A  trial  by  jury  is  not  a  matter  of  right  in  pro- 
ceedings by  scire  facias.^ 

(VI.)    EstablisliDient  of  Lost  Instruments  or  Records Actions   brought 


E.  711;  Eeams  i).  Spann,  28  S.  C.  530, 
6  S.  E.  325. 

[a]  But  this  right  does  not  extend 
to  the  aajustment  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties  in  respect  to  advancements 
made  to  them.  Gunn  V.  Thruston,  130 
Mo.  339,  32  S.  W.  654. 

75.  Harding  v.  Devitt,  10  Phila. 
(Pa.)  95,  30  Leg.  Int.  416. 
'  76.  Martin  v.  Martin,  118  Ind.  227, 
20  N.  E.  763;  Boweu  v.  Sweeney,  143 
N.  T.  349,  38  N.  E.  271;  Hewlett  v. 
Wood,  62  N.  Y.  75;  Ward  v.  Ward,  23 
Hun   (N.  Y.)   431. 

fa]  A  statute  providing  that  the  is- 
sues of  fact  in  partition  suits  are  tri- 
able by  jury  does  not  apply  where  the 
only  matter  in  controversy  relates  to 
the  amounts  with  which  the  respective 
shares  of  the  parties  are  chargeable. 
Brown  v.  Brown,  52  Hun  532,  5  N.  Y. 
Supp.  893. 

77.  Idaho. — Brady  v.  Yost,  6  Idaho 
273,  55  Pae.  542.  Mass. — Shapira  v. 
D'Arcy,  180  Mass.  377,  62  N.  E,  412. 
Mo. — ^McCuUough  V.  McOullough,  31 
Mo.  226.  N.  Y. — Wurster  v.  Armfietld, 
98  App.  Div.  298,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  699. 

[a]  Where  plaintiff  demands  specific 
performance  and  asks  also  that  de- 
fendant, in  case  of  inability  to  per- 
form the  contract  specifically,  be  re- 
quired to  furnish  security  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  contract  and  the  an- 
swer does  not  show  defendant's  in- 
ability to  specifically  perform  the  con- 
tract, it  is  proper  to  deny  a  motion  for 


trial  by  jury.     O'Beirne  v.  BuUia,  158 
N.  Y.  466,  53  N.  E.  211. 

78.  Pierce  v.  Stewart,  61  Ohio  St. 
422,  56  N.  E.  201. 

[a]  An  action  to  enforce  the  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  by  which 
the  defendants  agreed  to  convey  prop-; 
erty  and  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  can- 
not be  regarded  as  one  for  the  recov- 
ery of  specific  property  or  money  only, 
but  belongs  to  that  class  of  cases 
which  were  formerly  within  the  exclu- 
sive jurisdiction  of  equity.  Hull'  v. 
Bell,  54  Ohio  St.  228,  43  N.  E.  584. 

79.  Sternberger  v.  McCJovern,  56  N. 
Y.   12. 

80.  Stevenson  v.  Buxton,  15  Abb, 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  352. 

81.  Ala. — Boring  v.  Williams,  17  Ala. 
510.  Ark. — Ex  parte  Eeardon,  9  Ark. 
450.  Ga. — Young  v.  Wise,  45  Ga.  81. 
Ky. — Murry  v.  Askew,  6  J.  J.  Marsh. 
27;  MoCord  v.  Johnson,  4  Bibb  531. 
Miss. — Scott  V.  Nichols,  27  Miss.  94, 
61  Am.  Dec.  503.  N.  Y.— Gildersleeve 
V.  People,  10  Barb.  35.  Tex. — Janes  i!. 
Eeynolds'  Admrs.,  2  Tex.  250. 

See  generally  the  title  "Sununary 
Proceedings." 

82.  Miller  v.  Moore,  2  Humph. 
(Tenn.)i  421. 

83.  Buchanan  v.  MeKenzie,  53  N.  C. 
91. 

84.  State  v.  Murmann,  124  Mo.  502, 
28  S.  W.  2;  State  v.  Hoeffner,  124  Mo. 
488,  28  S.  W.  1. 

Vol.  XVI 


908 


JVBIES  AND  JUBOBS 


to  establish  lost  instruments  or  records  being  of  equitable  nature  are 
not  triable  by  jury  as  a  matter  of  right.^^  And  the  fact  that  the  rem- 
edy is  given  by  an  express  statute  does  not  alter  the  rule.^'' 

(Vn.)  Winding  Up  Insolvent  Corporations  and  Beceiversliips.  —  In  pro- 
ceedings to  settle  the  estate  of  an  insolvent  corporation,  there  is  gen- 
erally no  right  to  trial  by  jury  as  this  mode  of  trial  was  not  in  use  in 
such  proceedings  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution.*^  Upon 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  a  court  of  equity  retains  jurisdiction 
over  all  matters  conBectett  M'ith  the  distribution  of  the  assets  of  the 
insolvent  corporation  and  adjudicates  them  without  the  aid  of  a  jury.*^ 
But  where  the  receiver's  report  is  controverted,*^  or  an  action  is  brought , 
by  him  for  the  recovery  »£  money,  vnthout  involving  the  issue  of  equit- 
able distribution  of  the  insolveot  estate,®"  a  trial  by  jury  is  demand- 
able  as  ©f  right. 

(VIII.)  Actions  Involving  Separate  Property  of  Married  Woman. 
An  action  brought  to  recover  j;iidg.ment  against  a  married  woman  and 
subj'ect  her  separate  estate  to  the  payment  of  a  debt  is  not  triable  by 
jury  as  of  right,®^  but  where  under  the  statute  a  married  woman  is 
the  absolute  owner  of  her  separate  estate  the  general  rules  as  to  the 
right  to  trial  by  jury  apply  to  actions  brought  against  a  married 
woman  involving  her  separate  estate.®" 

(IX.)  EstaWishment  of  Boundaries.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  a  party 
making  objections  to  a  report  fixing  disputed  boundaries  of  land  is  en- 
titled to  a  trial  by  jury  of  the  issues  raised  by  such  objections,®^  while 
in  others  such  right  does  not  obtain.®* 

(X.)  Proceedings  Against  Public  Officers.  —  There  is  no  right  to  trial 
by  jury  in  summary  proceedings  against  public  officers  for  misfeasance 
in  oiSce,®^  and  for  the  collection  of  pablie  moneys  in  their  possession.®" 

(XI.)  Proceedings  Against  Sheriffs  and  Constables.  — In  a  proceeding 
against  a  sheriff  or  constable  to  compel  the  enforcement  of  a  writ,  the 


85.  Wright  v.  Faltz,  138  Ind.  594, 
38  N.  E.  175.;.  Weil  v..  gurauB,  49  Mo. 
158 

86.  Harding  «.  Fuller,  141  111.  308, 
SO  N.  j;.  1053;  Culver  v.  Colehour,  115 
m.  558,  5  N.  E.  89;  Kiuiball  v.  CoB- 
Dor,  3  Kan.  414. 

IJaJ  "The  power  aonfeiEed  upon  a 
court  of  equity  by  the  Burnt  Eeeords 
act  is  similar  to  a  proceeding,  in  equity 
for  partition  and  ...  is  no  more  ob- 
noxious to  the  constitutional  provision 
for  a  jury  than  is  a  bill  in  equity  for 
partition."  Heacoek  v.  Hosmer,  109 
111.  245. 

87^  Central,  Trust  CD,  v.  Thurman, 
94  Ga.  735,  20  S.  E.  141;  Sands  v.  Kim- 
bark,  27  N.  Y.  147;  Matter  of  Empire 
City  Bank,  18  N.  Y.  199. 

88.  Boss,  etc.  Co.  v.  Southern  M. 
Iron  Co.,  72  Eed.  957. 

89.  Hamm    v.    Stone    &   Sons    Live 
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Stock  Co,»  l3   Tex.   Civ.   App,  414,  35 
8.  W.  437,. 

90.  Hun  V.  Cary,  82  N.  Y.  65,  59 
HovK.  Pr.  439,  37  Am.  Bep.  546. 

91.  Gay  v.  Ihm,  69  Mo.  584. 

92.  Litchfield,  v.  Dezendorf,  11  Hun 
(N.  Y.)   358. 

93.  Huston  V.  Atkins,  74  HI.  474; 
Townsend  v.  EadclifEe,  63  IB.  9. 

94.  CaMwell  v.  N'ash,  68  Iowa  658,. 
27  N.  W,  812;  Coombs  v.  Quinn,  m 
Iowa,  469,  23  N.  W.  928. 

95.  Cat — Woods  v.  Varnum,  85  Gal. 
639,  24  Pae.  843,  Idaho.— Eankin  v. 
Jauman,  4  Idaho  53,  36  Pac.  502,  W,  Va. 
Moore  v.  Strickling,  46  W.  Va.  513,  33 
S.  E.  274,  50  L.  E,  A,  279. 

See  generally  the  title  "Summary 
Proceedings." 

96.  Ga.— Tift  V.  Griffin,  5  Ga.  185. 
Pa.— School  Dist.  v.  Pitts,,  184  Pa.  156, 
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right  to  trial  by  jury  ordinarily  does  not  obtain,'^  though  sometimes 
it  is  regarded  as  a  matter  of  right.*^ 

5.  In  Criixiinal  Proceedings.  —  a.  'Generally.  —  A  eonstitational 
provision  preserving  inviolate  the  right  to  trial  by  jury,  unless  ex- 
pressly extended  to  all  criminal  cases,  has  reference  only  to  those 
criminal  cases  which  were  triable  by  jury  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the 
constitution.""  It  also  includes,  however,  according  to  the  weight  of 
authority,  such  statutory  offenses  which  though  created  after  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitution  belong  to  a  class  of  cases^  wherein  a  jury  there- 


39  Atl.  64.    Vt.—In  re  Haekett,  53  Vt. 
854. 

97.  Pla. — Johnson  v.  Price,  47  Fla. 
265,  36  So.  1031.  Ky.— Wells  «.,Cald- 
■nell,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  441.  Miss. — Lewis 
V.  Fellows,  6  How.  261;  Lewis  v.  Gar- 
rett's Admrs.,  5  How.  434. 

[a]  Order  To  Show  Cause. — An  or- 
der of  court  directed  to  the  sheriff 
and  requiring  him  to  show  cause  why 
execution  should  not  issue  against  him 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  contempt  proceed- 
ing to  be  determined  by  the  court 
without  a  jury.  Hart  v.  Bobinett,  5 
Mo.   11. 

98.  Andrews  v.  Keep,  38  Ala.  315; 
Evans  v.  State  Bank,  15  Ala.  81;  Dafl 
son  V.  Shaver,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  204. 

99.  U.  S.— MeElrath  v.  United 
States,  102  JJ.  8.  426,  26  L.  ed.  189; 
Low  V.  United  States,  169  Fed.  86,  94 
C.  C.  A.  1.  Ala. — Ex  parte  State  ex 
rel.  Birmingham,  164  Ala.  576,  51  So. 
309.  Ark.— Bond  v.  State,  17  Ark.  290. 
Colo. — Melneruey  v.  Denver,  17  Colo. 
302,  29  Pac.  516.  Conn. — Goddard  v. 
State,  12  Conn.  448,  454.  D.  C— Bowles 
V.  District  of  Columbia,  22  App.  Gas. 
321.  Fla.^-Hunt  v.  Jacksonville,  34 
Fla.  504,  16  So.  398,  43  Am-  St.  Eep. 
214.  Ga.— Hill  V.  Mayor,  72  Ga.  314. 
111.— Paulsen  v.  People,  195  HI.  507,  63 
N.  E.  144.  Ind.— State  v.  McCory,  3 
Blackf.  5.  la. — State  v.  Beneke,  9  Iowa 
203.  Kan. — State  v.  Topeka,  36  Kan. 
76,  12  Pac.  310,  59  Am.  Eep.  529.  Ky. 
Carson  v.  Com.,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  290. 
La. — State  v.  Jackson,  106  La.  189,  30 
So.  309.  Md.— State  v.  Glenn,  54  Md. 
572.  Mass. — Jones  v.  Bobbins,  8  Gray 
329.  Minn. — City  of  St.  Paul  v.  Bob- 
inson,  129  Minn.  383,  152  N.  W.  777, 
Ann.  Cas.  1916E,  845.  Mo.— King  City 
V.  Duncan,  238  Mo.  513,  142  S.  W.  246; 
Delaney  v.  Police  Court,  167  Mo.  667, 
67  S.  W.  589.  N.  J. — McGear  v.  Wood- 
ruff, 33  N.  J.  L.  213.  N.  Y.— People 
ex  rel.  St.  Clair  v.  Davis,  143  App.  Div 


579',  127  N.  T.  Supp.  ia072,.  Oihitf. 
Sanders  v.  State,  20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N. 
S.)  395.  Okla.— lEic  parte  Simmons,  S 
Okla.  Grim.  399,  115  Pac.  380.  Ore. 
Wong  V.  Astoria,  13  Ore.  538,  11  Pac. 
295.  Pa. — ^Byers  v.  Com.,  42  Pa.  89. 
S.  C.—Bx  parte  Schmidt,  24  S.  C.  363. 
Tenn.— State  «.  Sexton,  121  Tenn.  35, 
114  S.  W-  494.  Tex.— Moore  v.  State, 
22  Tex.  App.  117,  2  S.  W.  634.  Vt, 
State  V.  Conlin,  27  Vt.  318.  Va.— Bags- 
dale  V.  City  of  Danville,  116  Va.  484, 
82  S.  E.  77;  Miller  c.  Com.,  88  Va.  618, 
14  S.  E.  161,  342,  979,  15  L.  B.  A.  441. 

See  generally  supra,  IT,  A;  II,  C,  1. 

1.  Mclnerney  v.  Denver,  17  Colo. 
302,  29  Pac.  516;  Colon  v.  Lisk,  153 
N.  Y.  188,  47  N.  E.  302,  60  Am.  St. 
Bep.  609. 

[a]  "The  constitution  was  in- 
tended to  provide  for  the  future  as 
well  as  the  past,  to  protect  the  rights 
of  the  people  by  every  safeguard  w'hich 
their  wisdom  and  experience  then  ap- 
proved, whether  those  rights  then  ex- 
isted by  the  rules  of  the  common  law, 
or  might  from  time  to  time  arise  out 
of  subsequent  legislation.  All  the 
rights,  whether'  then  or  thereafter  aris- 
ing, which  would  properly  fall  into 
those  classes  of  rights  to  which  by  the 
course  of  the  common  law  the  trial  by 
jury  was  secured,  were  intended  to  be 
embraced  within  this  article.  Hence 
it  is  not  the  time  when  the  violated 
right  first  had  its  existence,  noT 
whether  the  statute  which  gives  rise 
to  it  was  adopted  before  or  after  the 
constitution  that  we  are  to  regard  as 
the  criterion  of  the  extent  of  this 
provision  of  the  constitution;  but  it 
is  the  nature  of  the  controversy  be- 
tween the  parties  and  its  iitness  to  be 
tried  by  a  jury  according  to  the  rules 
of  the  common  law  that  must  decide  the 
question.  .  .  .  The  dangerous  tend- 
ency of  the  principle  of  construction, 
which  would  authorize  the  legislature 
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tofore  was  a  matter  of  right,  although  there  are  cases  to  the  contrary.^ 
b.    Misdemeanors  and  Petty   Offenses.  —  Constitutional  provisions 
guaranteeing  the  right  to  trial  by  jury,  as  a  rule,  do  not  include  mis- 
demeanors^ and  petty  offenses.*    But  the  constitutional  guaranty  ex- 


to  do  away  with  jury  trials  in  regard 
to  rights  founded  upon  statutes  passed 
since  the  adoption  of  the  constitution, 
becomes  more  apparent  when  applied 
to  statutes  creating  ofiences  not  known 
to  the  common  law.  Such  statutes  and 
the  offences  which  arise  under  them 
are  of  frequent  occurrence.  But  no 
one  can  suppose  it  a  reasonable  con- 
struction of  the  constitution,  that  per- 
sons accused  of  such  oSences  should  be 
excepted  from  the  enjoyment  of  this 
constitutional  right."  Plimpton  v. 
Town  of  Somerset,  33  Vt.  283. 

[b]  A  constitutional  provision  that 
the  right  to  trial  by  jury  shall  remain 
inviolate  in  all  cases  in  which  it  has 
heretofore  been  used  is  generic.  "It 
does  not  limit  the  right  to  the  mere 
instances  in  which  it  had  been  used, 
but  extends  it  to  such  new  and  like 
cases  aa  might  afterwards  arise." 
"Wynehamer  v.  People,  13  N.  Y.  378, 
426. 

2.  See  Com.  v.  Andrews,  211  Pa.  110, 
60  Atl.  554. 

[a]  "There  is  nothing  to  forbid 
the  legislature  from  creating  a  new  of- 
fence and  prescribing  what  mode  they 
please  of  ascertaining  the  guilt  of 
those  who  are  charged  with  it.  .  '.  . 
The  purpose  of  the  constitution  un- 
doubtedly was  to  preserve  the  jury 
trial  wherever  the  common  law  gave 
it,  and  in  all  other  cases  to  let  the 
legislature  and  the  people  do  as  their 
wisdom  and  experience  might  dictate." 
Van  Swartow  v.  Com.,  24  Pa.  131. 

3.  U.  S.— McElrath  v.  United  States, 
102  U.  S.  426,  26  L.  ed.  189.  la.— State 
V.  Beneke,  9  Iowa  203;  State  v.  Bryan, 
4  Iowa  349.  Ky.— Frost  v.  Com.,  9  B. 
Mon.  362.  La. — State  v.  Gutierrez,  15 
La.  Ann.  190.  Md.— State  v.  Glenn,  54 
Md.  572.  N.  Y.— Murphy  v.  People,  2 
Cow.  815;  People  ex  rel.  St.  Clair  v. 
Davis,  143  App.  Div.  579,  127  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1072.  Ohio. — Sanders  v.  State, 
20  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.)  395.  S.  C. 
Comrs.  of  New  Town  Cut  v.  Seabrook, 
2  Strobh.  563.  Tenn.— State  v.  Sexton, 
121  Tenn.  35,  114  S.  W.  494.  Tex. 
Moore  ";.  State,  22  Tex.  App.  117,  2 
S.  W,  634.  Vt.— State  v.  Conlin,  27  Vt. 
318. 
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[a]  In  deciding  upon  questions  in- 
volving the  right  of  trial  by  jury  in 
minor  offenses  it  becomes  necessary 
only  "to  look  into  the  laws  regulating 
the  trial  of  such  cases  at  the  time,  and 
previous  to,  the  adoption  of  the  con- 
stitution. For  if,  before  and  at  that 
time,  those  who  should  be  accused  of 
like  offences  were,  by  the  existing 
laws,  allowed  to  have  a  decision  of 
their  case  by  a  jury,  any  change  in  the 
law,  by  which  they  may  be  deprived 
of  that  privilege,  must,  as  it  is  an  in- 
novation upon  the  ancient  right,  be 
considered  an  infraction  of  the  clear 
and  obvious  meaning  of  the  constitu- 
tion." Carson  v.  Com.  1  A.  K.  Marsh. 
(Ky.)   290. 

[b]  Under  a  constitution  providing 
that  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  shall  re- 
main inviolate  "in  all  cases  in  which 
it  has  been  heretofore  used"  the  qual- 
ifying "words  which  have  been 
quoted  imply  that  there  were  and  had 
been  trials  otherwise  than  by  a  com- 
mon law  jury  and  the  framers  of  the 
constitution  must  be  presumed  to  have 
had  knowledge  of  previous  legislation 
and  usage  as  to  trials  otherwise  than 
by  a  jury  of  twelve  in  inferior  courts 
of  local  jurisdiction,  and  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  recognized  and  adopted 
the  principle  which  had  dictated  the 
legislature  and  which  originated  and 
undertook  to  authorize  the  usage." 
People  ex  rel.  Metropolitan  Bd.  of 
Health  v.  Lane,  6  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  (N. 
Y.)    105. 

4.  Colo. — Mclnerney  v.  Denver,  17 
Colo.  302,  29  Pac.  516.  Conn.— God- 
dard  v.  State,  12  Conn.  448,  454.  Ga. 
Williams  v.  Augusta,  4  Ga.  509.  Ind. 
State  V.  McCory,  2  Blackf.  5.  La. 
State  v.  Noble,  20  La.  Ann.  325.  Mass. 
Jones  V.  Bobbins,  8  Gray  329.  Minn. 
City  of  St.  Paul  v.  Robinson,  129  Minn. 
383,  152  N.  W.  777,  Ann.  Cas.  191 6E, 
845.  N.  J.— MoGear  v.  "Woodruff,  33 
N.  J.  L.  213;  Johnson  v.  Barclay,  16 
N.  J.  L.  1.  N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Mur- 
ray V.  Justices,  74  N.  Y.  406;  People 
ea  rel.  Ezra  v.  Fisher,  20  Barb.  652; 
People  V.  McCarthy,  45  How.  Pr.  97. 
Pa. — Haines  v.  Levin,  51  Pa.  412;  By- 
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tends  to  misdemeanors  which  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution 
were  triable  by  jury  because  they  could  be  prosecuted  only  by  indict- 
ment,'^ or  involved  severe  punishment. °  The  constitutional  provision 
securing  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  does  not  alter  the  mode  of  trial  of 
offenses  consisting  in  violation  of  municipal  ordinances^  unknown  to 
the  common  law.*    In  some  jurisdictions  no  right  to  trial  by  jury  ob- 


ers  V.  Com.,  42  Pa.  89.  Term. — State  v. 
Sexton,   121   Tenn.   35,   114   S.  W.  494. 

[a]  "If  the  state  has  no  power  to 
provide  by  law  for  the  summary  trial 
and  conviction  of  vagrant  and  disord- 
erly persons  by  justices  of  the  peace, 
it  would  clearly  follow  that  no  such 
power  could  be  granted  to  be  exercised 
under  charters  or  ordinances  of  muni- 
cipal corporations;  and  the  consequence 
would  be  that,  for  the  violation  of  aU 
mere  police  ordinances,  prescribing 
penalties  for  their  infraction,  it  would 
be  the  right  of  the  party  accused  to 
insist  upon  indictment  and  trial  by 
jury.  Such  a  mode  of  proceeding,  if 
it  were  practicable,  has  never  been 
contended  for;  nor  could  such  conten- 
tion be  maintained  for  a  moment." 
State  V.  Glenn,  54  Md.  572. 

[b]  Nbtwithstanding  "the  broad 
language  of  the  constitution  .  .  . 
there  are  many  petty  offenses  against 
statutes  or  municipal  ordinances,  such 
as  Sabbath-breaking',  drunkenness, 
vagrancy  and  a  vast  variety  of  others 
which  are  triable  without  a  jury,  be- 
cause they  were  so  triable  when  the 
constitution  was  adopted  and  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury  which  is  secured  is  the 
right  as  it  existed  at  the  time  the 
constitution  was  adopted."  Miller  v. 
Com.,  88  Va.  618,  14  S.  B.  161,  342,  979, 

15  L.  E.  A.  441. 

5.  Bond  V.  State,  17  Ark.  290;  Paul- 
sen V.  People,  195  111.  507,  63  N.  E. 
144. 

6.  Low  V.  United  States,  169  Fed. 
86,  94  C.  C.  A.  1;  State  v.  Jackson, 
106  La.  189,  30  So.  309. 

7.  Ala.- — Ex  parte  State  ex  rel.  Birm- 
ingham, 164  Ala.  576,  51  So.  309;  Cos- 
tello  V.  Peagin,  162  Ala.  191,  ,50  So. 
134;  Miller  v.  Birmingham,  151  Ala. 
469,  44  So.  388,  125  Am.  St.  Eep.  31. 
Fla. — Hunt  v.  Jacksonville,  34  Pla.  504, 

16  So.  398,  43  Am.  St.  Eep.  214.  Ga. 
Hill  V.  Mayor,  72  Ga.  314.  111.— City 
of  Chicago  v.  Knobel,  232  111.  112,  83 
N.  E.  459.  Kan.— State  v.  Topeka,  38 
Kan.  76,  12  Pac.  310,  59  Am.  Eep.  529. 
3Minu. — City   of   St.   Paul   v.   Eobinson, 


129  Miun.  383,  152  N.  W.  777,  Ann. 
Gas.  1916E,  845.  Mo.— King  City  v. 
Duncan,  238  Mo.  513,  142  8.  W.  246; 
Delaney  v.  Police  Court,  167  Mo.  667, 
67  S.  W.  589.  N.  Y.— People  ex  rel. 
St.  Clair  v.  Davis,  143  App.  Div.  579, 
127  N.  T.  Supp.  1072.  Okla.— Ea;  parte 
Simmons,  5  Okla.  Crim.  399,  115  Pac. 
380.  Ore. — Wong  v.  Astoria,  13  Ore. 
538,  11  Pae.  295.  Pa. — Com.  ex  rel. 
Scranton  v.  Adams,  20  Pa.  Dist.  91. 
S.  O.—Ex  parte  Schmidt,  24  S.  G.  363. 
Va.— Miller  v.  Com.,  88  Va.  618,  14  S. 
E.  161,  342,  979,  15  L.  E.  A.  441. 

[a]  "Notwithstanding  the  provis- 
ion of  Magna  Charta  safeguarding  the 
right  of  jury  trial  in  cases  involving 
life  and  liberty,  and  similar  provisions 
in  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  several  states  of  the 
Union,  it  is  matter  of  common  knowl- 
edge that  the  general  course  of  legis- 
lation in  both  countries  has.  been  for 
centuries  to  confer  summary  jurisdic- 
tion upon  mayors  and  police  justices 
of  cities  and  towns  and  justices  of  the 
peace  of  counties  for  the  trial  of  minor 
loffenses.  Such  offenses  are  not  r&i 
garded  essentially  as  crimes  and  mis- 
demeanors within  the  purview  of  the 
constitutional  guaranties."  Eagsdale 
V.  City  of  Danville,  116  Va.  484,  82  S. 
E.  77. 

[b]  The  fact  that  an  ordinance  pro- 
vides for  the  commitment  of  defend- 
ant in  case  of  failure  to  pay  the  fine 
does  not  make  the  offense  triable  by 
jury.  "  Impri-sonment  is  not  provided 
,  .  .  by  the  ordinance  ...  as  an 
alternative  punishment.  .  .  .  Impris- 
onment could  not  be  imposed  in  this 
case  primarily;  and  it  is  always  com- 
petent for  the  party  to  avoid  it  by 
paying  his  fine.  It  would  not  be  com- 
petent for  him  to  avoid  it  if  it  were 
originally  imposed  as  punishment." 
Bowles  D.  District  of  Columbia,  22  App. 
Cas.   (D.  C.)   321. 

8.  Ala. — Tims  v.  State,  26  Ala.  165; 
Wilson  V.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  ]58,  64 
So.  510.  Colo. — Mclnerney  v.  Denver, 
17  Colo.  302,  29  Pac.  516.     Mo.— King 
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tains  in  such  'eases  even  though  the  violation  of  the  ordinance  in  ques- 
tion is  also  made  a  misdemeanor  under  the  statute.' 

c.  Fixing  Punishment.  —  The  accused  has  no  constitutional  right 
to  have  the  juiy  assess  the  penalty  as  well  as  pass  on  his  guilt  j^"  but 
a  statute  may  provide  otherwise.^^ 

d.  Violation  of  Terms  of  Prohation  or  ^ttspended  Sentence.  —  The 
proceedings  following  a  violation  of  the  terms  of  probation  do  not  come 
within  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  trial  by  jury.^^  The  same  is  true 
of  preceedings  to  determine  whether  or  not  defendant  has  violated 
conditions  upon  which  sentence  and    judgment    were    suspended,^* 


City  V.  Duncan,  238  Mo.  513,  142  S.  W. 
24B.  Okla. — Ux  parte  Simmons,  5  Okla. 
Crim.  39^  115  Pac.  380. 

{a]  "There  is  not,  *nd  there  never 
was,  any  such  criminal  offense  tnown 
to  the  common  law  as  that  ol  fa,8t  driv- 
ing, even  on  the  streets  ot  a  great 
city.  The  offense  that  was  known  to 
the  common  law  was  that  of  fast  driv- 
ing in  fiuch  manner  and  under  such 
circumstances  as  to  endanger  the  lives 
of  the  inhabitants.  Fast  driving  of 
itself  was  never  an  offense  at  common 
law.  Its  denunciation,  therefore,  by! 
municipal  ordinance  is  not  the  conver- 
sion of  a  common-law  offense  into  a 
violation  of  municipal  ordinance." 
Bowles  V.  District  of  Columbia,  22  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  321. 

■[b]  And  the  words  "shall  remain 
inviolate"  contained  in  the  paragraph 
of  the  constitution  which  refers  to  the 
j-ight  of  trial  by  jury  "take  all  mat- 
ter's of  police  power  in  cities  without 
the  operation  of  that  paragraph;  be- 
cause there  never  had  been  in  this 
state  such  jury  trials  in  police  courts 
and  therefore  there  was  nothing  to  re- 
main inviolate  in  the  matter  of  jury 
trial  in  such  courts."  Hill  v.  Mayor 
of  Balton,  72  Ga.  314. 

9.  XSolo. — ^Molnerney  v.  Denver,  17 
Colo.  302,  29  Pac.  516.  D.  C— Bowles 
«.  Dilstrict  of  "Columbia,  22  App.  Cas. 
321.  Fla.— Hunt  v.  JaekaOnville,  34 
F1&.  504,  16  So.  398,  43  Ato.  St.  Kep. 
214.  Cffc.— iiittlejohh  V.  Stelte,  123  6a. 
427,  51  S.  E.  390.  La.— Anite  City  v. 
Holly,  50  La.  Ann.  627,  23  So.  746. 
N.  J.— Howe  V.  Plainfleld,  37  N.  J.  L. 
145.  Ore.' — Wong  v.  Astoria,  13  Ore. 
538,  11  Pac.  295.  S.  C— Anderson  v. 
O'Donnell,  29  S.  .0.  355,  7  S.  B.  523, 
13  Am.  St.  Bep.  728,  1  L.  E.  A.  632. 
Wis. — Ogden  v.  Madison,  111  Wis.  413, 
87  N.  W.  568,  55  L.  E.  A.  506. 

10.  lU.— People    V.    Heise,    257    lU, 
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443,  100  N.  E.  1000;  George  v.  People, 
167  HI.  447,  47  N.  E.  741;  People  v. 
Illinois  St.  Eeformatory,  148  lU.  413, 
36  N.  E.  76,  23  L.  E.  A.  139.  lad. 
Skelton  v.  State,  149  Ind.  641,  49  N. 
E,  901.  Tenn.— Woods  v.  State,  130 
Tenn.  100,  169  S.  W.  558,  L.  E.  A. 
1915F,  531;  Durham  v.  State,  89  Tenn. 
723,  18  S.  W.  74.  Tex. — Ex  parte  Mar- 
shall, 72  Tex.  Crim.  83,  161  S.  W.  112. 

11.  McSpadden  v.  State,  8  Okla. 
Crim.  489,  129  Pae.  72. 

12.  Ala.— Fuller  v.  State.  122  Ala. 
32,  26  So.  146,  82  Am.  St.  Sep.  1,  45 
L.  E.  A.  502.  Fla. — See  Alvarez  v. 
State,  50  Fla.  24,  39  So.  481,  111  Am. 
St.  Eep.  102,  court  may  in  its  discre- 
tion call  a  jury.  la. — State  v.  Hunter, 
124  Iowa  569,  100  N.  W.  BIO,  104  Am. 
St.  Bep.  361.  N.  Y.— Peoiae  ex  rel. 
Clark  V.  Warden  of  Sing  Sing  Prison, 
39  Misc.  113,  78  N.  T.  Bnpp.  '907. 

[a]  "When  probation  was  granted, 
respondent  agreed  to  5ts  terms  and 
fully  understood  thalt,  for  certain  mis- 
conduct, his  probation  Would  be  re- 
voked and  terminated  .  .  .  When 
toon^t  b^ore  the  court  for  sentence 
he  is  not  charged  with  a  new  crime,  but 
merely  -with  the  violation  of  his  agree- 
ment with  the  court."  People  v.  Dud- 
ley, 173  Mich.  389,  138  N.  W.  1044. 

IS.  "State  V.  SiveTitt,  164  N.  C.  399, 
79  S.  E.  274,  47  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  848. 

[a]  A  hearing  to  aeterminfe  whether 
or  not  defendant  has  complied  with 
the  terms  upon  which  the  sentence  was 
suspended  is  not  a  "trial  for  any  new 
offense  nor  for  any  offense  whatever. 
When  the  judgment  was  suspended,  de- 
fendant assumed  the  obligation  of 
showing,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
court,  from  time  to  time  that  he  had 
demeaned  himself  as  a.  good  citizen 
and  was  worthy  of  judicial  clemency. 
Whether  or  not  he  had  so  demeaned 
himself  was  not  an  issue  of  fact  to  be 
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unless  the  identity  of  the  defendant  is  denied,  in  which  event  he  ia 
entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury  on  that  issue.^* 

e.  Plea  of  Former  Jeopardy.  —  A  defendant  has  the  eonstitutional 
right  to  trial  by  jury  of  issues  of  fact  arising  on  a  plea  of  former  ac- 
quittal.^" But  where  the  plea  on  its  face  shows  that  the  question  raised 
by  it  is  a  matter  of  law  and  not  of  fact,  it  is  a  question  for  the  court 
alone.'® 

F.  AssEBTioN  OP  Right.  —  1.  Crenerally.  —  The  constitutional 
guaranty  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  does  not  obviate  the  necessity 
of  asserting  such  right  in  the  manner  prescribed   by   the    statute,^^ 


submitted  to  a  jury,  but  a  question  of 
fact  to  be  passed  upon  by  the  court. 
It  was  a  matter  to  be  determined  by 
the  sound  discretion  of  the  court." 
State  V.  Everitt,  164  IST.  C.  399,  79  S. 
E.  274,  47  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)'  848. 

14.  Carraway  v.  State,  58  Fla.  15, 
61  So.  142;  Alvarez  v.  State,  50  Pla. 
24,  39  So.  481,  111  Am.  St.  Eep.  102. 

15.  Carraway  v.  State,  58  Fla.  15, 
51  So.  142. 

[a]  "The  plea  of  autrefois  acquit 
is  of  a  mixed  nature  and  consists  part- 
ly of  matter  of  record  and  partly  of 
matter  of  fact.  The  matter  of  fact 
is  the  averment  of  the  identity  of  the 
offense  and  of  the  person  as  having 
been  formerly  acquitted.  ...  It  was 
proper  to  submit  such  special  issue  of 
fact  to  a  jury,  the  defendant  not  con- 
senting to  a  trial  thereof  by  the 
court."  State  v.  Dewees,  76  S.  C.  72, 
56  S.  E.  674. 

16.  State  V.  Potter,  125  Mo.  App. 
465,   102  S.  W.   668. 

17.  XT.  S. — ^Perego  v.  Dodge,  163  TJ. 
S.  160,  16  Sup.  Ct.  971,  41  L.  ed.  113. 
Ala. — Harrison  *.  City  of  Anniston,  156 
Ala.  620,  46  So.  980;  Moore  v.  Cros- 
thwait,  135  Ala.  272,  33  So.  28;  Sx 
parte  Ansley,  107  Ala.  613,  18  So.  242; 
Neal  «.  "Watkins,  12  Ala.  App.  593,  68 
So.  552;  Eitter  v.  Griswold,  2  Ala.  App. 
618,  56  So.  860.  OaL — In  re  Heaton's 
Estate,  139  Cal.  237,  73  Pac.  186;  Fer- 
rea  v.  Chabot,  121  Cal.  233,  53  Pac. 
689;  McGuire  v.  Drew,  83  Cal.  225,  23 
Pac.  312.  Colo. — Kurtze  v.  McCord,  1 
Colo.  164.  Conn. — Eowell  v.  Eoss,  89 
Conn.  201,  93  Atl.  236.  Ga.— Miller  v. 
Georgia  E.  Bank,  120  Ga.  17,  47  S.  E. 
525;  Heard  v.  Kennedy,  116  Ga.  36,  42 
S.  E.  509;  Waterman  v.  Glisson,  115 
Ga.  773,  42  S.  E.  95.  lU.— Heaeock  v. 
Hosmer,  109  111.  245;  Esmond  v.  Es- 
mond, 154  ni.  App.  357.  Ind.— In- 
dianapolis   North.    T.    Co.   v.   Brennan, 


174  Ind.  1,  87  N.  E.  215,  90  N.  E.  65, 
68,  91  N.  E.  503,  30  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
85;  Blair  v.  Curry,  150  Ind.  99,  46  N. 
E.  672,  49  N.  E.  908;  Sheets  v.  Bray, 
125  Ind.  33,  24  N.  E.  357;  Sprague  v. 
Pritehard,  108  Ind.  491,  9  N.  E.  416; 
Madison  &  I.  E.  Co.  v.  Whiteueek,  8 
Ind.  217.  Ia. — State  v.  Brooks,  146 
Iowa  295,  125  N.  W.  168.  La.— -Foul- 
houze  V.  Gaines,  26  La.  Ann.  84.  Me. 
Davis  V.  Auld,  96  Me.  559,  53  Atl.  118. 
Md. — Chappell  Chem.  &  P.  Co.  v.  Sul- 
phur Mines  Co.,  85  Md.  684,  36  Atl. 
712.  Mass. — Vitrified  Wheel  &  Emery 
Co.  V.  Edwards,  135  Mass.  501.  Mich. 
Odell  V.  Eeynolds,  40  Mich.  21.  Minn. 
Eoberts  v.  Tremayne,  61  Mich.  264,  28 
N.  W.  113;  Gibbens  v.  Thompson,  21 
Minn.  398.  IMo.— Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  E.  Co.  1).  Eandolph  Town-Site  Co., 
103  Mo.  451,  15  S.  W.  437;  Pike  v. 
Martindale,  91  Mo.  268,  1  S.  W.  858; 
Walker  v.  Modern  Woodmen  of  Amer- 
ica, 190  Mo.  App.  355,  177  S.  W.  331. 
Neb. — Horton  v.  Simon,  5  Neb.  (Unof.) 
172,  97  N.  W.  604;  Goble  v.  Swobe, 
64  Neb.  838,  90  N.  W.  919.  Nev. 
Truckce  Eiver  General  Electric  Co.  v. 
Durham,  38  Nev.  311,  149  Pac.  61; 
Haley  v.  Eureka  County  Bank,  21  Nev. 
127,  26  Pac.  64,  12  L.  E.  A.  815.  N.  J. 
Sexton  V.  Newark  Dist.  Tel.  Co.,  84  N. 
J.  L.  85,  86  Atl.  451;  Hay  thorn  v. 
Van  Keuren  &  Son,  79  N.  J.  L.  101, 
74  Atl.  502;  Joy  &  Seliger  Co.  v.  Blum, 
55  N.  J.  L.  518,  26  Atl.  861;  Wanser  v. 
Atkinson,  43  N.  J.  L.,  571.  N.  Y. 
Sporza  V.  German  Sav.  Bank,  192  N. 
Y.  8,  84  N.  E.  406;  Pegram  v.  New 
York,  etc.  E.  Co.,  147  N.  Y.  135,  41  N. 
E.  424;  Stone  v.  Weller,  128  N.  Y.  655, 
28  N.  E.  653;  Whittlesey  D.  Delaney,  73 
N.  Y.  571;  West  Point  Iron  Co.  v.  Eey- 
mert,  45  N.  Y.  703;  Hawkins  v.  Mapes- 
Eeeve  Const.  Co.,  82  App.  Div.  72,  81 
N.  Y.  Supp.  794.  Ohio.— Ellithorpe  v. 
Buck,  17  Ohio  St.  72:    R.  I.— White  v. 
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and  eompliance  with  statute  is  essential  to  enforcement  of  such  right." 
2.  Demand.  —  a.  Generally.  —  Statutes  and  rules  of  court  may 
and  frequently  do  provide  for  a  demand  for  a  jury  trial. ^*  But  where 
one  party  has  demanded  a  jury  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  adverse 
party  also  demand  a  jury.'^'* 

b.  Time  for  Demand.  —  It  is  variously  provided  by  the  statutes 
that  a  jury  must  be  demanded  prior  to  the  setting  of  a  cause  for  trial,^^ 
or  at  the  time  of  setting  it,^^  or  at  least  one  day  prior  to  the  return 
day,^^  or  within  a  specified  time  after  the  return^*  or  the  filing  of  a 
bond,^^  or  at  the  time  of  joining  issue,^*  or  on  the  first  day  of  the  term 


Eddy,  19  E.  I.  108,  31  Atl.  823.  Tenn. 
Ferris  v.  Bloom,  132  Tenn.  466,  178 
S.  W.  1112.  Tex.— Brooks  v.  Pegg,  8 
S.  W.  595;  Miller  v.  Miller,  10  Tex. 
319.  Utah.— Gibson  v.  McGurrin,  37 
Utah  158,  106  Pao.  669.  Wash.— Stet- 
son &  Post  Co.  V.  McDonald,  5  Wash. 
496,  32  Pae.  108.  Wis. — Leonard  v. 
Eogan,  20  Wis.  540. 

See  alco  infra  II,  P,  2,  g  and  h;  II, 
F,   3;    II,   F,   4. 

18.  Ala.— Eedd  v.  State,  169  Ala.  6, 

53  So.  908.  111.— Morrison  H.  &  E.  Co. 
V.  Kirsner,  152  111.  App.  43.  Md. — Con- 
don V.  Gore,  89  Md.  230,  42  Atl.  900. 
N.  Y.— Eoss  V.  McCaldin,  123  App.  Div. 
13,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  381;  Spencer  v. 
Adams  Dry  Goods  Co.,  54  Misc.  614, 
104  N.  T.  Supp.  867.  Wis.- Siebrecht 
V.  Hogan,  99  Wis.  437,  75  N.  W.  71. 

But  see  infra,  II,  F,  2,  g  and  h;  IJ, 
F,    3;    II,   F,  4. 

As  to  effect  of  failure  to  demand  a 
jury,  see  infra,  II,  F,  2,  h. 

19.  See  eupra,  II,  D,  4,  f;  II,  F,  1. 

20.  Przybyla  v.  Chain  Belt  Co.,  157 
Wis.  216,  147  N.  W.  31. 

[a]  Where  under  the  statute  a  de- 
mand for  a  jury  trial  is  in  the  nature 
of  an  •appeal,  all  joint  defendants  must 
join  iu  the  demand,  and  one  defend- 
ant demanding  a  jury  trial  for  himself 
alone  is  not  entitled  thereto.  Bassett 
V.  Loewenstein,  22  E.  I.  468,  48  Atl. 
589. 

21.  Condon  v.  Gore,  89  Md.  230,  42 
Atl.  900;  Wood  v.  Eio  Grande  W.  Ey. 
Co.,  28  Utah  351,  79  Pac.  182. 

22.  Colo.' — Peeps  Fixture  Co.  v. 
Gove,  24  Colo.  App.  149,  133  Pac.  143. 
[a. — Smith  v.  Eedmond,  141  Iowa  105, 
119  N.  W.  271;  Waterman  v.  Eandlett, 

54  N.  W.  680.  La.— Wheeless  v.  Fisk, 
28  La.  Ann.  731;  Simpson  v.  Eichard- 
3on,  18  La.  Ann.  121;  Eeynolds'  Cura- 
tor V.  Mahle,  12  La.  424.    Utah.— Wood 
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V.  Eio  Grande  W.  Ey.  Co.,  28  Utah  351, 
79  Pae.  182;  State  v.  Cherry,  22  Utah 
1,  60  Pae.  1103.  Wis.— State  v.  Clark, 
67  Wis.  229,  30  N.  W.  122. 

[a]  Effect  of  Vacating  Order  Set- 
ting Case. — ^Under  a  statute  requiring 
the  demand  for  a  trial  by  jury  tp  be 
made  at  the  time  of  setting  a  cause 
for  trial  the  right  to  demand  a  trial 
by  jury  is  revived,  where,  though  at 
the  time  of  setting  the  cause  no  jury  is 
demanded,  the  order  setting  the  cause 
for  trial  is  subsequently  vacated. 
Truckee  Eiver  General  Electric  Co.  v. 
Durham,  38  Nev.  311,  149  Pae.  61. 

23.  Haythorn  v.  Van  Keuren  &  Son, 
79  N.  J.  L.  101,  74  Atl.  502;  Home 
Coupon  Exch.  Co.  v.  Goldfarb,  78  N.  J. 
L.   146,  74  Atl.   143. 

[a]  ITon-Eesident  Defendant. — Such 
statute,  however,  is  not  applicable  to 
cases  where  the  defendant  is  a  non- 
lesident.  Walnut  v.  Newton,  82  N.  J. 
L.  290,  82  Atl.  317. 

24.  Camp  v.  Carroll,  73  Conn.  247, 
47  Atl.  122. 

25.  Fletcher  v.  State,  11  Ala.  App. 
180,  65  So.  683. 

[a]  Statement  of  Preference  Not  a 
Demand. — ^Under  a  statute  providing 
that  in  prosecutions  for  violations  of 
prohibitive  liquor  laws  a  defendant  giv- 
ing bond  waives  the  right  to  a  trial 
by  jury  unless  "at  the  time  he  gives 
bond  within  five  days  thereafter"  he 
"file  in  the  cause  a  demand  for  trial 
by  jury,"  a  memorandum  by  defend- 
ant on  the  bond  that  he  prefers  a  jury 
is  not  sufficient  to  constitute  a  demand 
for  a  trial  by  jury,  where  it  does  not 
appear  when  the  bond  was  filed  after 
that  statement  was  written  upon  it. 
Fletcher  v.  State,  11  Ala.  App.  180,  65 
So.  683. 

26.  Levy  v.  Eoossin,  93  App.  Div. 
387,  87  N.  T..Supp.  707. 
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of  the  court  at  whieli  the  cause  is  to  be  tried,^''  on  the  first  appearance 
by  the  party  demanding  the  jury,'-'"  or  when  called  for  trial.^^    Other 


[a]  New  York  Municipal  Court. 
Where  under  the  statute  a  jury  must 
be  demanded  in  the  municipal  court 
"at  the  joining  of  issue,"  ^the  plain- 
tiff having  brought  his  action  against 
several  defendants  jointly  after  having 
failed  to  demand  a  jury  when  issue 
was  joined  as  to  some  of  the  defend- 
ants cannot  thereafter  demand  a  jury 
at  the  time  issue  is  joined  as  to  other 
defendants.  Spencer  v.  Adams  Dry 
Goods  Co.,  54  Misc.  614,  104  N.  Y. 
Supp.  867. 

27.  Ga.— Pelham  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Pow- 
ell, 8  Ga.  App.  38,  68  S.  E.  519.  Tenn. 
McGuire  v.  North  Carolina,  etc.  Ey. 
Co.,  95  Tenn.  707,  33  S.  W.  724;  Swink 
V.  McKnight's  Exrs.,  88  Tenn.  765,  14 
S.  W.  311;  East  Tennessee,  etc.  R.  Co. 
V.  Martin,  85  Tenn.  134,  2  S.  W.  381. 
Tex. — Petri  v.  Lincoln  Nat.  Bank,  84 
Tex.  153,  19  S.  W.  379;  McFaddin  v. 
Preston,  54  Tex.  403. 

[a]  "It  is  the  duty  of  the  trial 
court  to  give  a  liberal  construction  to 
the  statute,  so  as  to  permit  parties  to 
exercise  the  right  of  trial  by  jury 
where  it  can  be  done  without  delay  or 
prejudice  to  the  opposite  party,"  but 
where  no  jury  is  demanded  on  the  first 
day  of  the  term  or  at  any  time  before 
the  jury  is  discharged  for  the  term, 
parties  can  "not  then  force  a  continu- 
ance of  the  cause  in  brder  to  get  a 
jury."  Barton  v.  American  Nat.  Bank, 
8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  223,  29  S.  W.  210. 

[b]  On  Appeal  From  Justice  Court. 
A  party  desiring  a  trial  by  jury  in  a 
case  brought  up  by  appeal  from  the 
justice  ^s  court  must  demand  such  trial 
at  the  first  term  at  which  the  cause 
stands  for  trial.  Salvo  v.  Wilson  & 
Co.,  189  Ala.  446,  66  So.  613. 

[c]  First  Term  After  Arrest. — A  de- 
fendant waives  the  right  to  a  trial  by 
jury  by  failing  to  make  the  demand  for 
same  before  the  first  jury  term  of  the 
court  after  his  arrest.  Hammond  v. 
State,  154  Ala.  81,  45  So.  654. 

28.  Morrison  Hotel  &  R.  Co.  v.  Kirs- 
ner,  245  111.  431,  92  N.  E.  285,  137 
Am.  St.  Rep.  335;  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Thompson,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
279,  44  S.  W.  402;  Scott  v.  Rowland,  14 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  370,  37  S.  W.  380. 

[a]  The  "words,  'default  day'  and 
'appearance  day'  as  used  in  the  stat- 


utes .  .  .  have  the  same  meaning;  in 
other  words,  'default  day'  is  'appear- 
ance day,'  which  is  the  second  day  of 
each  term."  Cruger  v.  McCracken 
(Tex.   Civ.  App.),  26  S.  W.  282. 

[b]  After  Setting  Aside  Judgment 
by  Confession. — But  under  a  statute  re- 
quiring a  party  to  file  his  demand  for 
a  jury  trial  in  writing  and  pay  a  cer- 
tain fee  therefor  at  the  time  of  enter- 
ing his  appearance  in  the  cause,  a  fail- 
ure of  a  defendant  against  whom  a 
judgment  by  confession  had  been  en- 
tered, to  file  a  written  demand  for  a 
jury  trial  with  his  motion  to  vacate 
the  judgment  does  not  waive  or  bar 
his  right  to  a  jury  trial  if  he  makes 
his  demand  at  the  time  the  motion  to 
vacate  is  allowed.  Morrison  Hotel  & 
E.  Co.  V.  Kirsner,  245  111.  431,  92  N.  E. 
285,  137  Am.  St.  Eep.  335. 

[c]  Appearance  on  the  Merits. — So 
too,  where  defendant  fails  to  demand 
a  jury  at  the  first  appearance,  as  pro- 
vided by  the  statute,  and  the  first  ap- 
pearance is  entered  to  compel  the  non- 
resident plaintiffs  to  furnish  a  stat- 
utory bond  for  costs,  such  failure  will 
not  be  deemed  a  waiver  of  trial  by 
jury.  "To  hold  that  under  such  cir- 
cumstances the  failure  to  make  such  a 
demand  and  payment  before  any  bond 
for  costs  was'filed  amounted  to  a  waiv- 
er of  the  constitutional  right  of  trial 
by  jury  would  be  to  adopt  a  most  nar- 
row and  technical,  instead  of  a  liberal 
construction  of  the  statute.  When  de- 
fendant appeared  for  the  first  time  in 
answer  to  plaintiff's  claim  on  the  mer- 
its he  filed  his  written  demand  for  a 
jury  trial.  We  think  this  was  a  sufiS- 
cient  compliance  with  the  statute,  and 
that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to 
give  him  a  trial  by  jury."  Lofaro  v. 
Maggi,  184  m.  App.  571. 

29.  State  v.  Clark,  67  Wis.  229,  30 
N.  W.  122.  See  Ladd  v.  Watkins,  113 
Ark.  261,  168   S.  W.  138. 

[a]  Called  for  Trial. — Under  a  stat- 
ute declaring  that  a  jury  shall  be 
deemed  waived  if  not  demanded  "when 
an  action  shall  be  called  for  trial"  the 
quoted  words  of  the  statute  "should 
not  be  construed  to  mean  a  mere  call- 
ing of  the  case  at  the  opening  of  the 
court  on  the  first  day  of  the  term,  as 
is  usual  in  courts,  for  the  purpose  of 
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statutes  provide  that  a  trial  by  jury  may  he  demanded  at  any  time 
prior  to' the  actual  epmmeneemnt  of  the  triaP"  and  before  the  intro- 
duction of  evidence.^^  A  demand  for  a  trial  by  jury  made  after  the 
actual  commenceinent  of  the  trial  ordinarily  comes  too  late.^^ 

In  the  absence  of  a  statute  designating  the  time  for  demanding  a 
trial  by  jury,  the  demand  therefor  must  be  made  within  a  reasonable 
time.^''  Where  a  cause  is  to  he  referred,  the  demand  for  a  trial  by  jury 
generally  must  be  made  prior  to  the  order  to  refer  the  cause,''*  al- 


aseertaining  in  a  general  way  what 
cases  are  for  trial  at  the  term."  State 
V.  Clark,  67  Wis.  229,  235,  30  N.  W. 
122. 

30.  Goodrum  v.  Merchants'  & 
Planters  Bank,  102  Ark.  326,  144  S. 
W.  198,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  511. 

[a]  The  mere  inspection  by  the 
court  of  a  bill  which  was  put  in  issue 
by  the  plea  is  not  such  a  commence- 
ment of  the  trial  as  to  prevent  a  party 
from  demanding  a  trial  by  jury.  01- 
ney  v.  Bacon,  1  Johns.   (N.  Y.)   142. 

[b]  Action  on  Mechanic's  I2en. 
"Where  the  statute  pertaining  to  the 
enforcement  of  mechanics'  and  mate- 
rialmen's liens  provides  that  the  de- 
mand for  a  jury  in  such  cases  shall  be 
made  before  the  commencement  of  the 
trial  and  that  the  demand  shall  specify 
the  particular  issue  or  issues  to  be  sub- 
mitted, a  compliance  with  these  re- 
quirettients  is  a  condition  precedent  to 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury  and  such  de- 
mand,^ when  made  aftei;  the  close  of 
the  evidence,  is  too  late.  Siebrecht 
V.  Hogan,  99  "Wis.  437,  75  N.  W.  71. 

[c]  The  trial  has  been  commenced 
where  the  ease  has  been  opened  and  a 
motion  made  to  dismiss  the  complaint. 
Marshall  v.  De  Cordova,  26  App.  Div. 
615,  50  N".  Y.  Supp.  294. 

31.  Spring  v.  Collins  Bldg.  &  Const. 
Co.,  60  Misc.  239,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  29; 
Herb  v.  Metropolitan  Hospital,  80  App. 
Div.  145,  80  N".  Y.  Supp.  552,  12  N.  Y. 
Ann.  Cas.  415. 

[a]  A  m«re  statement  of  counsel  is 
not  "the  production  of  any  evidence 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  stat- 
ute." Herb,  v.  Metropolitan  Hospital  & 
Dispensary,  80  App.  Div.  145,  80  N. 
Y.  Supp.  552,  12  N.  Y.  Ann.  Cas.  415. 

32.  Ark. — Goodrum  v.  Merchants'  & 
Planters  Bank,  102  Ark.  326,  144  S. 
W.  198,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  511.  Cal. 
Maddux  'v.  "Walthall,  141  Cal.  412,  74 
Pac.  1026.  Ind. — "Whitcomb  v.  Stringer, 
160  Ind.  82,  66  N.  E.  443.  N.  J.— Til- 
ton  V.  Brand,  4  N.  J.  L.  289.     N.  Y. 
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Koehler  v.  New  York  El.  E.  Co.,  159 
N.  Y.  218,  53  N.  B.  1114;  Rogers  V. 
Straub,  75  Hun  264,  26  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1066,  58  N.  Y.  St.  287.  Ohio.— Terry  c. 
State,  12  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  274,  22  Ohio 
Cir.  Ct.  16.  S.  C— State  v.  Mays,  24 
S.  C.  100.  S.  D.— "Webster  v.  "White,  8 
S.  D.  479,  66  N.  W.  1145.  Wis.^Sie- 
breeht  v.  Hogan,  99  "Wis.  437,  75  N. 
"W.  71. 

[a]  In  Bhode  Island  either  party 
may  under  express  provision  of  the 
statute  demand  a  jury  after  the  entry 
of  a  decision  by  the  court  provided 
that  the  party  claiming  such  trial  shall 
pay  all  costs.  Dorney  v.  Ives,  36  E.  I. 
276,  90  Atl.   164. 

33.  Brock  v.  Puller  Lumber  Co.,  153 
Fed.  272,  82  C.  C.  A.  402. 

34.  Mass. — Atlanta  Mills  v.  Mason, 
120  Mass.  244.  Mo. — Smith  v.  Baer, 
166  Mo.  392,  66  S.  "W.  166.  N.  H.— Pat- 
rick V.  Cowles,  45  N.  H.  553. 

See  infra,  II,  F,  4,  a,  (II),  (C). 

[a]  "A  party  can  not  take  chances 
of  winning  before  a  referee,  and  when 
he  fails,  demand  a  jury  trial  .  .  . 
after  the  referee's  report  is  filed." 
Smith  V.  Baer,  166  Mo.  392,  66  S.  "W. 
166. 

[b]  But  where  commissioners  are 
appointed  in  vacation,  the  failure  of  a 
party  to  demand  a  trial  by  jury  at  the 
time  of  their  appointment  does  not  de- 
prive him  of  the  right  to  demand  a 
jury.  "The  appointment  of  commis- 
sioners in  vacation  was  merely  an  in- 
itiatory step,  a  provisional  measure, 
which  might  or  might  not  fix  the  right 
of  the  parties,  as  subsequent  events 
should  determine.  Besides,  at  the  time 
of  the  appointm-ent  of  the  commission- 
ers, it  was  impossible  for  defendant 
to  have  had  a  jury,  though  never  so 
desirous  of  obtaining  one;  and  if  he 
had  demanded  one,  and  had  been  re- 
fused, there  was  no  way  known  to  the 
law,  whereby  he  could  have  saved  his 
exceptions  to  such  refusal  .  .j  .  A  man 
can  scarcely  waive  anything  which  is 
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though  in  some  jurisdictions  such  demand  may  be  made  even  after  the 
filing  of  the  report  of  the  referee.'" 

c.  Form  and  Sufficiency  of  Demand. — (I.)  Generally. — Statutes 
regulating  the  mode  of  demanding  a  trial  by  jury,  as  a  rule,  must  be 
strictly  complied  with,'^  though  it  has  been  held  that  such  statutes  are 
to  be  liberally  construed  in  favor  of  the  exercise  of  the  right  to  trial 
by  jury,''  Under  some  statutes  the  demand  for  a  trial  by  jury  must 
be  made  in  writing,''  while  pursuant  to  others  it  may  be  made  orally 
in  open  court.'*    Where  an  oral  demand  for  a  jury  trial  is  sufficient 


out  of  his  reach.  And  as  soon  as  the 
report  of  the  commissioners  came  in 
...  he  exercised  Ms  right  of  .  .  . 
demanding  a  jury.  His  demand  was, 
therefore,  timely."  Kansas  City,  C. 
&  S.  By.  Co.  V.  Story,  96  Mo.  611,  10 
S.  "W.  203. 

As  to  waiver  by  failure  to  ohject  to 
order  of  reference^  see  infra,  11,  !F,  4, 
a,  (11),  (C). 

35.  Harrington's  Sons  Co.  v.  United 
States  Exp.  Co.,  87  N.  J.  L.  154,  93 
Atl.  697. 

36.  Ala. — Ex  parte  Ansley,  107  Ala. 
613,  18  So.  242.  Md.— City  Pass.  By. 
Co.  V.  Nugent,  86  Md.  349,  38  Atl.  779, 
39  L.  E.  A.  161.  Tex. — Gibson  v. 
Singer  Sew.  Mach;  Co.  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.),  147  S.  W.  285. 

[a]  A  conclusion  to  the  country  in 
a  plea  is  not  a  suficieut  demand  but  a 
jury  must  be  demanded  in  terms  if  a 
party  desires  the  issue  tendered  to  be 
tried  by  a  jury.  Cleaves  v.  Davidson,  85 
Tenn.   380,   3   S.  W.   348. 

[b]  By  Written  Endorsement. — ^Un- 
der a  statute  providing  that  where  a 
jury  is  demanded  by  plaintiff  such  de- 
mand must  be  endorsed  by  him  on  the 
summons  and  complaint,  and  in  the 
event  that  the  defendant  desires  a  trial 
ty  jury  he  must  endorse  such  demand 
in  writing  on  the  plea  or  demurrer,  an 
oral  demand  of  the  clerk  who  endorses 
upon  defendant's  plea  the  receipt  of 
the  jury  tax  fee  is  not  sufficient  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  statute, 
as  it  is  expressly  declared  therein  that 
"a  failure  to  demand  a  jury  as  .  .  . 
directed  .  .  .  shall  be  deemed  and 
held  a  waiver  of  the  rights  of  trial  by 
jurv."  Ex  parte  Ansley,  107  Ala.  613, 
18  "So.   ?42. 

37.  Morrison  Hotel  &  R.  Co.  v.  Kirs- 
ner,  245  HI.  431,  92  N.  E.  285,  137  Am. 
St.  Eep.  335. 

38.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Denson,  124 
Ala.  336,  27  So.  2, 


[a]  A  complaint  concluding  with 
the  words:  "The  plaintiff  prays  a 
jury  trial"  is  not  an  election  to  have 
the  cause  tried  by  a  jury  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  requiring  the 
party  to  file  his  election  in  writing. 
' '  These  words  were  in  fact  a  part  of 
the  declaration.  A  withdrawal  of  the 
declaration  under  leave  of  court  would 
have  withdrawn  the  election  for  a  trial 
by  a  jury^  notwithstanding  the  rule 
forbids  a  withdrawal  of  an  election 
without  the  consent  of  both  parties. 
It  was  the  obvious  intent  of  the  rule 
that  an  election  for  a  trial  by  a  jury 
should  be  a  separate  and  distinct  act, 
evideneeH  by  a  writing  dift'erent  from 
the  pleadings,  so  that  no  change  in  the 
latter  could  affect  or  interfere  with  the 
former."  Baltimore  City  Pass.  By 
Co.  V.  Nugent,  86  Md.  349,  38  Atl.  779, 
39  L.  R.  A.  161. 

[b]  But  an  endorsement  upon  the 
cover  of  a  complaint  separately  signed 
by  counsel  is  in  contemplation  of  law 
a  separate  act  signifying  the  election 
of  plaintiff  to  demand  a  trial  by  jury. 
Condon  v.  Gore,  89  Md.  230,  42  Atl. 
900. 

[c]  And  an  endorsement  upon  an  ap- 
peal bond  demanding  a  trial  by  jury 
on  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  is  a  sufScient  com- 
pliance with  the  statute  requiring  a 
written  demand  to  be  filed  in  the  case. 
Freeman  v.  Bridges,  123  Ala.  287,  26 
So.   512. 

39.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  S.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Cox,  41  Mo.  App.  499;  Halsey  v. 
Paulison,  36  N.  J.  L.  406. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
an  application  for  a  jury  trial  must 
be  made  in  open  court,  a  written  ap- 
plication for  a  jury  filed  with  the  clerk 
but  not  brought  to  the  notice  of  the 
court  does  not  comply  with  the  Statute. 
Gibson  v.  Singer  Sew.  Mach.  Co.  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  147  S.  W.  285. 
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under  tlie  statute,  it  is  necessary  that  sueh  demand  be  entered  on  the 
trifil  docket.*" '  The  failure  of  the  clerk,  however,  to  enter  the  demand 
in  the  minutes  does  not  deprive  a  party  of  his  constitutional  right  to 
trial  by  jury,  where  his  demand  was  properly  made  in  open  court.*^ 
The  demand  for  a  trial  by  jury  must  be  direct  and  express.*^ 

Where  scime  issues  involved  in  the  cause  are  properly  triable  by  jury, 
demand  must  be  made,  not  that  all  issues  in  the  case  be  tried  by  a  jury, 
but  that  the  specific  issues  proper  for  trial  by  jury  be  so  tried.*^ 

(II.)  Compliance  With  Conditions  Precedent.  —  If  the  statute  makes  the 
right  to  demand  a  trial  by  jury  dependent  upon  certain  conditions  a 
party  must  cornply  with  such  conditions  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  the 
right  to  trial  by  jury.** 

d.  Notice.  —  In  some  jurisdictions  the  statute  provides  that  in  civil 
actions  a  party  desiring  a  trial  by  jury  must  at  a  designated  time  give 
notice  of  his  intention  to  demand  a  jury.*®  There  is  no  definite  form  in 


40.  McGuire  v.  North  Carolina,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  95  Tenn.  707,  33  S.  W.  724. 

41.  Harrington's  Sons  Co.  v.  United 
States  Exp.  Co.,  87  N.  J.  L.  154,  93  Atl. 
697. 

42.  Goble  v.  Swobe,  64  Neb.  838,  90 
N    W.  919. 

[a]  An  objection  that  the  court  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  try  the  case  as  one 
in  equity  does  not  sufficiently  raise 
the  question  of  the  right  to  trial  by 
jury  and  does  not  constitute  a  demand 
therefop.  Goble  v.  S-wohe,  64  Neb. 
838,  90  N.  W.  919. 

43.  Cal. — Meek  v.  De  Latour,  2  Cal. 
App.  261,  83  Pao.  300.  Ind. — Peden  v. 
Gavins,  134  Ind.  494,  34  N.  B.  7,  39 
Am.  St.  Eep.  276;  McKinley  v.  Britton, 
55  Ind.  App.  21,  103  N.  E.  349.  Md. 
Wilmer  v.  Placide,  118  Md.  305,  84  Atl. 
491.  Minn.— Morton  B.  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Sodergren,  130  Minn.  252,  153  N.  W. 
527;  Chadbourne  v.  Zilsdorf,  34  Minn. 
43,  24  N.  W.'  308. 

44.  D.  C. — National  Met.  Bank  v. 
Hitz,  McArthur  &  M.  198.  Ga.— Dor- 
tic  V.  Lockwood,  61  Ga.  293.  Miss. 
Thigpen  v.  Mississippi  Cent.  E.  Co.,  32 
Miss.  347. 

fa]  Verified  Answer. — Under  the 
code  of  Louisiana  a  defendant  to  an 
action  brought  on  an  unconditional 
promise  to  pay  must  verify  his  answer, 
in  order  to  obtain  a  trial  by  jury. 
Meyer  v.  Weil,-  37  La.  Ann.  160;  Will- 
iams V.  Boozeman,  18  La.  Ann.  532; 
Gallot  V.  McCluskey,  18  La.  Ann.  259; 
Trellson  v.  McDonald,  15  La.  Ann.  536, 

[b]  Payment  of  Fees. — Where  "the 
statute  provides  that  payment  of  cer- 
tain necessary  fees  sliall  be  made  at 
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the  time  a  jury  trial  is  demanded,  a 
demand  unaccompanied  by  this  pay- 
ment is  ineffectual,  and  .  .  .  under 
these  circumstances,  notwithstanding 
an  otherwise  timely  demand,  .  .  .  such 
failure  constitutes  a  waiver  of  the 
right  to  a  jury  trial."  Lazier  Gas  En- 
gine Co.  V.  Yokom,  125  N.  Y.  Supp, 
465.     See  Unfra  II,  F,  3. 

45.  CaL— Doll  v.  Anderson,  27  Cal. 
248.  Mass.— Bailey  v.  Joy,  132  Mass. 
356.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Hall,  169  N.  Y. 
184,  62  N.  E.  170.  E.  I.— Arnold  v. 
Eegan,  29  E.  L  71,  69  Atl.  292. 

[a]  A  proceeding  to  enforce  a  me- 
chanic's lien  is  a  civil  action  within 
the  meaning  of  such  statute.  .Graham 
V.  Lord,  170  Mass.  1,  48  N.  E.  778. 

[b]  "If  a  party  does  not  file  a  no- 
tice that  he  desires  a  trial  by  jury 
...  he  takes  the  risk  of  any  amend- 
ments that  may  thereafter  be  allowed 
by  the  court;  and,  after  the  time  pro- 
vided for  .filing  such  a  notice  .  .  .  has 
elapsed,  it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  on  amendments  being  allowed 
which  change  the  issues  or  introduce 
new  issues,  to  grant  or  deny  to  any 
party  the  right  to  file  the  notice  re- 
quired by  the  statute."  Cleverly  v. 
O'Connell,  156  Mass.  88,  30  N.  E.  88. 

fc]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
if  several  issues  are  joined  in  a  cause 
upon  the  jury  docket,  the  party  who 
placed  it  on  the  docket  as  a  jury  case 
shall  within  three  weeks  after  the 
issues  are  joined,  file  a  notice  stating 
whether  he  desires  all  such  issues  to 
be  tried  before  a  jury  and,  if  not, 
which  of  them  he  desires  to  be  so 
tiled,  a  failure  to  file  such  notice  au- 
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which  such  notice  must  be  given,*"  and  need  not  be  given  in  the  form 
of  an  independent  pleading.*' 

e.  Special  or  Struck  Jury.  —  The  court  cannot  on  its  own  motion 
summon  a  special  or  struck  jury,*^  but  where  such  jury  is  desired  by  a 
party  a  timely  demand  therefor  is  essential.*^  In  some  jurisdictions  a 
special  jury  must  be  demanded  before  the  placing  of  the  cause  on  the 
calendar  for  trial  by  a  regular  jury,^"  or  before  the  day  on  which  the 
cause  is  set  for  trial."^  Tinder  some  statutes  a  struck  or  special  jury 
cannot  be  demanded  after  issue  joined,^^  while  under  others  a  party 
may  demand  such  a  jury  at  any 'time  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the 
trial  term.^^  Where  the  statute  does  not  fix  the  time,  the  trial  court 
detennines  whether  such  demand  is  timely."* 


thorizes  the  court  to  try  the  whole 
ciiuse  without  a  jury,  although  it  has 
been  the  practice  among  the  members 
of  the  bar  to  treat  a  case  entered  on 
the  jury  docket  as  standing  for  the 
trial  of  all  issues  ,  to  the  jury,  unless 
notice  to  the  contrary  had  been  filed. 
Eowell  V.  Eoss,  89  Conn.  201,  93  Atl. 
236. 

46.  Higgins  v.  Boston  Elev.  Ey.  Co., 
214  Mass.  330j  101  N.  E.  992. 

(a]  "Any  written  words  which 
convey  the  idea  that  the  supposed 
light  is  insisted  upon  are  enough.  The 
object  of  the  statute  is  to  secure  a 
jury  trial  of  controverted  matters  ef 
fact  to  any  party  who  makes  known 
his  desire  for  it  in.  writing  at  the 
proper  place  and  time."  Arnold  v. 
Eegan,  29  E.  I.  71,  09  Atl.  292. 

47.  A  memorandum  on  the  outside 
of  the  writ  that  "plaintiff  claims  trial 
by  jury"  is  a  suffi.cient  compliance 
with  the  statute.  These  words  "show 
unmistakably  the  intention  of  the  per- 
son who  wrote  them  to  assert  for  the 
plaintiff  his  constitutional  right  to  a 
jury  trial.  They  are  conspicuous  in 
position.  No  one  looking  at  the  writ 
could  fail  to  observe  them  and  com- 
prehend their  meaning.  They  are  above 
the  name  of  the  attorney  whose  signa- 
ture even  though  in  typewriting  as- 
sumes responsibility  for  that  which 
stands  above  it.  In  the  absence  of 
any  court  rule  or  more  definite  statute 
governing  the  subject,  we  are  of  opin- 
ion that  the  plaintiff  did  enough  to 
express  his  intention  to  claim  a  trial 
bv  jurv. "  Higgins  v.  Boston  Elev.  Ey. 
Co.,  214  Mass.  335,  101  N.  E.  992. 

48.  McDaniel  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St. 
L.  E.  Co.,  88  Tenn.  542,  13  S.  W.  76. 

49.  Mc Arthur  v.  Carrie's  Admr.,  32 
Ala.  75,  70  Am.  Dec.  529. 


50.  Goodson  -».  Brothers,  111  Ala. 
589,  20  So.  443;  Eauehe  v.  Blumenthal, 
4  Penne.  (Del.)  521,  57  Atl.  368. 

51.  Basham  v.  Hammond  Packing 
Co.,  107  Mo.  App.  542,  81  S.  W.  1227. 

[a]  Discretion  of  Court.  —  Where 
pursuant  to  the  statute  the  demand 
for  a  special  venire  is  made  three 
days  before  that  on  which  the  case  is 
set  for  trial,  the  court  has  no  dis- 
cretion and  it  is  error  to  refuse  such 
application,  but  if  not  made  within 
the  statutory  time,  the  court  has  the 
discretion  to  make  the  erder  for  a  spe- 
cial venire  or  n»t.  State  v.  Leabo  89 
Mo.  247,  1  S.  W.  288. 

52.  State  v.  Carey,  28  La.  Ann.  49. 

53.  O  'Brien  v.  Minneapolis,  22  Minn. 
378. 

[a]  Proceedings  instituted  after  the 
commencement  of  the  term  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  a  struck  jury  are 
unauthorized.  Mark  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  & 
M.  Ey.  Co.,  32  Minn.  208,  20  N.  W. 
131. 

[b]  In  Criminal  Case. — "Under  the 
'act  to  provide  for  struck  juries'  .  .  . 
a  struck  jury  is  demandable  as  of 
right  by  either  the  defendant  or  the 
state  in  all  criminal  cases,  save  those 
in  which  one  of  the  parties  is  entitled 
to  more  than  tw|o  peremptory  chal- 
lenges. This  right  may  be  waived  by 
the  parties  for  whose  benefit  it  was 
intended.  And  where  sufficient  time 
intervenes  before  the  day  set  for  the 
trial  of  the  case  to  allow  the  parties 
.  .  .  due  opportunity,  under  all  the 
circumstances,  for  claiming  a  struck 
jury  the  demand  of  one  on  that  day 
comes  too  late  and  the  parties  must 
be  taken  to  have  waived  the  priv- 
ilege." Whitehead  v.  State,  10  Ohio 
St.   440. 

54.  Lessee  of  Nefl  v.  Neff,  1  Binn. 
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In  some  jurisdictions  a  party  intending  to  demand  ^  special  jnry 
must  give  notice  of  an  application  therefor  to  the  opposing  party,"* 
while  in  other  jurisdictions  the  statute  does  not  provide  for  such  no- 
tice.^* Upon  demand  made  for  a  struck  jury  a  party  cannot  withdraw 
his  demand  and  ask  for  a  regular  jury.*^ 

f.  Effect  of  Demand,  and  Withdrau-al.  —  A  demand  for  a  trial  by 
jury  made  in  an  action,  which  is  triable  by  jury  as  a  matter  of  right, 
pursuant  to  the  statute,  deprives  the  court  of  authority  to  try  the  cause 
without  a  jury.*'  Such  demand,  however,  extends  only  to  the  term 
of  the  court  at  which  it  is  made  and  if  the  cause  is  not  tried  on  that 
term,  the  demand  must  be  renewed,"^  and  the  mere  fact  that  a  previous 
trial  of  the  cause  was  before  a  jury  does  not  entitle  a  party  to  a  jury 
on  the  second  trial.""  A  demand  for  a  trial  by  jury  cannot  be  with- 
drawn to  the  prejudice  of  the  adverse  party  and  without  his  consent."^ 


(Pa.)  350;  Goodell'a  Exrs.  v.  Gibbons, 
91  Va.  608,  22  S.  B.  504. 

55.  People  v.  Hall,  169  N.  T.  184, 
62  N.  B.  170. 

56.  Puller  v.  Den  ex  dem.  Saxton, 
20  N.  J.  L.  61. 

57.  Dorsey  Mach.  Co.  v.  McCaffrey, 
139  Ind.  545,  38  N.  B.  208,  47  Am. 
St.  Bep.  290. 

[a]  "It  is  true  that  the  machinery 
of  the  law  is  put  in  motion  by  the 
party  making  the  demand  for  a  struck 
jury;  but  when  it  is  once  set  in  mo- 
tion ...  it  does  not  lie  with  the 
party  invoking  its  aid  to  arrest  the 
force  so  created;  and  when  .  .  .  the 
parties  appeared  ...  at  the  time 
fixed  for  striking  the  jury  ...  it 
was  not  then  within  the  power  of  the 
defendants  to  stop  or  impede  the  pro- 
ceeding by  withdrawing  their  demand 
for  a  struck  jury."  Dorsey  Mach.  Co. 
V.  McCaffrey,  139  Ind.  545,  38  N.  E. 
208,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  290. 

58.  Colo. — Woods  V.  Tanquary,  3 
Colo.  App.  515,  34  Pac.  737.  HI. — Ware 
V.  Nottinger,  35  111.  375.  Ind.  Ter. 
Warwick  v.  Kingman,  2  Ind.  Ter.  435, 
51  S.  W.  1076.  la. — Dupont  v.  Down- 
ing, 6  Iowa  172.  La. — Fellows,  John- 
son &  Co.  V.  Eeid,  6  La.  Ann.  724. 
Md.— Desche  v.  Gies,  56  Md.  135.  N.  J. 
Clayton  v.  Clark,  55  N.  J.  L.  539,  26 
Atl.  795.  N.  O. — Chasteen  v.  Martin, 
81  N.  C.  51.  N.  D.— Hanson  v.  Carl- 
blom,  13  N.  D.  361,  100  N.  W.  1084. 
Ore. — American  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Hutchin- 
son, 19  Ore.  334,  24  Pac.  515.  Tex. 
Payne  v.  Bllwood  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 
163  S.  W.  93. 

[a]  When  "a  jury  has  been  de- 
manded  and    the    necessary    fee    de- 
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posited  within  the  proper  time  and  a 
case  placed  upon  the  jury  docket,  it 
cannot,  without  the  consent  and  over 
the  protest  of  a  party  who  has  thus  de- 
manded his  constitutional  right,  be  dis- 
placed from  the  jury  docket  and  tried 
by  the  court  in  the  absence  of  a  jury." 
Burrows  v.  Rust  (Tex.  CiV.  App.),  44 
S.  W.   1019. 

59.  Blair  v.  Curry,  150  Ind.  99,  46 
N.  E.  672,  49  N.  E.  908. 

[a]  "A  demand  for  a  jury  must 
have  reference  to  the  term  and  time  at 
which  the  demand  is  made.  Many 
causes,  such  as  the  constitution  of  the 
jury,  the  condition  of  the  business  in 
court,  the  state  of  the  party's  prepara- 
tion and  readiness  for  tri^,  etc.,  may 
render  a  jury  desirable  at  one  term 
of  court.  At  the  next  term  of  the 
court  no  cause  may  exist  rendering  a 
jury  trial  desirable,  and  the  party  may 
prefer  submitting  his  cause  to  the 
court."  Davidson  v.  Wright,  46  Iowa 
383. 

[b]  Renewal  of  Demand  After  Pis- 
missal. — Where  defendant  demanded  a 
trial  by  jury  in  due  time  but  the 
action  is  dismissed  for  want  of  prose- 
cution he  must  renew  his  demand  after 
reinstatement  of  the  cause  and  cannot 
rely  upon  the  former  demand  prior  to 
dismissal  of  the  action.  Ward  v.  Lem- 
on, 3  Ariz.  219,  73  Pac.  443. 

60.  Ellis  V.  Bonner,  7  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  539,  27  S.  W.  687. 

61.  Kelly  v.  Barbin,  2  Mart.  O.  S. 
(La.)   47. 

[a]  Demand  Gives  Both  Parties  the 
Bight. — After  a  jury  had  been  de- 
manded by  the  defendant  and  the 
cause  is  put  on  the  jury  docket,  both 
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But  Tinder  some  statutes  a  party  may  withdraw  his  demand  for  a  jury 
at  any  time  before  the  trial.®^  And  upon  withdrawal  of  the  jury  fees 
a  party  cannot  complain  of  the  trial  of  the  cause  without  a  jury.^* 

g.  Excuse  for  Failure  To  Demand.  —  Neither  ignorance  of  law'* 
nor  a  mistake  of  fact*^  excuse  a  party's  failure  to  make  a  timely  dem^d; 
for  a  trial  by  jury.  But  where  at  the  time,  when  pursuant  to  the  stat- 
ute the  demand  must  be  made,  there  is  no  judge  competent  to  receive 
the  demand,^^  or  to  impanel  a  jury,"^  the  failure  to  demand  a  jury  at 
the  proper  time  is  excused.  Where  no  jury  is  in  attendance  when  the 
appearance  docket  is  called  it  ia  not  fatal  to  the  right  of  trial  by  jury 
that  the  demand  therefor  is  made  at  a  later  hour  of  that  day  upon  de- 
nial of  a  motion  for  a  continuance."*  The  failure  to  demand  a  jury, 
likewise  is  excused  where  a  jury  cannot  be  had  in  the  tribunal  before 
which  the  ease  is  heard.^ 

h.  Effect  of  Failure  To  Demand.  —  Except  in  those  cases  where  a 
waiver  is  not  permitted,^"  a  failure  to  demand  a  trial  by  jury  in  the 
manner  or  at  the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute,'^  as  a  rule,  constitute? 


parties  have  the  right  to  trial  by  jury 
regardless  of  the  question  as  to  which 
party  had  applied  for  a  jury  and  a 
jury  can  be  dispensed  with  only  by 
the  consent  of  both  parties.  Lewis  f. 
Klotz,  39  La.  Ann.  259,  1  So.  539. 

[b]  Withdrawal  of  Pleading  Con- 
taining Endorsement  of  Demand. 
Where  plaintiff  in  compliance  with  the 
statute  endorses  his  demand  for  a  jury 
trial  upon  a  copy  of  the  complaint  a 
subsequent  withdrawal  of  such  copy 
does  not  affect  defendant's  right  to 
trial  by  jury.  The  "defendant's  right 
ought  not  now  to  be  prejudiced  by  the 
withdrawal  of  such  claim  by  the  plain- 
tiff against  the  defendant's  objection 
and  after  the  plaintiff  has  permitted 
the  defendant  to  rely  thereon  until  the 
time  has  expired  within  which  a  jury 
trial  might  have  been  claimed  by  the 
defendant.  .  .  .  The  right  of  jury 
trial  being  a  constitutional  right,  a 
waiver  of  it  should  not  be  presumed." 
Allworth  V.  Interstate  By.  Co.,  27  B.  I. 
106,  60  Atl.  834. 

62.  Guthmann  Transfer  Co.  v.  Bry- 
ant College,  172  111.  App.  301. 

63.  Harris  v.  Kellum  &  Botan  Inv. 
Co.    (Tex.   Civ.   App.),  43   S.  W.   1027. 

64.  Coulter  v.  Weed  Sew.  Mach.  Co., 
3  Lea  (Tenn.)   115. 

65.  Walcott  V.  O'Connor,  163  Mass. 
21,  39  N.  B.  345. 

[a]  Mistake. — ^TJnder  a  statute  re- 
quiring the  demand  for  a  jury  trial  to 
be  made  on  the  first  day  of  the  term, 
the   failure   to   do   so   is  not   excused 


by  the  fact  that  the  party  did  not  ex- 
pect the  case  to  be  tried  on  that  term. 
Griffith  «.  GrifOth  (Tenn.),  46  8.  W. 
340. 

66.  Hays  v.  Hays,  66  Tex.  606,  1  S. 
W.  895. 

67.  Smith  v.  City  of  San  Antonio, 
17  Tex.  643. 

68.  Cook  V.  Cook,  5  Tex.  Civ.  App, 
30,  23  S.  W.  927. 

69.  Smith  v.  San  Antonio,  17  Tex. 
643. 

[a]  Trial  Before  Mayor. — ^Under  % 
city  ordinance  authorizing  the  mayor 
to  try  certain  cases  without  conferring 
upon  him  the  power  to  impanel  a  jury 
a  demand  for  a  jury  would  be  vain 
and  useless.  Smith  v.  San  Antonio,  17 
Tex.  643. 

70.  As  to  when  waiver  is  not  per- 
mitted, see  mfra,  II,  F,  4,  b,   (I). 

71.  U.  S. — Perego  v.  Dodge,  163  U. 
S.  160,  16  Sup.  Ct.  971,  41  L,  ed. 
113.  Ala. — Evans  v.  State  Bank,  15 
Ala.  81.  Ark.— Ladd  v.  Watkins,  113 
Ark.  261,  168  S.  W.  138.  Oal.— Ferrea 
V.  Chabot,  121  Cal.  233,  53  Pac.  689; 
Boston  Tunnel  Co.  v.  McKenzie,  67  Cal. 
485,  8  Pac.  22.  Conn. — Bowell  «.  Boss, 
89  Conn.  201,  93  Atl.  236;  Camp  v.  Car- 
roll, 73  Conn.  247,  47  Atl.  122.  Ga. 
Heard  v.  Kennedy,  116  Ga.  36,  42  S.  E. 
509;  Pelham  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Powell,  8  G,a. 
App.  38,  68  S.  E.  519.  111. — HeacocK 
V.  Hosmer,  109  111.  245;  Esmond  v. 
Esmond,  154  111.  App.  357;  Morrison 
H.  &  B.  Co.  V.  Kirsner,  152  HI.  App. 
43.    Ind.— Sheets  v.  Bray,  125  Ind.  33, 
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a  waiver  of  the  right  thereto,  and  some  statutes  expressly  so  provide.'^ 
It  is  discretionary  with  the  court,  however  to  grant  a  demand  for  a 
trial  by  jury,  even  though  such  demand  is  made  after  the  expiration  of 
th§  statutory  time,  provided  that  the  adverse  party  is  not  prejudiced 
thereby.'"'    And  it  has  been  held  that  if  no  prejudice  has  resulted  to 


24  N.  E.  357;  Sprague  v.  Pritehard,  108 
Ind.  491,  9  N.  E.  416.  la.— Waterman 
V.  Eandlett,  84  N.  W.  680.  La.— Wheel- 
ess  V.  Fisk,  28  La.  Ann.  731;  Wood 
V.  Lyle,  4  La.  Ann.  145.  Me. — Davis 
V.  Auld,  96  Me.  559,  53  Atl.  118.  Md. 
Chappell  Chem.  &  F.  Co.  v.  Sulphur 
Mines  Co.,  85  Md.  684,  36  Atl.  712. 
Mass.— Culbert  v.  Hall,  181  Mass.  24, 
62  N.  E.  955;  Vitrified  Wheel  &  Emery 
Co.  V.  Edwards,  135  Mass.  591.  Mich. 
Roberts  v.  Tremayne,  61  Mich.  264,  28 
N.  W.  113.  Minn. — Levine  v.  Lan- 
cashire Ins.  Co.,  66  Minn.  138,  68  N. 
W.  855.  Mo.— Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
E.  Co.  V.  Randolph  Co.,  103  Mo.  451, 
15  S.  W.  437;  Walker  v.  Modern  Wood- 
men of  America,  190  Mo.  App.  355, 
177  S.  W.  331.  Neb.— Horton  v.  Simon, 
5  Neb.  (Unof.)'  172,  97  N.  W.  604. 
Nev.— Costello  v.  Scott,  30  Nev.  43,  93 
Pac.  1,  94  Pac.  222;  Haley  v.  Eureka 
County  Bank,  21  Nev.  127,  26  Pac.  64, 
12  L.  E.  A.  815.  N.  J.— Joy  &  Seliger 
Co.  V.  Blum,  55  N.  J.  L.  518,  26  Atl. 
861.  N.  Y. — Pegram  v.  New  York,  etc. 
E.  Co.,  147  N.  Y.  135,  41  N.  E.  424; 
Matter  of  Holmes'  Will,  167  App.  Div. 
237,  152  N.  Y.  Supp.  822;  Arnot  v. 
Nevins,  44  App.  Div.  61,  60  N.  Y.  Supp. 
401;  People  v.  Halwig,  41  Misc.  227, 
84  N.  Y.  Supp.  221.  Ohio.— EUithorpe 
V.  Buck,  17  Ohio  St.  72.  K.  I.— White 
V.  Eddy,  19  E.  I.  108,  31  Atl.  823. 
S.  C— Marshall  v.  Marshall,  42  S.  C. 
436,  20  S.  E.  298.  Tenn.— McGuire  v. 
North  Carolina,  etc.  E.  Co.,  95  Tenn. 
707,  33  S.  W.  724.  Tex. — Petri  v.  Lin- 
coln Nat.  Bank,  84  Tex.  153,  19  S.  W. 
379;  McFaddin  v.  Preston,  54  Tex.  403; 
Barton  v.  American  Nat.  Bank,  8  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  223,  29  S.  W.  210.  Wash. 
Stetson  &  Post  Mill  Co.  v.  McDonald, 
5  Wash.  496,  32  Pac.  108;  Keane  v. 
Brygger,  3  Wash.  338,  28  Pac.  653. 
Wis. — Leonard  v.  Eogan,  20  Wis.   540. 

See  also  cases  cited  throughout  this 
section. 

[a]  "The  constitution  .  .  .  does 
not  say  that  trials  shall  be  by  jury. 
.  .  .  If  a  party  voluntarily  abstains 
from  claiming  the  right  in  a  given 
case,  ...  it  may  be  judicially  held 
that  it  is  waived.''     Madison   &  lu- 
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dianapolis  E.  Co.  v.  Whiteneck,  8  Ind. 

217. 

[b]  "Where  there  has  been  no  de- 
mand for  a  jury  trial  within  the  time 
prescribed  and  the  case  is  subsequent- 
ly removed  to  another  court,  a  party 
has  no  right  to  demand  a  jury  trial 
in  such  other  court."  Chappell  Chem- 
ical, etc.  Co.  V.  Sulphur  Mines  Co.,  85 
Md.   684,  36  Atl.   712. 

72.  Nixon  Bros.  v.  Killian,  90  Ala. 
484,  7  So.  761. 

73.  Tex. — Petri  v.  Lincoln  Nat. 
Bank,  84  Tex.  153,  19  S.  W.  379;  Allen 
V.  Plummer,  71  Tex. -546,  9  S.  W.  672; 
Gallagher  v.  Goldfrank,  63  Tex.  473; 
Kenedy  T.  &  I.  Co.  «.  First  Nat.  Bank 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  136  S.  W.  558.  Utah. 
Wood  V.  Eio  Grande  W.  Ey.  Co.,  28 
Utah  351,  79  Pac.  182.  Wash.— Peter- 
son V.  Arland,  79  Wash.  679,  141  Pac. 
63;  Sholin  v.  Skamania  Boom  Co.,  56 
Wash.  303,  105  Pac.  632,  28  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1053;  Knapp  v.  Order  of  Pendo, 
36  Wash.  601,  79  Pac.  209. 

[a]  "The  purpose  of  the  demand 
.  .  .  is  to  enable  the  court  to  have 
a  jury  in  attendance  when  the  case 
comes  on  for  trial.  We  think  that 
where  a  jury  is  in  fact  present  so 
that  the  trial  may  forthwith  proceed 
without  delay,  the  adverse  party  can- 
not successfully  interpose  the  objec- 
tion that  the  jury  has  not  been  de- 
manded or  the  jury  fee  paid  in  the 
precise  manner  and  at  the  precise 
time  prescribed  by  the  statute.  The 
provisions  in  the  statute  are  not  in- 
tended for  the  benefit  of  an  adver- 
sary. No  doubt  if  the  demand  and 
payment  are  not  made  as  required  by 
the  statute  the  party  has  waived  his 
right  to  require  the  court  to  call  a 
jury,  but  we  cannot  see  how  the  ad- 
verse party  can  complain  if  the  court, 
in  its  discretion,  permits  a  jury  to  try 
the  case  if  one  is  in  fact  in  attend- 
ance and  no  delay  is  occasioned  in  pro- 
ceeding with  the  case.  In  our  judg- 
ment, where  a  jury  is  in  attendance 
the  court  may  permit  a  party  to  pay 
the  jury  fee  at  any  time  before  a 
trial  and  may  impanel  a  jury  to  try 
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the  adversary  a  party's  failure  to  strictly  comply  with  the  statute  as 
to  demand  does  not  deprive  him  of  his  constitutional  right.'*  So  too, 
the  court  may  call  a  jury  on  its  own  motion,  notwithstanding  the  failure 
of  the  parties  to  demand  a  trial  by  jury/" 

3,    Payment  of  Fees.  —  Pursuant  to  some  statutes  a  party  demand- 
ing a  trial  by  jury  must  deposit  the  jury  fees  in  advance,'®  and  rules 


the  case."     Davis  v.  Denver  &  E.  G. 
E.  Co.,  45  Utah  1,  142  Pac.  705. 

[b]  But  Where  the  jury  has  been 
discharged  for  the  term,  it  is  not  error 
to  refuse  a  demand  for  a  jury  made 
after  expiration  of  the  time  when 
under  the  statute  it  should  have  been 
made.  Petri  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  83 
Tex.  424,  18  S.  W.  752,  29  Am.  St. 
Eep.  657. 

74.  See  the  notes  following. 

[a]  A  failure  to  demand  a  jury  on 
appearance  day  does  not  forfeit  the 
right  to  a  jury  where  such  failure  does 
not  operate  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
adverte  party.  "It  is  npt  the  inten- 
tion of  the  statute  to  deny  to  any 
litigant  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  but 
to  regulate  the  exercise  of  such  right, 
for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  busi- 
ness and  lessening  the  expense  of  the 
courts,  and  a  litigant  can  only  be  de- 
prived of  such  privilege  when  his  de- 
lay in  demanding  a  jury  and  tender- 
ing the  jury  fee  will  probably  work 
injury  to  his  adversary.  In  this  ease 
the  plaintiff  had  assured  the  defend- 
ant he  would  not  be  prejudiced  ,  by 
failure  to  answer  the  petition  by  ap- 
pearance flay,  and  the  plaintiff  having 
failed  to  call  up  the  case  and  require 
the  defendant  to  defend  the  suit  until 
the  jury  docket  was  called  and  jurors 
empaneled  for  the  week,  we  cannot  see 
that  the  defendant  was  in  fault  in  not 
sooner  demanding  a  jury  or  that  the 
plaintiff  weuld  have  been  harmed  had 
the  court  yielded  to  the  defendant's 
demand."  Scott  v.  Rowland,  14  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  370,  37  S.  W.  380. 

[b]  And  a  failure  to  strictly  com- 
ply with  a  rule  of  court  requiring  that 
notices  to  have  causes  set  for  trial 
must  indicate  whether  the  cause  is  to 
be  tried  by  jury  or  court  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  a  denial  of  the  con- 
stitutional right  of  a  party  to  trial  by 
jury.  Peeps  Kxture  Co.  v.  Gove,  24 
Colo.  App.  149,  133  Pac.  143.  As  to 
pules   Df  court,  see  infra,  II,  G,  1'. 

75.  Ogden  Valley  Trout  &  Eesort  Co. 
V.  Lewis,  41  Utah  183,  125  Pac.  687. 


[a]  "It  is  within  the  discretion  of 
the  trial  court  to  permit  a  demand  for 
a  jury  to  be  made  after  the  case  is 
called  to  be  set  for  trial,  or  to  submit 
the  issues  of  fact  in  a  case  to  a  jury 
of  its  own  motion,  and  no  error  can 
be  predicated  upon  its  ruling  in  that 
regard. ' '  Knapp  v.  Order  of  Pendo, 
36  Wash.  601,  79  Pac.  209. 

[b]  And  a  constitutional  provision 
declaring  that  a  jury  in  civil  cases 
shall  be  deemed  waived  unless  de- 
manded does  not  prevent  the  court 
from  calling  a  jury  on  its  own  mo- 
tion where  the  parties  fail  to  demand 
a  jury.  Ogden  Valley  Trout  &  Eesort 
Co.  V.  Lewis,  41  Utah  183,  125  Pac. 
687. 

[c]  But  where  the  court  on  its  own 
motion  calls  a  jury,  it  cannot  disre- 
gard the  verdict  and  findings  of  the 
jury  and  proceed  to  make  findings  of 
its  own  and  base  a  judgment  thereon. 
Hill  V.  EUis,  5  Kan.  App.  532,  48  Pac. 
204. 

76.  Oal. — Naphtaly  v.  Eovegno,  130 
Cal.  639,  63  Pac.  66;  Conneau  v.  Geis, 
73  Cal.  176,  14  Pac.  580,  2  Am.  St. 
Rep.  785.  La. — Daniels  v.  Andrews,  7 
Rob.  160.  Me.— Eandall  v.  Kehlor,  60 
Me.  37,  11  Am.  Rep.  169.  Mich.— Rob- 
erts V.  Tremayne,  61  Mich.  264,  28  N. 
W.  113;  McGraw  v.  Sturgeon,  29  Mich. 
426.  Minn. — Rollins  v.  Nolting,  53 
Minn.  232,  54  N.  W.  1118.  Mo.— De- 
laney  v.  Police  Ceurt,  167  Mo.  667,  67 
S.  "W.  589.  N.  J.— Condon  v.  Eoyce,  68 
N.  J.  L.  222,  52  Atl.  630.  N.  Y.— Kil- 
patrick  ».  Carr,  3  Abb.  Pr.  117.  Utah. 
People  V.  Van  Tassel,  13  Utah  9,  43 
Pac.  625.  Wash.— State  v.  Neterer,  33 
Wash.  535,  74  Pac.  668. 

[a]  Upon  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  a  justice  of  the  peace  a  party  is 
not  relieved  of  the  necessity  to  comply 
with  a  statute  requiring  the  payment 
of  jury  fees  in  advance  because  of  the 
fact  that  the  case  has  been  tried  be- 
fore a  jury  in  the  justice's  court.  Wood 
V.  Gamble  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  32  S.  W. 
368. 

[b]  But  a  party  filing  an  affidavit 
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of  court  making  such  deposit  a  condition  precedent  to  a  jury  trial 
have  been  upheld  as  a  reasonable  regulation  of  such  statutory  pro- 
visions.^^ But  iri  some  cases  it  is  held  that  a  failure  of  a  party  to 
strictly  comply  with  the  statutory  requirements  in  reference  to  the 
payment  of  jury  fees  does  not  deprive  him  of  the  right  to  a  trial 
by  jury/*  provided  that  the  payment  of  the  jury  fees  is  not  delayed 
for  such  a  length  of  time  as  to  prejudice  the  adverse  party.'*  So  too, 
it  has  been  held  that  a  failure  of  the  court  to  insist  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  the  jury  fees  in  advance,  as  provided  by  statute,  does  not 
constitute  reversible  error.*" 

Where  the  statute  does  not  provide  for  payment  of  the  jury  fees 
in  advance  a  party  cannot  be  denied  a  trial  by  jury  in  consequence 
of  his  failure  to  pay  such  fees,*^  unless  payment  be  required  by  rule 


of  impecimioslty  is  relieved  from  the 
obligation  to  deposit  jury  fees.  Toltee 
Eaneh  Cq.  v.  Babcock,  24  Utah  183,  66 
Pac.  876. 

77.  See  infra,  H,  G,  1. 

78.  Allen  v.  Plummer,  71  Tex.  546, 
9  S.  W.  672;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co. 
V.  Everheart,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App.  468, 
32  S.  W.  90. 

[a]  Where  a  jury  had  been  de- 
manded by  defendants  at  the  proper 
time  but  the  fees  were  not  then  paid, 
it  is  error  to  grant  plaintiff's  motion 
to  strike  the  cause  from  the  jury 
docket  where  the  fees  were  paid  prior 
to  the  filing  of  such  motion.  AUyn  & 
Co.  V.  Willis  &  Bro.,  65  Tex.  65. 

79.  Cabell  v.  Hamilton-Brown  Shoe 
Co.,  81  Tex.  104,  16  S.  W.  811. 

80.  Board  of  County  Comrs.  v. 
Brown,  2  Colo.  App.  473,  31  Pac.  525. 

[a]  "It  was  doubtless  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  compel  the  plaintiffs  to 
advance  .  .  .  fees  before  they  called 
the  jury  into  the  box.  .  .  .  Failure 
to  compel  the  prepayment,  however, 
cannot  be  permitted  to  disturb  the 
validity  of  tife  judgments  which  the 
plaintiffs  have  recovered,  for  it  is  an 
error  which  has  worked  no  harm,  since 
an  adverse  judgment  would  necessarily 
include  the  fees  advanced."  Board  of 
County  Coral's,  v.  Brown,  2  Colo.  App. 
473,  31  Pac.  525. 

81.  Ool». — ^Woods  V.  Tanquajy,  3 
Colo.  App.  515,  34  Pae.  737.  Idaho. 
Bandall  v.  Kelsey,  7  Idaho  168,  61  Pac. 
515.  111.— Condit  v.  Lee,  83  111.  App. 
537.  Mo. — Scott  V.  Young,  113  Mo. 
App.  46,  87  8.  W.  544.  N.  J.— Story 
V.  Walker,  71  N.  J.  L.  256,  58  Atl. 
349;  MacKenzie  v.  Gilbert,  69  N.  J.  L. 
184,  54  Atl.  524;  Clayton  v.  Clark,  55 
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N.  J.  L.  539,  26  Atl.  795.  S.  C— Pinck- 
ney  v.  Green,  67  S.  C.  309,  45  S.  E. 
202. 

[a]  "The  most  that  could  be  in- 
sisted upon  would  be  to  require  pay- 
ment before  the  jury  should  be  called 
in  the  ease  or  sworn;  but  ...  a  fail- 
ure to  pay  at  the  time  the  demand  is 
made  cannot  be  considered  as  nullify- 
ing the  demand."  Odell  v.  Eeynolds, 
40  Mich.  21. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
when  a  jury  is  demanded  the  jury  fee 
shall  be  assessed  againsjt  the  party 
having  to  pay  the  costs  of  trial,  de- 
fendants demanding  are  not  required 
"to  pay  the  jury  fee  in  advance,  al- 
though it  might  be  ultimately  as- 
sessed against  them."  Hine  v. 
Sweney,  3  Greene  (la.)  511. 

[c]  A  statute,  providing  that  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  juror,  etc.,  is  not 
obliged  to  render  any  services  with- 
out the  previous  .payment  of  the  fee 
therefor  does  not  authorize  a  justice 
of  the  peace  to  insist,  as  a  condition 
of  the  issuing  of  the  venire,  that  the 
jury  fees  be  paid  in  advance.  It 
"does  not  appear,  by  the  express  lan- 
guage of  the  section  under  considera- 
tion, nor  will  it  bear  the  construction, 
fiat  a  justice  ...  is  entitled  to  im- 
pose, as  a  condition  of  the  perform- 
ance of  any  ofScial  duty,  the  payment 
of  the  fees  of  any  other  officer  than 
himself.  ...  It  is  undoubtedly  true 
that  defendants  frequently  avail  them- 
selves in  an  action  brought  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  of  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  giving  them  the  right 
to  a  trial  by  jury,  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  delay  and  annoyance;  but, 
nevertheless,  the  right  is  one  which  is 
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of  court  ;82  but  it  has  been  held  that  notwithstanding  the  absence  of 
a  statutory  provision  requiring  the  payment  of  jury  fees  in  advance 
a  party  desiring  a  trial  by  jury  must  pay  such  fees,  when  called  upon 
to  do  so.** 

In  criminal  eases  a  party  demanding  a  trial  by  jury  ordinarily  ia 
not  required  to  pay  jury  fees,^*  but  under  an  ordinance  requiring  a 
defendant  charged  with  a  violation  thereof  to  deposit  jury  fees  in 
the  event  that  he  desires  a  trial  by  jury  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  jury 
unless  the  fees  are  paid.®" 

4.  Waiver.  —  a.  In  Civil  Gases.  — (I.)  Generally.  —  While  the  right 
to  trial  by  jury  is  secured  by  the  federal  and  the  various  state  con- 
stitutions, it  is  a  privilege  which  may  be  waived  by  the  parties*^  to  a 


statutory  in  its  character  and  there- 
fore it  cannot  be  abridged  by  the 
courts  in  any  other  manner  than  is 
provided  by  the  statute."  Bellappi  v. 
Hovey,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  624. 

[d]  And  where  the  statute  confers 
upon  justices  of  the  peace  the  author- 
ity to  summon  a  jury,  though  no  de- 
maud  therefor  is  made  by  the  parties, 
it  is  not  error  for  him  to  order  a 
trial  by  jury  notwithstanding  the  fail- 
ure of  the  party  who  demanded  a  jury 
to  pay  the  jury  fees.  Equitable  Gas- 
light Co.  V.  French,  10  Misc.  749,  31 
N.  T.  Supp.  812,  64  N.  Y.  St.  620. 

82.  See  imfra,  II,  G,  1. 

83.  Eollins  v.  Nolting,  53  Minn.  232, 
54  N.  W.  1118. 

[a]  While  "the  statute  nowhere 
proTides  in  express  words  when  the 
fee  shall  be  paid,  yet  we  think  it 
.  .  .  implies  that  payment  should  be 
made  in  advance.  It  should  accompany 
the  demand  for  a  jury,  or  at  least  be 
made  on  request  of  the  justice;  and 
until  the  amount  is  deposited  the  jus- 
tice is  not  required  to  take  any  steps 
towards  issuing  a  venire.  A  refusal  to 
pay  the  fees  when  thus  demanded 
amounts  to  a  waiver  of  the  right  to 
a  jury  trial."  Eollins  v.  Nolting,  53 
Minn.  232,  54  N.  W.  1118. 

84.  Condit  v.  Lee,  83  111.  App.  537. 
[a]     "The    constitution    guarantees 

the  accused  in  criminal  cases  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury.  If  the  legislature  has 
made  no  provision  for  paying  the 
jurors,  the  inference  is  that  it  was  in- 
tended that  they  should  serve  without 
pay."  State  v.  Barnett,  98  S.  C.  422, 
82  8.  E.  795. 

85.  Delaney  v.  Police  Court,  167  Mo. 
667,  67  8.  W.  589. 

86.  XT.  S. — Columbia  Bank  v.  Okely, 
4  Wheat.   235,  4  L.  ed.  559;   Hawkins 


V.  Bleakley,  220  Fed.  378;  United 
States  V.  Eathbone,  2  Paine  578,  27 
I'ed.  Cas.  No.  16,121.  Ala. — Johnston 
V.  Atwood,  2  Stew.  225.  Ark. — Chap- 
line  v:  Eobertson,  44  Ark.  202.  Cal. 
Parwell  v.  Murray,  104  Cal.  464,  38 
Pac.  199;  Gillespie  V.  Benson,  18  Cal. 
409.  Colo. — Leahy  v.  Dunlap,  6  Colo. 
552.  111. — Claussenius  v.  Claussenius, 
179  111.  545,  53  N.  E.  1006;  Whipple 
V.  Eddy,  161  111.  114,  43  N.  E.  789; 
Chicago,  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Ward,  128  111. 
349,  18  N.  E.  828,  21  N.  B.  562; 
Kreuchi  v.  I>ehler,  50  III.  176;  Kan- 
orowski  v.  People,  113  111.  App.  468. 
Ind.— Lake  Erie,  W.  &  St.  L.  E.  Co. 
V.  Heath,  9  Ind.  558.  Ia. — Wilkins  v. 
Treynor,  14  Iowa  391.  Ky. — ^Burgess 
V.  Jacobs,  14  B.  Men.  517.  Md. — Lan- 
ahan  v.  Heaver,  77  Md.  605,  26  'Atl. 
866,  20  L.  E.  A.  759.  Mass.— Dole  v. 
Wooldredge,  142  Mass.  161,  7  N.  E. 
832.  Mich. — ^Borgman  v.  City  of  De- 
troit, 102  Mich.  261,  60  N.  "W.  696. 
Minn. — St.  Paul,  etc.  E.  Co.  v.  Gardner, 
19  Minn.  132,  18  Am.  Eep.  334.  Miss. 
Lewis  V.  Garrett's  Admrs.,  5  How.  434. 
Mo.— O 'Day  v.  Conn,  131  MO.  321,  32 
S.  W.  1109;  Merrill  v.  City  of  St. 
Louis,  83  Mo.  244,  53  Am.  Eep.  576. 
Neb. — Gregory  v.  Lincoln,  13  Neb.  352, 
14  N.  W.  423:  Baker  v.  Daily,  6  Neb. 
464.  N.  H.— Marsh  v.  Brown,  57  N.  H. 
173;  King  v.  Hutchins,  26  N.  H.  139. 
N.  J. — Joy  &  Seliger  Co.  v.  Blum,  55 
N.  J.  L.  518,  26  Atl.  861.  N.  Y. 
Baird  v.  New  York,  74  N.  Y.  382; 
Davison  V.  Associates  of  Jersey. Co.,  71 
N.  Y.  333;  Akin  v.  Water  Comrs.  of 
Amsterdam,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  254;  Chase 
V.  Chase,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  268,  44  N.  Y. 
St.  766.  N.  C— Keystone  Driller  Co. 
V.  Worth,  117  N.  C.  515,  23  8.  E.  427. 
Pa. — ^Lummis  v.  Big  Sandy  Land  & 
Mfg.    Co.,    188    Pa.    27,    41     Atl.     319. 
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civil  action,  even,  it  has  been  held,  in  the  case  of  infants,*'  though 
as  to  the  latter  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary.*^^  The  constitution 
of  some  states  expressly  declares  that  the  parties  to  any  civil  cause 
may  submit  it  to  the  court  without  the  aid  of  a  jury.** 

(II j)  Form  and  Suflciency  of  Waiver, —  (A.)  Generally.  — Where  the 
statute  designates  the  manner  in  which  a  trial  by  jury  may  be  waived,*' 
the  requirements  of  the  statute  must  be  subsitantially  followed.** 


R.  I.— Dorney  v.  Ives,  36  E.  I.  276,  90 
Atl.  164.  S.  0.— Aultman  &  Co.  v. 
Salinas,  44  S.  C.  299,  22  S.  E.  465.  Va. 
Meade  v.  Meade,  111  Va.  451,  69  S.  E. 
330.  Wis.— Jerdee  v.  State,  36  Wis. 
170;  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Security  Ins.  Co., 
23  Wis.  171. 

[a]  "It  is  not  the  trial  by  jury, 
but  the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  that  is 
to  remain  inviolate.  If  a  party  cannot 
waive  this  right,  it  is  a  restraint,  and 
not  a  privilege.  The  object  .  .  .  was 
not  to  protect  the  citizen  from  his 
own  acts,  but  to  protect  him  from  the 
acts  of  others."  Ex  parte  Eeardon,  9 
Ark.  450. 

[b]  Condemnation  Proceedings. — ^Un- 
der a  constitution  providing  that  in 
condemnation  proceedings  the  compen- 
sation to  the  owner  shall  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  jury,  the  right  of  a  jury 
trial  is  a  mere  privilege '  which  may 
be  waived  or  dispensed  with  by  the 
parties.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Hock,  118  111.  587,  9  N.  E.  205. 

[c]  "The  word  'shall'  in  a  statute 
providing  that  certain  issues  shall  be 
tried  by  a  jury  does  not  prevent  a 
waiver  of  trial  by  the  jury,  since  the 
word  is  to  be  construed  in  the  sense 
of  'may.'  "  Meade  v.  Meade,  111  Va. 
451,  69  8.  E.  330.  And  see  to  the 
same  effect,  Whipple  v.  Eddy,  161  111. 
114,  43  N.  E.  789. 

[d]  Under  a  Bastardy  Act  directing 
that  the  issue  of  parentage  shall  be 
tried  by  •  a  jury,  such  trial  may  be 
waived  and  the  case  may  be  submitted 
to  the  court  without  a  jury.  Kanorow- 
ski  V.  People,  113  lU.  App.  468.  To 
the  same  effect,  see  Jerdee  «.  State, 
36  Wis.  170. 

87.  Wiley  v.  Edmondson  (Okla.), 
133  Pac.  38,  holding  that  an  infant 
is  bound  by  the  acts  of  his  attorney 
and  that  a  waiver  by  such  attorney  of 
a  jury  is  binding  upon  the  infant. 
But  see  Hunter  v.  Empire  State  Surety 
Co.,  261  111.  335,  103  N.  E.  1052,  hold- 
ing while  an  infant  cannot  waive  a 
trial    by    jury,    a    judgment     entered 
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against  him  in  a  replevin  suit  is  not 
void. 

87Vs!.    12  Standard  Proc.  762. 

[a]  See  People  v.  McDonald,  178  111. 
App.  159,  a  criminal  case  holding  an 
infant  may  waive  jury  trial. 

88.  Cal. — ^Farwell  v.  Murray,  104 
Cal.  464,  38  Pac.  199;  Gillespie  v.  Ben- 
son, 18  Cal.  409.  Md. — Lanahan  v. 
Heaver,  77  Md.  605,  26  Atl.  866,  20 
L.  E.  A.  759.  N.  Y.— Hosford  v.  Car- 
ter, 10  Abb.  Pr.  452.  N.  C— Keystone 
Driller  Co.  v.  Worth,  117  N.  C.  515, 
23  S.  E.  427.  Pa. — Lummis  v.  Big 
Sandy  Land  &  Mfg.  Co.,  188  Pa.  27, 
41  Atl.  319;  Campbell  v.  Fayette  Coun- 
ty, 6  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  132. 

89.  Ark. — Chapline  v.  Eobertson,  44 
Ark.  202.  CaL— Earwell  v.  Murray,  104 
Cal.  464,,  38  Pac.  199.  Colo.— Leahy  ». 
Dunlap,  6  Colo.  552.  Ind. — ^Fountain 
V.  Loeb,  68  Ind.  29;  Shaw  v.  Kent,  11 
Ind.  80;  Whitestown  Milling  Co.  v. 
Zahn,  9  Ind.  App.  270,  36  N.  E.  653. 
Ind.  Ter. — Warwick  v.  Kingman,  2  Ind. 
Ter.  435,  51  S.  W.  1076.  Ky.— Bur- 
gess V.  Jacobs,  14  B.  Mon.  517.  Mo. 
Briggs  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  P.  Ey.  Co., 
(Ill  Mo.  168,  20  S.  W.  32;  Tower  v. 
Moore,  52  Mo.  118.  Mont. — Chessman 
V.  Hale,  31  Mont.  577,  79  Pac.  254,  68 
L.  E.  A.  410.  Neb.— Baker  v.  Daily, 
6  Neb.  464.  N.  Y.— Mackellar  v.  Sog- 
ers, 109  N.  Y.  468,  17  N.  E.  350;  Ken- 
ney  v.  Apgar,  93  N.  Y.  539.  N.  C. 
Keystone  Driller  Co.  v.  Worth,  117  N. 
C.  515,  23  S.  E.  427;  Armfield  v.  Brown, 
70  N.  C.  27.  Ohio. — ^Bonewitz  v.  Bone- 
witz,  50  Ohio  St.  373,  34  N.  E.  332, 
40  Am.  St.  Eep.  671.  S.  0.— Stepp  v. 
National  Life  &  M.  Assn.,  37  S.  C. 
417,  16  S.  B.  134;  Sale  v.  Meggett,  25 
S.  C.  72. 

90.  Swan  «.  Mulherin,  67  HI.  App. 
77. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
a  stipulation  in  writing  waiving  a  jury 
must  be  filed  with  the  clerk,  a  stip- 
ulation submitting  the  cause  to  the 
court  for  trial  on  the  agreed  facts 
meets  the  requirements  of  the  statute. 
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Where  the  constitution®^  or  the  statute®^  of  the  jurisdiction  pre- 
scribes the  manner  in  which  a  waiver  may  be  made  they  exclude 
any  other  mode  of  waiving  a  trial  by  jury,  though  there  is  authority 
to  the  contrary.^' 

Where  the  waiver  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  is  predicated  upon 
an  implication,  the  intention  to  waive  a  jury  must  be  clearly  mani- 
fested,'^* and  only  such  unequivocal  acts  or  conduct  as  clearly  show 


"As  a  case  cannot  be  submitted  to  the 
court  for  trial  without  waiving  a  jury, 
a  stipulation  to  submit,  especially  ii 
it  be  on  agreed  facts,  is  of  itself  a 
sufScient  waiver."  Supervisors  v. 
Kennieott,  103  U.  S.  554,  26  L.  ed. 
486.  To  the  same  effect,  Bamberger 
V.  Terry,  103  U.  S.  40,  26  L.  ed.  317. 

fb]  Becord  Entry  of  Submission  to 
Court. — But  under  a  statute  requiring  a 
formal  waiver  in  writing,  a  record 
entry  to  the  effect  that  "the  parties 
submitted  the  cause  to  the  court  for 
trial  without  a  jury,"  is  not  a  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  statute. 
Ickes  V.  State,  63  Ohio  St.  549,  59  N.  E. 
233. 

[c]  But  under  a  statute  declaring 
that  a  failure  to  appear  shall  be 
deemed  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  trial 
by  jury,  a  party  who  has  appeared  but 
fails  to  plead  further  does  not  waive 
thereby  his  right  to  a  jury  trial.  Bur- 
gess V.  Jacobs,  14  B.  Mon.   (Ky.)   517. 

91.  Brown  v.  Greer,  16  Ariz.  222, 
141  Pac.  843. 

[a]  Under  a  constitutional  pro- 
vision declaring  that  a  trial  by  jury 
may  be  waived  "in  civil  cases  where 
the  consent  of  the  parties  interested  is 
given  thereto,"  a  statute  providing 
that  on  the  first  day  of  the  term  upon 
the  call  of  the  docket  a  jury  must  be 
demanded  or  "the  right  to  a  trial  by 
jury  shall  be  regarded  as  waived,  is 
inoperative  as  being  in  conflict  with 
the  constitution.  .  .  .  And  unless 
the  parties  'consent'  to  waive  a  jury 
in  civil  causes,  it  is  error  for  the  court 
to  refuse  either  party  his  constitu- 
tional right. ' '  Brown  v.  Greer,  16  Ariz. 
222,  141  Pac.  843. 

92.  Cal.— Piatt  v.  Havens,  119  Cal. 
244,  51  Pac.  342;  Farwell  v.  Murray, 
104  Cal.  464,  38  Pac.  199;  Biggs  v. 
Lloyd,  70  Cal.  447,  11  Pac.  831.  Ind. 
Shaw  V.  Kent,  11  Ind.  80.  N.  Y.— Moot 
V.  Moot,  214  N.  Y.  204,  108  N.  E. 
424;  Stafford  v.  Stafford,  165  App.  Div. 
27,  150  N.  Y.  Supp.  212;  Halgren  v. 
Halgren,  160  App.  Div.  477,  145  N.  Y. 


Supp.  987.  N.  C— Hockoday  v.  Law- 
rence, 156  N.  C.  319,  72  S.  E.  387.  Ore. 
In  re  McGormick's  Estate,  72  Ore.  608, 
143  Pac.  915,  144  Pac.  425;  American 
Mortg.  Co.  V.  Hutchinson,  19  Ore.  334, 

24  Pac.  515.     S.   C. — Sale  v.  Meggett, 

25  S.  C.  72.  S.  D.— Albien  v.  Smith,  19 
S.  D.  421,  103  N.  W.  655.  W.  Va. 
Lipscomb  v.  Condon,  56  W.  Va.  416,  49 
S.  E.  392,  107  Am.  St.  Bep.  938,  67 
L.  R.  A.  670. 

But  as  to  "implied  waiver,"  see 
infra,  II,  F,  4,  a,  (II),  (C). 

Bules  of  court  inconsistent  with  stat- 
ute, see  infm,  II,  G,  1. 

93.  Poppitz  V.  German  Ins.  Co.,  85 
Minn.  118,  88  N.  W.  438  (from  acts 
and  conduct  of  parties.  But  presump- 
tions are  against  such  a  waiver) ;  Dril- 
ler Co.  V.  Worth,  117  N.  C.  515,  23 
S.  E.  427. 

94.  Ala. — Stedham's  Heirs  v.  Sted- 
ham's  Exr.,  82  Ala.  525.  Cal.— Swasey 
V.  Adair,  88  Cal.  179,  25  Pac.  1119. 
Ind. — Boonville  Nat.  Bank  v.  Blakey, 
166  Ind.  427,  76  N.  B.  529;  Sheets  v. 
Bray,  125  Ind.  33,  24  N.  E.  357.  Mass. 
Dole  V.  Wooldredge,  142  Mass.  161,  7 
N.  E.  832.  Minn.— Hasey  v.  McMuUen 
109  Minn.  332,  123  N.  W.  1078.  N.  Y. 
Mackellar  v.  Rogers,  109  N.  Y.  468, 
17  N.  E.  350.  Pa.— Pusey's  Appeal, 
83  Pa.  67.  R.  I.— Allworth  v.  Inter- 
state Oonsol.  B.  Co.,  27  R.  I.  106,  60 
Atl.  834. 

[a]  Wliere  the  parties  stipulated 
that  a  case  be  tried  in  a  department' 
of  the  court  which  for  some  time  had 
been  engaged  in  the  trial  of  court 
eases  and  had  no  jury  in  attendance,  it 
cannot  be  implied  from  such  stipula- 
tion that  a  jury  trial  was  waived. 
Piatt  V.  Havens,  119  Cal.  244,  51  Pac. 
342. 

[b]  Consent  to  Examination  of  Be- 
port  of  Auditor. — A  party  to  a  com- 
mon-law action  in  which  an  accounting 
is  involved  cannot  be  deemed  to  have 
waived  a  trial  by  jury  by  consenting 
to  an  order  that  the  report  of  the 
auditor  shall  be  examined  and  passed 
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an  intention  to  forego  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  will  be  construed 
as  a  waiver  thereof.®" 

(B.)    Express  Waivee.  —  The  parties  to  an  action  may  expressly  agree 
to  waive  their  right  to  a  trial  by  jury,®^  but  such  waiver  must  be 


upon  in  vacation  by  the  presiding 
judge,  as  such  "order  might  properly 
have  referred  to  that  .  .  .  duty  de- 
volving upon  the  trial  judge  which  re- 
quires that  .  .  .  he  .  .  .  classify 
the  questions  .  .  .  stating  which  ex- 
teptions  .  .  .  present  mere  matter  of 
law,  and  which  present  questions  of 
fact.  .  .  .  Inasmuch  as  the  consent 
order  might  have  been  properly  re- 
ferred to  the  exercise  of  this  .  .  ■ 
duty  ...  a  construction  of  it  which 
imports  into  the  order  another  sig- 
nificance, the  effect  of  which  is  to  de- 
prive th«  party  of  this  important 
right,  should  not  have  been  adopted; 
and  we  consequently  hold,  that  con- 
senting to  such  an  order  is  not  equiv- 
alent to  a  waiver  of  trial  by  jury." 
Hudson  V.  Hudson,  98  Ga.  147,  26  S.  E. 
482. 

[c]  An  admission  of  the  facts  upon 
which  a  motion  to  disiniss  a  suit  is 
based  cannot  be  construed  as  a  waiver 
of  trial  by  jury  or  consent  to  try  the 
cause  before  the  court  without  a  jury. 
Moore  v.  Helm?,  74  Ala.  368. 

[d]  That  the  defendant  exce^t^d  to 
the  findings  of  fact  and  to  conclusions 
of  law  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  waiver 
of  a  trial  by  jury  or  as  estopping  him 
from  taking  the  ground  on  his  appeal 
that  the  trial  without  a  jury  was  ir- 
regular. Fasnaeht  v.  Stehn,  5  Abb.  Pr. 
N.  S.  (N.  Y.)  338. 

[e]  Where  the  record  does  not  show 
that  the  cause  was  referred  with  the 
consent  of  a  party,  it  will  not  be  pre- 
sumed that  there  was  such  consent. 
"Whenever  a  party  is  concludfed  by 
his  own  act  and  held  to  have  waived 
any  right  or  privilege,  such  act  should 
not  be  left  doubtful,  but  should  plain- 
ly and  explicitly  appear.  Every  rea- 
sonable presumption  should  be  made 
against  the  waiver,  especially  when  it 
relates  to  a  right  or  privilege  deemed 
so  valuable  as  to  be  secured  by  the 
constitution."  United  States  v.  Rath- 
bone,  2  Paine  578,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,121. 

95.  Mass. — ^boie  v.  Wooldredge,  142 
Mass.  Ifil,  7  isr.  JS.  832.  Minn.— Pop- 
pitz  V.  German  Ins.  Co.,  85  Minn.  118, 
88  Jr.  "#.  438.  Neb.— Schumacher  v. 
Crane-Churchill  Co.,  66  Neb.  440,  92  N. 
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W.   609.     Tenn.— Ferris  v.  Bloom,  182 
Tenn.  466,  178  S.  W.  1112. 

[a]  "Not  only  has  the  legislature 
declared  how  a  party  may  waive  the 
benefit  of  the  provision  of  the  con- 
stitution in  reference  to  trial  by  jury, 
but  the  courts  have  from  time  to  time 
declared  that  the  waiver  may  be  made 
by  conduct  inconsistent  with  the  in- 
tent to  insist  upon  it.  Where  a  party 
omits  at  an  opportune  moment  to  de- 
clare his  purpose  to  claim  the  consti- 
tutional protection  and  thereby  so  mis- 
leads his  adversary  as  that  to  insist 
upon  it  at  a  later  stage  of  the  pro- 
ceeding would  place  the  opposing 
party  at  a  disadvantage  by  delaying 
the  adjudication  of  his  rights,  it  is 
competent  for  the  courts  to  so  far  re- 
strict and  regulate  the  rights  as  to 
prevent  needless  or  wanton  infringe- 
ments upon  the  rights  of  others."  Key- 
stone Driller  Co.  ■!;.  Worth,  117  N.  C. 
515,  23  S.  E.  427. 

[b]  A  trial  judge  ought  not  to  be 
technical  "in  finding  causes  for  a 
waiver.  If  he  has  any  doubt  or  is 
not  able  to  certify  in  positive  terms, 
that  no  jury  was  demanded  at  the 
time  provided  for  by  statute,  he  should 
entertain  the  demand."  Pontiac  & 
Tapeer  Plank-Boad  Co.  i).  Hopkinson, 
69  Mich.  10,  36  N.  W.  797. 

[c]  Failure  To  Serve  Venire. 
Where  a  party  undertakes  to  serve  the 
venire  and  fails  to  do  so,  such  con- 
duct is  equivalent  to  a  waiver  of  trial 
bv  jury.  Coon  v.  Snyder,  19  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)i  384.  To  the  same  effect,  Dan- 
iels V.  Scott,  12  N.  J.  L.  27. 

[d]  Where  a  rule  of  court  requires 
that  a  jury  is  demanded  upon  the 
calling  of  the  trial  calendar  in  all 
cases  answered  "ready"  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  case  was  answered 
"ready"  by  either  party,  the  record  is 
entirely  consistent  with  the  view  that 
the  parties  were  not  ready  to  go  to 
trial  and  that  a  jury  was  not  waived. 
People  V.  Metropolitan  Surety  Co.,  164 
Cal.  174,  128  Pae.  324,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B, 
1181. 

96.  Ind.  Ter. — Sharrock  v.  Kreiger, 
6  Ind.  Ter.  466,  98  S.  W.  161.  la. 
Timonds  v.  Hunter,  169  Iowa  598,  151 
N.  W.  961.    Mimi.^Wittenberg  v.  0ns- 
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strictly  construed  and  cannot  be  extended  beyond  its  agreed  scope.'' 
But  where  the  parties  intend  to  limit  the  operation  of  a  waiver,  such 
intention  should  be  clearly  expressed  in  the  stipulation  waiving  a 
jury.®*  "Where  the  conditions  of  a  stipulation  waiving  the  right  to 
trial  by  jury  are  not  disclosed  by  the  record,  the  stipulation  will  be 
presumed  to  have  been  general.'"  The  stipulation  generally  need  not 
be  in  writing^  unless  the  statute  requires  it.^ 


gard,  78  Minn.  342,  81  N.  W.  14,  47 
L.  E.  A.  141. 

[a]  Where  the  parties  agree  to 
waive  the  jury  upon  certain  issues 
joined  and  the  plaintiff  subsequently, 
by  leave  of  the  court,  files  an  addi 
tional  count  to  the  complaint,  raising 
new  issues,  it  is  error  to  force  the 
parties  to  trial  without  a  jury  if  de- 
manded by  either.  Gage  v.  Commercial 
Nat.  Bank,  86  111.  371. 

97.  Gage  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank, 
86  lU.  371. 

[a]  Wiere  a  party  stipulates  to 
waive  a  jury  upon  "issues  joined"  and 
there  is  subsequently  a  continuance  of 
the  cause  to  another  term  of  the  court 
and  the  pleadings  are  so  amended  as 
to  raise,  in  part,  new  and  different 
issues,  such  stipulation  ceases  to  be 
operative  and  binding  and  it  is  error 
to  deny  a  trial  by  jury,  when  de- 
manded under  such  circumstances.  Gage 
V.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  86  III.  371. 

[b]  Where  defendants  agree  to  sub- 
mit a  cause  to  the  court  upon  the 
evidence  introduced  and  the  plaintiffs 
upon  disehargfe  of  the  jury  present  new 
evidence,  it  cannot  be  claimed  that 
such  waiver  of  trial  by  jury  embraced 
the  evidence  introduced  by  plaintiffs 
thereafter.  "The  introduction  of  fur- 
ther evidence  by  the  plaintiffs  after 
the  jury  had  been  discharged,  and  the 
cause  as  it  then  stood  had  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  decision  of  the  court  by 
agreement  of  the  parties  .  .  .  was  in 
violation  of  such  agreement  and  preju- 
dicial to  the  defendants.  The  defend- 
ants had  a  right  to  a  jury  trial  upon 
the  new  facts  so  put  in  evidence  by 
the  plaintiffs  and  upon  any  eyidenoe 
which  they  might  offer  in  defense  of 
such  new  matter;  and  they  had  not 
waived  such  right."  Hewitt  v.  Week, 
51  Wis.  368,  8  N.  W.  269. 

98.  Heaeoek  v.  Lubukee,  108  HI.  641. 
[a]    Not  Conditioned  on  Immediate 

Trial. — A  stipulation  to  waive  a  trial 
by  jury  will  not  be  held  to  be  con- 
ditioned upon  an  immediate  trial  where 
no  such  limitation  appears  in  the  stip- 


ulation. Heaoock  v.  Lubukee,  108  III.  641. 

[b]  Does  Not  Refer  Alone  to  Judge 
Then  Presiding. — (1)  And  a  stipulation 
to  submit  a  cause  to  the  court  with- 
out a  jury  cannot  be  claimed  to  refer 
only  to  the  trial  judge  then  presiding, 
in  the  absence  of  an  express  agree- 
ment to  that  effect.  Lanahan  v.  Heav- 
er, 77  Md.  605,  26  Atl.  866,  20  L.  E. 
A.  759.  (2)  And  where  in  waiving 
a  jury  trial  the  parties  agreed  to  sub- 
mit the  cause  to  the  judge  then  pre- 
siding over  the  court,  if  upon  death 
of  such  judge  the  parties  proceed  to 
trial  before  his  successor,  it  is  too  late 
to  insist  after  judgment  that  the  agree- 
ment to  waive  a  jury  trial  terminated 
with  the  death  of  the  former  judge. 
Cowsill  V.  Vipond  Const.  Co.,  250  Pa. 
32,  95  Atl.  317. 

As  to  effect  in  subsequent  trial,  see 
infra,  II,  F,  4,  a,  (III). 

99.  Boslow  V.  Shenberger,  52  Neb. 
164,  71  N.  W.  1012,  66  Am.  St.  Eep.  487. 

1.  "The  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  is 
regarded  as  something  sacred,  of  which 
no  person  should  be  deprived  without 
his  consent.  The  waiver  of  jury  need 
not,  however,  be  by  written  stipulation, 
and  as  a  matter  of  fact  is  rarely  ever 
done  in  that  manner.  The  parties 
usually  express  themselves  on  the  sub- 
ject in  open  court  .when  the  case  is 
called,  and  the  court  sets  the  case 
down  for  trial,  either  with  or  without 
jury,  in  accordance  with  such  announce- 
ments. While  in  this  case  the  record 
does  not  show  that  the  counsel  for 
either  party  expressly  announced  a. 
waiver  of  jury,  yet  the  court  evident- 
ly understood  that  they  both  desired 
to  waive  a  jury,  and  so  stated  to  them 
both  in  open  court,  and  they  could  not 
have  failed  to  understand  that  he  in- 
tended to  try  the  case  on  its  merits. 
.  .  .  We  think  that  the  record  abund- 
antly sustains  the  recital  in  the  joijr- 
nal  entry  of  judgment  that  a  jury  was 
waived  by  both  parties."  Lanarum  v. 
Landrum   (Okla.),  151  Pac.  479. 

2.  Eastern  Oil  Co.  v.  Holcomb,  2ia 
Fed.  126,  128  C.  C.  A.  642. 
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(C.)  Implied  Waiver.s  —  A  party  who  elects  to  avail  himself  of  a 
remedy  which  does  not  entitle  him  to  a  trial  by  jury  ordinajily  is 
deemed  to  have  waived  his  right  to  such  a  trial.*  Hence,  a  plaintiiBf 
bringing  his  suit  in  equity  waives  thereby  his  right  to  ti^al  by  ju-ry.= 
A  party  setting  a  cause  for  trial  before  a  court  without  a  jury  waives 
thereby  his  right  to  trial  by  jury;°  the  same  result  follows  where  the 
cause  is  set  for  trial  before  a  court  of  which  a  jury  forms  no  part,' 


[a]  A  recital  In  a  judgment  "that 
both  plaintiff  and  defendant  announc- 
ing 'Eeady  for  trial'  and  formally 
waiving  a  jury  in  open  court,"  is  not 
such  a  recital  as  will  show  that  a  jury 
waived  by  a  stipulation  in  writing. 
Columbus  Compress  Co.  «.  United  States 
F.  &  G.  Co.,  186  Fed.  487,  108  C.  C.  A. 
465. 

[b]  Bnt  notwithstanding  such  stat- 
ute it  has  been  held  that  the  parties 
may  waive  a  jury  by  implied  consent. 
Kearney  v.  Case,  12  Wall.  (U.  S.)  275, 
20  L.  ed.  395;  Brock  v.  Fuller  Lumber 
Co.,  153  Fed.   272,  82   C.  C.  A.  402. 

3.  Waiver  by  failure  to  demand  in 
the  manner  and  at  the  time  required, 
see  supra,  II,  F,  2,  b  and  c. 

4.  TJ.  S. — Furrer  v.  Ferris,  145  U.  S. 
i32,  12  Sup.  Ct.  821,  36  L.  ed.  649; 
Book  V.  Justice  Min.  Co.,  58  Fed.  827. 
Cal.— Eussell  v.  Elliott,  2  Cal.  245.  111. 
Garrity  v.  Hamburger  Co.,  136  111.  499, 
27  N.  B.  11.  Mass. — Citizens'  Gaslight 
Co.  V.  Inhab.  of  Wakefield,  161  Mass. 
432,  37  N.  E.  444,  31  L.  E.  A.  457. 
Mo. — Nelson  v.  Betts,  21  Mo.  App.  219. 
N.  H. — Plummer  v.  Meserve,  54  N.  H. 
166.  KT.  J. — Beattie  v.  David,  40  N. 
J.  L.  102.  N.  C. — Armfield  v.  Brown, 
73  N.  C.  81,  70  N.  C.  27.  Ohio.— Bone- 
witz  V.  Bonewitz,  50  Ohio  St.  373,  34 
N.  B.  332,  40  Am.  St.  Eep.  671;  Strauss 
V.  Cooeh,  47  Ohio  St.  115,  24  N.  E. 
1071. 

5.  XT.  S. — In  re  Standard  T.  &  EI. 
Co.,  157  Fed.  106;  Southern  Develop- 
ment Co.  V.  Silva,  89  Fed.  418.  la. 
Slaughter  v.  McManigal,  138  Iowa  643, 
116  N.  W.  726.  N.  Y.— Killeen  v.  Kier- 
nan,  73  Misc.  21,  130  N.  T.  Supp. 
647. 

But  see  Ward  v.  Hill,  4  Gray  (Mass.) 
593. 

[a]  "The  constitutional  right  of 
trial  by  jury  may  be  waived,  and  the 
bringing  of  an  action  of  a  distinctly 
equitable  character,  ...  is  a  clear 
waiver,  so  far  as  the  plaintiff  is  con- 
cerned, of  that  mode  of  trial,  although 
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upon  the  facts  he  may  be  entitled  to 
either  legal  or  equitable  relief.  The 
court  in  determining  the  mode  of  trial, 
may,  as  to  him,  be  governed  by  the 
nature  of  the  action  as  stated  in  the 
complaint.  The  defendant  does  not 
stand  in  the  same  position.  He  can- 
not be  deprived  of  a  jury  trial  in  a 
proper  case,  because  the  plaintiff  has 
demanded  equitable  instead  of  legal 
relief."  Davison  v.  Associates  of  Jer- 
sey Co.,  71  N.  Y.  333.  To  the  same 
effect,  Turnes  v.  Brenckle,  249  111.  394, 
94  N.  E.  495. 

6.  N.  Y. — Mackellar  v.  Eogers,  109 
N.  Y.  468,  17  N.  E.  350;  Werner  v. 
Mohawk  C.  Milk  Co.,  152  App.  Div. 
956,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  585;  Collins  «. 
Collins,  59  Hun  620,  13  N.  Y.  Supp. 
28;  Third  Nat.  Bank  v.  Shields,  55 
Hun-  274,  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  298.  Ohio. 
EUithorpe  v.  Buck,  17  Ohio  St.  72. 
S.  D.— McEwen  v.  Gotthelf,  31  S.  D'. 
180,  140  N.  W.  264;  Webster  v.  White, 
8  S.  D.  479,  66  N.  W.  1145. 

[a]  Where  plaintiff  sets  the  case 
down  "not  for  the  jury"  he  thereby 
declares  of  record  that  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  case  which  he  claims  to 
have  tried  by  the  jury  and,  if  dam- 
ages are  to  be  assessed,  he  thereby 
waives  the  assessment  of  them  by  the 
jury  and  submits  that  question  to  the 
court.     Briggs  v.  Gleason,  32  Vt.  472. 

[b]  But  where  the  cause  is  set  by 
the  adverse  party  and  the  party  de- 
siring a  jury  asks  for  several  con- 
tinuances, such  conduct  does  not  con- 
stitute a  waiver  of  trial  by  jury. 
Barker  v.  Barker,  166  App.  Div.  863, 
152  N.  Y.  Supp.  356. 

7.  Mackellar  v.  Eogers,  109  N.  T. 
468,  17  N.  E.  350. 

[a]  Where  the  parties  notice  a 
cause  for  the  equity  term,  the  right 
to  trial  by  jury  is  waived  by  them 
and  the  cause  may  be  tried  by  the 
court  without  a  jury  "unless  the  judge 
presiding  shall  deenj  it  proper,  in  his 
discretion   to   impanel   a   jury   for   the 
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or  before  a  court  in  which  no  jury  can  be  had.^  An  order  of  the  court 
made  by  consent  of  the  parties  and  setting  a  ease  for  trial  without  a 
jury  has  the  same  effect.® 

A  party  failing  to  object  to  an  order  placing  a  cause  on  the  calen- 
dar for  trial  by  the  court,  likewise  is  deemed  to  have  waived  his 
right  to  trial  by  jury.^°  But  where  equitable  relief  as  well  as  legal 
is  demanded  in  the  complaint  a  party  does  not  waive  his  right  to 
trial  by  jury  by  noticing  the  cause  for  trial  at  a  court  term.^^  Nor 
does  the  consent  thereto  in  such  cases  operate  as  a  waiver  of  trial  by 
jury.12 

A  transfer  of  a  cause  triable  by  jury  to  the  equity  docket  without 
objection  constitutes  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury,^'  unless, 


trial  of  the  issues."    Boyd  v.  Boyd,  12 
Mise.  119,  33  N.  Y.  Supp.  74. 

8.  See  Lewis  v.  Baca,  5  N.  M.  289, 
21  Pac.  343. 

[a]  Where  "the  parties  by  consent 
set  down  a  case  for  trial  at  a  day 
■when  no  jury  is  to  be  expected  no 
complaint  can  be  made  to  the  court 
proceeding  with  the  trial  without  the 
aid  of  a  jury."  Cole  v.  Terrell,  71 
Tex.  549,  9  S.  "W.  668. 

[b]  On  4.ppeal.  —  Where  plaintifE 
elects  to  sue  in  a  court  in  which  there 
is  no  ji^ry,  his  election  does  not  de- 
prive him  of  his  right  to  trial  by  jury 
on  appeal.  Lewis  v.  Baca,  5  N.  M. 
289,  21  Pac.  343. 

9.  St.  Paul  Distilling  Co.  v.  Pratt, 

45  Minn.  215,  47  N.  W.  789. 

[a]  Where  the  record  (1)  does  not 
show  that  such  order  was  made  by 
consent  of  the  parties  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed after  judgment  that  it  was  so 
made.  Tabler  v.  Anglo-American  Assn., 
17  Ky.  L.'  Eep.  815,  32  S.  W.  602. 
(2)  But  compare  Hasey  v.  McMullen, 
109  Minn.  332,  123  N.  W.  1078,  hold- 
ing that  a  waiver  of  a  jury  trial  by 
consenting  that  the  cause  be  set  for 
trial  by  the  court  will  not  be  implied. 
It  is  said  there:  "A  party  cannot  be 
held  to  have  waived  his  constitutional 
right  to  a  jury  trial  unless  an  inten- 
tion to  do  so  appears  affirmatively  or 
by  necessary  inference  from  unequiv- 
ocal acts  or  conduct." 

10.  Donahue  v.  McCosh,  81  Iowa  296, 

46  N.  W.  1008;   Owens  v.  Eeed,  36  S. 
D.  184,  153  N.  W.  1093. 

11.  Wheeloek  v.  Lee,  74  N.  T.  495; 
Baylis  v.  Bullock  Elec.  Co.,  59  App. 
Div.  576,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  693.  But  see 
Cogswell  V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  B. 
Co.,  105  N.  Y.  319,  11  N.  E.  518; 
Shenfield  V.  Bernheimer,  63  Hun  639, 


17  N.  Y.  Supp.  881,  43  N.  Y.  St.  383; 
Jacob  V.  SchifE,  149  N.  Y.  Supp.  -273; 
and  supra,  II,  E,  4,  e. 

[a]  In  Tietzel  v.  Tietzel,  122  App. 
Div.  873,  107  N.  Y.  Supp.  878,  which 
was  an  action  for  divorce,  it  is  said: 
' '  The  right  to  a  jury  trial  .  .  .  should 
not  be  deemed  .  .  .  waived  by  no- 
ticing the  case  for  trial  at  special 
term.  .  .  .  The  special  term  is  the 
proper  place  for  the  trial  of  equity 
suits  generally.  Unless  and  until  a 
demand  'has  been  made  for  a  jury  trial 
of  the  issue  of  adultery  the  case  could 
not  be  properly  noticed  for  a  jury  trial 
term.  .  .  .  There  is  nothing  in  the 
law  nor  in  the  practice  which  .  .  . 
compels  either  party  to  elect  in  ad- 
vance of  putting  the  case  on  the  spe- 
cial term  calendar  whether  he  will 
insist  upon  his  right  to  a  jury  trial 
or  not." 

12.  Betz  V.  Newport  P.  M.  Assn.,  6 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  222. 

13.  Ala-.' — Blankenship  v.  Parsons, 
113  Ala.  275,  21  So.  71.  Ind.  Ter. 
Sharrock  v.  Kreiger,  6  Ind.  Ter.  466, 
98  S.  W.  161.  la. — ^Vincent  v.  German 
Ins.  Co.,  120  Iowa  272,  94  N.  W.  458; 
Gibbs  Bros.  v.  Coonrod,  54  Iowa  736, 
7  Nw  W.  146;  Eichmond  V.  Dubuque, 
etc.  E.  Co.,  33  Iowa  422.  Ky.— Smith 
V.  Moberly,  15  B.  Mon.  70.  Wash. 
Zilke  V.  Woodley,  36  Wash.  84,  78  Pac. 
299. 

[a]  Transfer  After  Withdrawal  of 
Adverse  Party's  Demand  for  Jury. 
Where,  although  "after  the  withdrawal 
of  the  plaintiff's  request  for  a  jury 
trial  the  clerk  had  taken  the  case 
from  the  list  of  cases  for  trial  by 
jury,  and  had  placed  it  upon  the  jury 
waived  list  without  any  special  order 
of  court,  the  defendant  made  ^o  com- 
plaint, and  no  effort  to  have  the  case 
retransferred  to  the  list  of  cases  for 
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perhaps,  in  a  ease  where  there  are  equitable  issues  to  be  tried  by  the 
court."  Where  a  cause  through  mistake  has  been  placed  upon  the 
equity  docket  of  the  court  and  no  motion  is  made  for  its  transfer  to 
the  law  docket  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  is  waived.^'  A  party  pro- 
ceeding to  trial  before  a  court  without  a  jury,^''  or  failing  to  object 


trial  by  jury  until  the  case  was, actual- 
ly reached  for  trial,  .  .  .  the  waiver 
may  be  found  from  conduct  the  only 
explanation  of  which,  other  than  a  de- 
sign to  obstruct  the  adverse  party's 
right  to  obtain  justice  in  the  courts 
'promptly  and  without  delay'  is  an 
assent  to  a  trial  without  a  jury." 
Stevens  v.  McDonald,  173  Mass.  382, 
53  N.  E.  885,  73  Am.  St.  Eep.  300. 

14.  See  Schumacher  v.  Crane-Church- 
ill Co.,  66  Neb.  440,  92  N.  W.  609. 

[a]  "The  whole  case  is  not  of 
necessity  triable  to  the  court  without 
a  jury  because  there  are  incidental 
issues  which  are  equitable  in  their 
nature.  .  .  .  By  asking  for  a  trans- 
fer, plaintiff  merely  asserted  that  there 
were  equitable  issues  proper  for  the 
court  to  decide.  He  did  not  assert 
that  there  was  nothing  for  'a  jury." 
Schumacher  v.  Crane-Churchill  Cp.,  66 
Neb.  440,  92  N.  W.  609. 

15.  Ark. — Gerstle  v..  Vandergriff,  72 
Ark.  261,  79  S.  W.  776.  la.— Richmond 
V.  Dubuque,  etc.  Co.,  33  Iowa  422. 
Mass. — Walcott  v.  O'Connor,  163  Mass. 
21,  39  N.  B.  345.  Neb.— Davis  v.  Sny- 
der, 45  Neb.  415,  63  N.  W.  789.  Wash. 
Frye  v.  Hill,  14  Wash.  83,  43  Pae. 
1097. 

[a]  "That  a  law  action  may  have 
found  its  way  to  the  equity  side  of 
the  docket  does  not  defeat  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  to  try  the  case, 
and  if  either  party  to  the  action  de- 
sires it  tried  as  a  law  action  a  spe- 
cific request  to  that  effect  should  be 
made  upon  the  court."  Goble  v.  Swobe, 
64  Neb.  838,  90  N.  W.  919. 

16.  Ark. — ^Love  v.  Bryson,  57  Ark. 
589,  22  S.  W.  341.  lU.— Wolf  v.  Bol- 
linger, 62  HI.  368;  Pike  v.  Pike  112 
Ijl.  App.  243.  la. — Bennett  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Smith,  171  Iowa  405,  152  N.  W. 
717;  McEwen  p.  Fletcher,  164  Iowa 
517,  146  N.  W.  1.  Kan.— Carlson  v. 
Allen,  90  Kan.  457,  135  Pac.  669.  Md. 
Lanahan  v.  Heaver,  77  Md.  605,  26 
Atl.  866,  20  L.  E.  A.  759.  Mass.— Bass 
V.  Haverhill  Mut.  Fire  Ins.  Co.,  10 
Gray  400.  Mo. — Bruner  v.  Marcum,  50 
Mo.  405.     N.  H. — Plummer  v.  Meserve, 
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54  N.  H.  166;  Beebe  v.  Dudley,  30 
N,  H.  34.  N.  M. — Territory  v.  Ber- 
nalillo, 5  N.  M.  1,  16  Pac.  855.  N.  Y. 
Howell  V.  Wright,  122  N.  Y.  667,  25 
N.  E.  912;  Bensen  v.  Manhattan  E. 
Co.,  14  App.  Div.  442,  43  N.  Y.  Supp. 
914.  N.  C. — Pasour  v.  Lineberger,  90  . 
N.  C.  159;  Crump  v.  Thomas,  85  N.  C. 
272.  Ohio. — Bonewitz  v.  Bonewitz,  50 
Ohio  St.  373,  34  N.  E.  332,  40  Am. 
St.  Eep.  671.  Pa. — Hayes  .v.  Grier,  4 
Binn.  80.  Wash.  Ter. — Walla  Walla  v. 
Moore,  2  Wash.  Ter.  184,  2  Pae.  187. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  requires  a 
stipulation  in  writing  (1)  to  waive 
trial  by  jury,  the  submission  of  a 
cause  to  a  trial  without  a  jury  will 
be  held  equivalent  to  such  stipulation. 
Butterly  v.  Deering,  158  App.  Div.  181, 
142  N.  Y.  Supp.  1050.  (2)  A  party 
who  has  submitted  his  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  his  claim  for  damages  to  an 
auditor  appointed  by  the  court,  cannot 
thereafter  be  heard  to  say  that  he 
did  not  file  an  agreement  as  required 
by  the  statute  in  case  of  waiver  of  a 
jury;  "to  allow  a  party  at  whose  in- 
stance a  proceeding  has  been  appointed, 
and  who  has  taken  advantage  of  it 
by  pursuing  it,  to  afterwards  defeat  it, 
against  the  wishes  of  the  opposing 
party,  by  alleging  his  own  default  ii 
the  matter  of  filing  a  formal  written 
agreement,  would  be  to  suffer  the  strict 
letter  of  the  law  to  overcome  its  clear 
purpose."  Pittsburgh's  Petition,  243 
Pa.  392,  90  Atl.  329,  52  L.  E.  A.  (N. 
S.)    262. 

[b]  ImpUed  Consent. — Under  a  stat- 
ute providing  that  a  trial  by  jury  may 
be  waived  by  consent  of  a  party  the 
submission  of'  a  trial  of  a  cause  to  the 
court  without  a  jury  constitutes  a  con- 
sent such  as  is  contemplated  by  the 
statute.  Bonewitz  v.  Bonewitz,  50  Ohio 
St.  373,  34  N.  E.  332,  40  Am.  St.  Eep. 
671. 

[c]  A  party  does  not  lose  or  waive 
a  trial  by  jury.  But  by  merely  con- 
senting that  the  cause  might  be  con- 
solidated with  another  proceeding  in 
which  no  right  to  a  jury  exists,  a  party 
does    not    waive    the    right   to   a   jury 
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to  the  trial  of  the  cause  by  the  eourt^'  ordinarily  thereby  waives  his 
right  to  trial  by  jury.  And  one  party  cannot  avail  himself  of  an 
objection  to  a  trial  without  a  jury  made  by  another  party.^* 

On  the  other  hand,  a  party  submitting  without  objection  to  a  trial 
by  a  jury  waives  his  right  to  a  trial  of  the  cause  by  the  court  with- 
out a  jury.^^  But  where  a  party  objects  to  a  trial  by  jury  on  the 
ground  that  the  action  is  of  equitable  nature,  he  does  not  waive  any 
right  by  going  to  trial  before  the  jury  after  the  court  overruled  his 
objection  to  such  trial.^°  Nor  does  a  party  who  upon  rejection  of  his 
demand  for  a  jury  proceeds  to  trial  before  the  court  thereby  waive 
his  right  to  trial  by  jury.^^ 


trial.    Orr  v.  Miller,  98  Ind.  436. 

17.  Ala. — Moore  v.  Crosthwait,  135 
Ala.  272,  33  So.  28.  Oal. — Boston  Tun- 
nel Co.  V.  McKenzie,  67  Cal.  485,  8 
Pac.  22.  111. — Washington  v.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  E.  Co.,  136  111.  49,  26  N".  B. 
653;  Chicago,  S.  F.  &  C.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Ward,  128  111.  349,  18  N.  E.  828,  21 
N.  E.  562.  la. — Timonds  v.  Hunter, 
169  Iowa  598,  151  N.  W.  961;  David- 
son V.  Wright,  46  Iowa  383.  Kan. — Han- 
son V.  Hanson,  86  Kan.  622,  122  Pae. 
100;  Peight  v.  Thisler,  84  Kan.  185,  114 
Pae.  249.  La. — Wallace  v.  Smith,  8  La. 
Ann.  376;  La  Blanc  v.  Johns,  4  Mart. 
(N.  S.)  635.  Mass.— Walcott  v.  O'Con- 
nor, 163  Mass.  21,  39  N.  E.  345.  Minn. 
Banning  v.  Hall,  70  Minn.  89,  72  N.  W. 
817;  Peterson  v.  Euhnke,  46  Minn.  115, 
48  N.  W.  768.  Miss. — Lewis  v.  Gar- 
rett's Admrs.,  5  How.  434.  N.  J. — Joy 
&  Seliger  Co.  v.  Blum,  55  N.  J.  L. 
518,  26  Atl.  861.  N.  Y.— Barnes  v. 
Ferine,  12  N.  T.  18;  Eysaman  v.  Small, 
61  Hun  618,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  288,  40 
N.  Y.  St.  30.  Ohioi.— Ellithorpe  v. 
Buck,  17  Ohio  St.  72.  Wash.— Zilke  «. 
Wobdley,  36  Wash.  84,  78  Pao.  299. 
Wis.— Baumbaeh  Co.  v.  Hobkirk,  104 
Wis.  488,  80  N.  W.  740. 

[a]  A  defendant  going  to  trial  [be- 
fore the  special  term  without  raising 
any  question  as  to  the  power  of  the 
court  to'  hear  the  cause  cannot  in  his 
request  for  findings  claim  for  the  first 
time  that  he  was  entitled  to  a  trial 
ty  jiiry,  as  he  had  waived  his  right 
thereto.  Eogers  v.  Straub,  75  Hun  264, 
26  N.  Y.  Supp.  1066,  58  N.  Y.  St. 
287. 

[b]  Where  a  cause  is  tried  as 
though  it  were  an  equitable  action  and 
a  jury  rendered  an  advisory  verdict 
without  objection  or  exception  to  such 
mode  of  trial,  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury   is    waived   thereby    even   if    the 


action  was  in  fact  one  in  which  the 
parties  had  a  constitutional  right  to 
trial  by  jury.  Baumbaeh  Co.  v.  Hob- 
kirk, 104  Wis.  488,  80  N.  W.  740. 

[c]  Where  legal  as  weU  as  equitable 
issues  are  involved  in  a  cause,  a  de- 
fendant who  permits  the  court  with-' 
out  objection  to  hear  all  the  issues  to- 
gether, thereby  waives  his  right  to  a 
trial  by  jury  of  the  legal  issues.  Pike 
V.  Martindale,  91  Mo.  268,  1  S.  W. 
858;  Schumacher  v.  Crane-Churchill 
Co.,  66  Neb.  440,  92  N.  W.  609. 

18.  Kennedy  v.  Dodge,  19  Ohio  Cir. 
Ct.  425,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  360. 

19.  Ga.— Taffe  v.  State,  90  Ga.  459, 
16  S.  E.  204.  Minn.— Finch  v.  Green, 
16  Minn.  355.  N.  Y. — Dayharsh  v. 
Enos,  5  N.  Y.  531;  Danziger  v.  Metro- 
politan El.  Ey.  Co.,  81  Hun  5,  30  N.  Y. 
Supp.  580,  62  N.  Y.  St.  581.  N.  C. 
Leggett  V.  Leggett,  88  N.  0.  108. 
Wash. — ^Weigle  v.  Cascade  Fire  &  M. 
Ids.  Co.,   12   Wash.  449,  41  Pac.   53. 

[a]  An  acquiescence  in  the  calling 
and  swearing  of  a  jury  amounts  to  a 
consent  that  the  cause  be  tried  by  a 
jury.     Brown  v.  Lawler,  21  Minn.  327. 

[b]  Even  though  a  cause  is  not 
properly  triable  by  jury  a  party  can- 
not complain  where  a  jury  is  impan- 
eled by  agreement  or  his  own  request. 
State  V.  Powell,  10  Neb.  48,  4  N.  W. 
317. 

20.  Fromme  v.  Davidow,  71  Misc. 
467,  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  745;  Fraedrich 
V.  Flieth,  64  Wis.  184,  25  N.  W.  28. 

21.  In  re  Eobinson's  Est.,  106  Cal. 
493,  39  Pac.  862;  Swasey  v.  Adair, 
88  Cal.  179,  25  Pac.  ,1119;  Hinchly  v. 
Machine,  15  N.  J.  L.  476. 

[a]  Waiving  Demand.  —  (1)  But 
where  upon  demanding  a  trial  by  jury 
a  party  proceeds  to  try  a  case  before 
the  court  as  if  no  such  demand  was 
made,    the   right   to   trial   by    jury    is 

Vol.  XVI 


934 


JURIES  AND  JUBOBS 


In  some  jurisdietions  the  statute  provides  that  a  party  failing  to 
appear  at  the  trial  of  a  cause  thereby  waives  his  right  to  trial  by 
jury.''^  Under  such  statute  a  party  who  though  appearing  at  the 
trial  declines  to  participate  therein  is  deemed  to  have  waived  his 
right  to  trial  by  jury.^*  The  filing  of  an  answer  does  not  operate  as 
an  appearance  at  the  trial  within  the  meaning  of  such  statute.^* 
So  too,  a  failure  to  plead  further,  if  required,  is  not  a  failure  to 
appear  at  the  trial  within  the  meaning  of  such  a  statute.^°  And 
in  the  absence  of  such  a  statute,  the  mere  absence  of  a  party  at  the 
trial  does  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  trial  by  jury,  where  the  demand 
therefor  has  been  duly  made.*^ 


clearly  waived  therebyi  Alexander  v. 
Mentzer,  91  Wash.  552,  158  Pac.  75. 
(2)  Thus  where  the"  plaintiff  having 
demanded  a  trial  by  jury  proceeds  to 
hearing  upon  a  plea  of  abatement  be- 
fore the  judge  without  objection  and 
without  insisting  upon  a  trial  by  jury 
as  to  the  issues  raised  by  the  plea 
the  right  to  a  jury  trial  as  -to  that 
point  is  waived.  Young  v.  Duncan, 
218  Mass.  346,  106  N.  E.  1. 

[b]  Euling  Eeserved.  —  Where  de- 
fendants demand  a  jury  trial  and  the 
court  does  not  then  pass  upon  the 
question  but  reserves  its  decision,  and 
the  parties  submit  the  case  to  the 
court,  they  must  be  held  to  have 
waived  a  jury  trial.  "The  defendants 
should  have  insisted  upon  a  ruling  by 
the  judge  upon  their  right  to  a  jury 
trial,  and  if  h^  ruled  adversely  to 
them,  they,  should  then  have  taken  an 
exception.  If  he  declined  to  rule  at 
all  or  decided  to  reserve  his  decision, 
they  should  have  excepted  to  this;  or 
as  soon  as  the  nature  of  the  case  was 
developed  by  the  opening  or  the  evi- 
dence, they  should  have  insisted  upon 
a  ruling  and  taken  their  exception. 
...  It  would  not  be  just  to  allow 
the  defendants,  under  such  circum- 
stances, to  go  through  the  trial  and 
take  their  chances  of  succeeding,  and 
then,  after  an  adverse  decision,  raise 
the  question  that  they  ought  to  have 
had  a  jury  trial."  Hand  v.  Kennedy, 
83  N.  T.  149. 

22.  Cal.— McGuire  v.  Drew,  83  Cal. 
225,  23  Pac.  312;  Waltham  v.  Carson, 
10  Cal.  178;  Zane  v.  Crowe,  4  Cal. 
112.  Colo. — Cerussite  Min.  Co.  v.  Aw 
derson,  19  Colo.  App.  307,  75  Pac. 
158.  Ind.— Love  v.  Hall,  76  Ind.  326; 
Willets  b.  Eidgway,  9  Ind.  367.  la. 
Fox  1).  Nolan,  165  Iowa  302,  145  N. 
W.   491;    Clute  v.   Hazleton,   51   Iowa 
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355,   1   m   W.   672.     Kan.— Weems  v. 

McDavitt,  49   Kan.   260,   30   Pao.   481; 

Green  v.  Bulkley,  23  Kan.  130;  Cohen 
'\i\  Hamill,  8  Kan.  621.  Ky. — ^Burgess 
'v.  Jacobs>i  14  B.  Mon:  517.  Mo. — Jones 
|«.  Sfr.   Joseph  Fire  &  M.  Ins.   Co.,  55 

Mo.  342,;  Tower  v.  Moore,  52  Mo.  118. 

Neb.^in   re  Walker,   61   Neb.  803,   86 

N.  W.  510.  N.  Y.— Kilpatrick  v.  Carr, 
i3  Abb.  Pr.  117;   Giberton  v.  Pleiachel,. 

5  Duer  652.  Obio. — Springfield,  etc. 
Co.  V.  Western  E.  Const.  Co.,  49  Ohio 
St.  681,  32  N.  E.  961.    Okla.— Farmers ' 

6  Ml.  Ins.  Co.  V.  GuS,  29  Okla.  106, 
Ue  Pac.  435,  35  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
892.     Tex. — Harris  v.  Kellum  &  Eotan 

jCo.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43  S.  W.  1027. 
Wyo. — Pointer  v.  Jones,  15  Wyo.  1, 
85  Pac.  1050. 

[a]  The  Party  Appearing,  However, 
May  Insist    Upon    a    Trial-  by    Jury. 

The  statute  "provides  for  a  waiver-, 
which  implies  a  voluntary  relinquish- 
ment of  a  right,  not  the  enforcement 
of  one;  .  .  .  The  plaintiffs  were  not' 
bound  to  accept  the  defendants'  waiv- 
er by  his  failing  to  appear."  Hen- 
dricks V.  Carpenter,  4  Eobt.  (N.  T.) 
665. 

[b]  '  A  failure  to  appear  before  a 
reJFeree  appointed  in  the  cause  is  not 
a  waiver  of  a  jury  under  the  statute. 
Kelley  v.  Simonds,  57  N.  H.  308. 

23.  Tower  v.  Moore,  52  Mo.   118. 

24.  Zaiie  v.  Crowe,  4  Cal.  112. 

25.  Burgess  V.  Jacobs,  14  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)   517. 

26.  Fitzgerald  v.  Wygal,  2*  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  372,  59  S.  W.  621-;  Haskins 
V.  Wilson,  5  Wis.  106. 

[a]  "The  defendanl;  having  de- 
manded a  jury  was  entitled  to  it,  and 
though  he  left  and  absented  himself 
from  the  court  room  and  from  fur- 
ther subsequent  proceedings  in  the  case, 
it  was  no  waiver  of  the  jury."    Boatz 


JURIES  AND  JUB0B8 


935 


In  some  jurisdictions  where  each  party  requests  the  court  to  direct 
a  verdict  in  his  favor  and  requests  no  other  instructions,  they  are 
deemed  to  waive  the  right  to  the  decision  of  a  jury,'''  but  in  other 
jurisdictions  a  motion  for  a  directed  verdict  does  not  constitute  a 
waiver  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury.^^  And  where  such,  requests  are 
coupled  with  a  request  to  submit  certain  issues  to  the  jury,  it  is  held 
no  waiver  results.^'' 

It  has  also  been  held  that  a  defendant,  who  upon  denial  of  his 
motion  for  a  nonsuit  declines  to  offer  any  evidence,  waives  thereby  the 
right  to  trial  by  jury.^" 

Eeference.  —  The  consent^^  of  a  party  to  an  order  of  the  court  to 


(i;.  Berg,  51  Mieh.  8,  16  N.  W.  184. 

[b]  Under  a  statute  providing  that 
when  one  party  has  applied  for  a  jury 
trial,  he  shall  not  be  permitted  to 
withdraw  such  application  without  the 
consent  of  the  adverse  party,  the  ab- 
sence of  the  latter  party  at  the  trial 
of  the  cause  will  not  deprive  him  of 
a  trial  by  jury.  Jones  v.  Hamby  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.),  29  8.  W.  75. 

[c]  Btit  where  the  jury  fee  has 
Iseen  volimtarily  ■withdiavm  by  a  party 
and  he  fails  to  appear  at  the  trial, 
he  cannot  claim  that  he  was  deprived 
of  a  jury  trial,  as  it  was  attributable 
to  his  own  conduct.  Harris  v.  Kellum 
&  Eotan  Inv.  Co.  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  43 
S.  W.  1027. 

27.  XT.  S. — Beuttell  v.  Blagone,  157 
IT.  S.  154,  15  Sup.  Ct.  566,  39  L.  ed. 
655.  Ark.— St.  Louis  S.  W.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Mulkey,  100  Ark.  71,  139  8.  W. 
643,  Ann.  Cas.  1913C,  1339.  N.  Y. 
Sweetland  v.  Buell,  164  N.  T.  541, 
58  N.  E.  '663,  79  Am.  St.  Efep.  676; 
Thompson  v.  Simpson,  128  N.  T.  270, 
28  N.  E.  627. 

[a]  Motion  for  Directed  Verdict. 
Where  a  party  assuming  that  there  is 
no  question  in  the  case  but  one  of 
law  moves  the  court  to  direct  a  ver- 
dict in  his  favor  and  the  court  over- 
rules the  motion  and  directs  a  ver- 
dict for  the  opposing  party,  he  can- 
not be  heard  to  say  that  the  cause 
should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury.  Grigsby  v.  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.,  5  S.,  D.  561,  59  N.  W.  734. 

28.  Hogan  v.  Milburn,  44  Okla.  641, 
146  Pac.  5;  Farmers'  Nat.  Bank  v. 
McCaU,  25  Okla.  600,  106  Pae.  866,  26 
L.  B.  A.   (N.  8.)   217. 

[a]  "Under  our  practice  a  request 
to  withdraw  a  ease  from  the  jury  could 
scarcely  be  converted  into  an  applica- 
tion  to   the   court   to   take   the   place 


of  the  jury  and  decide  disputed  ques- 
tions of  fact.  After  the  court  refuses 
to  withdraw  the  ease  from  the  jury 
it  is  not  requisite,  in  our  practice,  for 
the  party  to  ask  the  court  to  allow 
the  jury  to  decide  it,  which  the  court 
has  already  done  by  denying  the  mo- 
tion. When  one  party  asks  the  court 
to  direct  a  verdict  in  his  favor,  the 
fact  that  the  other  party  makes  a 
similar  motion  cannot  in  any  way  af- 
fect the  rights  of  the  first  party.  If 
that  were  true,  no  party  could  make 
a  motion  for  a  directed  verdict  with- 
out waiving  his  right  to  trial  by  jury 
if  his  opponent  chose  to  make  the  same 
motion."  Wolf  v.  Chicago  Sign  Print- 
ing Co.,  233  111.  501,  84  N.  E.  614. 

29.  Poppitz  V.  German  Ins.  Co.,  85 
Minn.  118,  88  N.  W.  438. 

30.  Patty  V.  Salem  Flouring  Mills 
Co.,  53  Ore.  350,  96  Pac.  1006,  98  Pae. 
521,  100  Pac.  298. 

[a]  By  "moving  for  a  nonsuit  after 
the  plaintiff  has  introduced  his  evi- 
dence and  rested,  the  defiendant  waives 
his  right  to  a  jury  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  the  proof  is  insufficient  to  make 
a  case  adequate  to  be  su'bmitted  to 
the  jury.  When  the  nonsuit  is  denied, 
and  an  exception  saved,  if  the  de- 
fendant declines  to  produce  any  evi- 
d'cnee  and  does  not  request  that  the 
cause  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  he  in- 
sists upon  his  waiver  by  adhering  to 
the  position  thus  assumed.  In  such  a 
case,  the  plaintiff,  by  moving  for  a 
directed  verdict  joins  in  the  waiver." 
Patty  V.  Salem  Mills  Co.,  53  Ore.  350, 
96  Pac.  1106,  98  Pac.  521,  100  Pac. 
298. 

31.  U.  S.— Kelly  v.  Smith,  1  Blatchf, 
290,  14  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,675.  Fla. 
,Eivas  V.  Summers,  33  Fla.  539,  15  So. 
319.  111. — Garrity  v.  Hamburger  Co., 
136  111.  499,  27  N.  E.  11.    Ind.— Good- 
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refer  a  cause,  or  a  failure  to  except  to  such  order,'^  ordinarily  are 
deemed  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury.    Where  some  of  the 


■win  V.  Hedrick,  24  Ind.  121.  Ind.  Ter. 
Walsh  V.  Tyler, '  2  Ind.  Ter.  52,  47 
S.  W.  308.  la.— In  re  Hooker's  Es- 
tate, 75  Iowa  377,  39  N.\  W.  632; 
Hewitt  V.  Egbert,  34  Iowa  485.  Ky. 
Eeeee  v.  "West,  145  Ky.  331,  140  S.  W. 
543;  Blanton  v.  Howard,  25  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  929,  76  S.  W.  511.  La.— Hatch 
V.  "Watkins,  1  Mart.  (N.  S.)  154. 
Minn. — Deering  v.  McCarthy,  36  Minn. 
302,  30  N.  "W.  813.  N.  J.— Seattle  v. 
David,  40  N.  J.  L.  102.  N.  Y.— Corbett 
V.  Fleming,  134  App.  Div.  544,  119 
N.  Y.  Supp.  543;  Lee  v.  Tillotson,  24 
Wend.  337,  35  Am.  Dec.  624;  Brook- 
lyn Heights  E.  Co.  v.  Brooklyn  City 
E.  Co.,  105  App.  Div.  88,  93  N.  Y. 
Supp.  849.  N.  C. — Simpson  v.  Seronce, 
152  N.  C.  594,  67  S.  E.  1060;  Collins 
V.  Young,  118  N.  C.  265,  23  S.  E. 
1005;  Grant  v.  Eeese,  82  N.  C.  72. 
Ohio. — ^Averill  Coal  &  O.  Co.  v.  Verner, 
22  Ohio  St.  372;  Butler  v.  Lee,  13 
Ohio  Dec.  734,  2  Cin.  Eep.  5.  Okla. 
Jones  V.  Balsley,  27  Okla.  220,  111  Pac. 
942.  E.  I.— Doane  v.  Simmons,  31  E.  I. 
530,  77  Atl.  775.  S.  C— Williams  v. 
Weeks,  70  S.  0.  1,  48  S.  E.  619;  Ehodes 
V.  Eusaell,  32  8.  C.  585,  10  S.  E.  828; 
Trenholm  v.  Morgan,  28  S.  C.  268,  5 
S.  B.  721.  Wash.— Park  v.  Mighell, 
7  Wash.  304,  35  Pac.  63. 

[a]  Where  a  party  not  only  does 
not  note  an  exception  to  an  order  of 
reference  but  signifies  his  consent 
thereto,  it  is  too  late  to  demand  there- 
after a  jury  trial  upon  any  issue  in 
the  cause.  Bruce  v.  Carolina  Queen 
Consol.  Min.  Co.,  147  N.  C.  642,  61 
S.  E.  579. 

[b]  Consent  to  Beference  to  Par- 
ticular Person. — But  a  party  by  con- 
senting to  an  order  to  refer  the  cause 
to  a  particular  referee  does  not  waive 
his  right  to  a  trial  by  a  jury,  if  for 
any  reason  the  person  consented  to 
was  not  named  as  referee.  Newman 
V.  Benedict,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  921. 

[c]  Consent  Must  Appear  of  Record. 
Under  a  statute  providing  that  the 
consent  to  a  reference  must  be  filed 
with  the  court,  it  is  essential  that  the 
consent  appears  of  record  in  order  to 
operate  as  a  waiver.  "The  order  of 
reference  had  the  direct  effect  to  de- 
prive the  appellant  of  a  constitu- 
tional right.     The  waiver  of  such  right 
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must  appear  in  the  manner  prescribed 
by  law."  Smith  v.  Pollock,  2  Cal. 
92. 

[d]  Consent  Inferred. — An  order  of 
reference  made  by  the  court  in  the 
presence  of  the  parties  and  their  coun- 
sel who  did  not  object  thereto  is  not 
a  compulsory  reference,  but  a  refer- 
ence made  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
Smith  V.  Hicks,  108  N.  C.  248,  12  S.  E. 
1035. 

[e]  Where,  after  order  of  reference 
the  parties  agree  to  try  the  cause  be- 
fore the  court  instead  of  the  referee, 
the  right  to  demand  a  jury  trial  is  not 
revived  by  such  agreement.  Lapham 
V.  Kansas  &  Tex.  Oil  Co.,  87  Kan.  65, 
123  Pac.  863,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  813. 

[f]  In  New  Hampshire  (1)  under  a 
statute,  consent  to  an  order  of  refer- 
ence of  itself  is  not  a  waiver  of  the 
right  to  trial  by  jury.  Smith  v.  Fel- 
lows, 58  N.  H.  169.  (2)  But  where 
the  consent  is  coupled  with  an  agree- 
ment to  waive  trial  by  jury,  a  party 
will  not  be  relieved  from  such  waiver 
upon  the  ground  that  the  statute  pro- 
vides for  a  jury  trial  notwithstanding 
the  consent  to  a  reference.  Marsh  v. 
Brpwn,  57  N.  H.  173. 

32.  Ark. — Goodrum  v.  Merchants  & 
Planters  Bank,  102  Ark.  326,  144  S. 
W.  198,  Ann.  Cas.  1914A,  511.  lU. 
Garritv  v.  Hamburger  Co.,  136  111.  499, 
27  N.  E.  11.  Ind.— Hauser  v.  Eoth,  37 
Ind.  89.  •  Ky.— Blanton  v.  Howard,  25 
Ky.  L.  Eep.  929,  76  S.  W.  511.  Mass. 
Preeland  v.  Wright,  154  Mass.  492,  28 
N.  E.  678;  Parker  v.  Nickerson,  137 
Mass.  487.  N.  Y.— Baird  v.  New  York, 
74  N.  Y.  382.  N.  C— Nissen  v.  Genesee 
Gold  Min.  Co.,  104  N.  C.  309,  10  S.  E. 
512;  Atkinson  v.  Whitehead,  77  N.  C. 
418.  Ohio.— Averill  Coal  &  O.  Co.  v. 
Verner,  22  Ohio  St.  372.  S.  C— Grif- 
fith V.  Cromley,  58  S.  C.  448,  36  S.  E. 
738. 

[a]  "Silence  under  such  circum- 
stances is  inconsistent  with  the  pur- 
pose to  insist  upon  the  settlement  of 
an  issue  decisive  of  the  whole  contro- 
versy by  any  other  tribunal  than  the 
referee,  and  to  allow  a  party  to  do  so 
v/ould  be  to  give  him  the  chance  of 
prevailing  by  a  second  mode  of  trial 
after  his  adversary  had  been  induced 
by    his    silence    to    incur    costs,    often 
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issues  involved  in  a  cause  are  referred,  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  as 
to  other  issues  is  not  affected  thereby.^^  Under  some  statutes  a  failure 
to  object  to  an  order  of  compulsory  reference  is  not  a  waiver  of  the 
right  to  trial  by  jury,^*  while  in  other  jurisdictions  a  party  will  be 
deemed  to  have  abandoned  his  right  to  trial  by  jury  by  failing  to 
except  to  an  order  of  compulsory  reference.^'* 

A  party  who  objects  to  a  reference  of  the  cause  does  not  waive  his 
right  to  a  jury  trial  by  failing  to  appeal  directly  from  the  order  of 
reference^"  and  going  to  trial  after  his  objection  is  overruled.'^  Nor 
does  a  previous  reference  of  a  cause  by  stipulation  deprive  the  parties 
of  the  right  to  demand  a  trial  by  jury  upon  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment.^* 


very  heavy,  in  meeting  him  in  another 
forum,  to  which  he  had  not  objected." 
Keystone  Driller  Co.  v.  Worth,  117  N. 
C.  515,  23  S.  E.  427. 

[b]  A  failure  of  the  clerk  to  enter 
an  exception  to  the  reference  does  not 
affect  the  right  of  party  to  a  trial  by 
jury.  Adams  v.  Board  of  Education, 
83  N.  J.  L.  489,  83  Atl.  868. 

[c]  Where  a  party  at  first  objects 
to  a  reference  and  demands  a  jury 
trial  but  subsequently  consents  that  a 
referee  should  be  appointed,  he  must 
be  held  to  have  abandoned  his  former 
objection  and  demand,  and  the  subse- 
quent consent  to  the  appointment  of  a 
referee  constitutes  a  waiver  of  trial  by 
jury.  Smith  v.  Burlingham,  44  Kan. 
487,  24  Pac.  947. 

fd]  Entry  of  Objection  on  Minutes. 
Either  party  may  at  the  time  of  or- 
dering a  reference  of  the  court's  own 
motion,  enter  in  the  minutes  Us 
reservation  of  the  right  to  trial  _  by 
jury.  Harrington's  Sons.  Co.  v.  United 
States  Exp.  Co.,  87  N.  J.  L.  154,  93 
Atl.  697. 

[e]  An  exception  to  a  reference  of 
the  cause  must  be  specific,  naming  the 
issues  upon  which  a  trial  by  jury  is 
demanded.  Ogden  v,  Appalachian  L.  & 
L.  Co.,  146  N.  C.  443,  59  S.  E.  1027; 
Eoughton  V.  Sawyer,  144  N.  C.  766,  56 
S.  E.  480. 

33.  Tinsley  v.  Kemery,  170  Mo.  310, 
70  S.  W.  691. 

34.  Smith  v.  Kunert,  17  N.  D.  120, 
115  N.  W.   76. 

35.  Keerl  v.  Hayes,  166  N.  C.  553, 
82  S.  E.  861. 

36.  Pritchett  v.  Greensboro  Supply 
Co.,  153  N.  C.  344,  69  S.  E.  249. 

[a]  "A  party  may  object  to  a  refer- 
ence, if  there  is  a  plea  in  bar  and 
appeal    at    once,    if    he   is    so    minded, 


or  he  may  rely  upon  his  objection  by 
reserving  his  exception  and  appeal  from 
the  final  judgment.  This  is  a  con- 
venient practice  or  procedure,  because 
if  the  case  goes  on  and  the  party  who 
has  excepted  succeeds  finally,  by  the 
decision  of  the  referee  or  the  verdict 
of  the  jury,  his  exception  to  the 
reference  becomes  immaterial."  Prit- 
chett V.  Greensboro  Supply  Co.,  153 
N.  C.  344,  69  S.  E.  249. 

37.  St.  Paul  &  S.  C.  E.  Co.  v.  XJard- 
iier,  19  Minn.  132,  18  Am.  Eep.  334. 

[a]  But  where  a  party  at  first  ob- 
jects to  a  reference  and  demands  a  jury 
trial  but  thereafter  consents  to  the 
appointment  of  a  referee,  he  must  be 
held  to  have  abandoned  his  former  ob- 
jection and  demand,  and  his  subsequent 
consent  constitutes  a  waiver  of  the 
right  to  a  trial  by  jury  and  cures  the 
error  of  the  court  denying  the  demand 
for  a  jury  trial.  Smith  v.  Burling- 
ham, 44  Kan.  487,  24  Pac.  947. 

58.  Hopkins  v.  Sanford,  41  Mich. 
243,  2  N.  W.  39. 

[a]  "The  effect  of  a  reversal  by 
this  court,  where  a  new  trial  is  or- 
dered, is  to  send  the  case  back  to  the 
court  below  to  be  tried  in  the  usual 
and  customary  manner  by  the  court, 
with  or  without  a  jury  as  may  there- 
after be  determined.  The  case,  where 
tried  before  a  referee  the  first  time, 
does  not  again  go  before  him;  his 
powers  and  duties  in  the  premises 
ceased  when  he  made  his  report  and 
a  judgment  was  entered  thereon.  The 
case  could  no  more  properly  be  re- 
ferred back  to  him  than  it  could,  when 
tried  before  a  jury,  be  sent  back  to 
them;  and  in  a  case  of  disputed  facts, 
where  the  referee  has  made  a  report 
with  conclusions  thereon  and  a  new 
trial    is    afterwards   ordered,   the    case 
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A  submission  of  a  cause  to  arWtration  likewise  is  equivalent  to  a  waiv- 
er of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury.^^  But  a  tentative  agreement  to  submit 
diisputes  to  arbitration  is  not  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury.*" 

(D.)  Eecord  op  Waiver. —  The  record,  as  a  rule,  must  show  that  the 
right  of  trial  by  jury  has  been  waived,*^  and  in  some  jurisdictions  the 
statute  expressly  provides  that  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury 
must  be  entered  of  record.*^  In  the  absence  of  such  statute  a  recital 
in  the  record  that  neither  party  demanded  a  jury  is  sufBcient  to  show 
a  waiver,*^  and  where  the  cause  was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury 
and  the  record  discloses  no  objection  to  such  trial,  a  waiver  of  the 
right  to  a  jury  may  be  presumed  therefrom.**    And  it  has  been  held 

or  who,  without  objection,  proceeds 


that  one  who  waives  a  jury,*^ 


should  not  be  again  sent  to  him.  The 
parties  if  they  desire  may  have  the 
case  again  referred  to  the  same  referee, 
but  either  party  has  a  right  to  de- 
mand that  the  issue,  be  tried  by  an 
impartial  jury."  Hopkins  ».  Sanford, 
41  Mich.  243,  2  N.  "W.  39. 

39.  D.  C. — Strong  v.  Barbour,  1 
Mackey  209.  Ind. — Spencer  v.  Curtis, 
57  Ind.  221.  Mass. — ^Boyden  v.  Lamb, 
152   Mass.   416,   25   N.  B.   609. 

[a]  Where  "the  submission  is  un- 
der a  statute  which  authorizes  parties 
to  submit  their  differences  to  arbitra- 
tors and  they  agree  that  in  accordance 
•with  the  statute  the  award  may  be 
made  a  rule  of  the  .  .  .  court,  it  is 
obvious  the  parties  have  waived  their 
common  law  right  to  a  jury  trial." 
Koerner  v.  Loathe,  149  Mo.  361,  51  S. 
W.   96. 

[b]  Parties  electing  to  come  within 
the  provisions  of  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act  agree  "in  the  first  in- 
stance to  submit  any  dispute  that 
may  arise  to  a  board  of  arbitrators 
without  the  intervention  of  any  court 
or  jury.  .  .  .  Either  party  feeling  ag- 
grieved at  the  award  has  the  right  to 
'appeal  to  a  court  of  record,  where  the 
matter  is  heard  de  novo  and  where 
either  party  has  the  right  to  demand 
a  trial  by  jury.  It  will  thus  be  seen 
that  even  though  the  employe  should 
elect  to  come  within  the  provisions  of 
the  act  he  is  not  wholly  deprived  of 
a  trial  by  jury."  Deibeikis  v.  Link 
Belt  Co.,  261  111.  454,  104  N.  E.  211, 
Ann.    Cas.    1915A,    241. 

40.  Rogers  v.  Davidson,  4  Penny. 
(Pa.)    472. 

41.  Ind. — Mahan  v.  Sherman,  7 
Blackf.  378.  Minn.— St.  Paul  &  S.  C 
E.  Co.  V.  Gardner,  19  Minn.  132,  18 
Am.  Rep,  334.  Mo. — Eeckendorfer  v. 
Roberts,  170  Mo.  App.  176,  155  S.  W. 
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495.  N.  J. — Sexton  v.  Newark  Dist. 
Tel.  Co.,  84  N.  J.  L.  85,  86  Atl.  451. 
Okla. — Antonelli  v.  State,  6  Okla.  Crim. 
157,  117  Pac.  654;  Dalton  v.  State,  6 
Okla.  Crim.  85,  116  Pac.  954. 

[a]  "Where  the  parties  have  ap- 
peared and  dispensed  with  a  jury,  it 
is  the  more  correct  practice  to  re- 
quire them  to  sign  a  stipulation  in 
writing  to  that  effect,  or  to  let  the 
record  show  an  express  waiver.  But 
in  the  absence  of  an  affirmative  show- 
ing in  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  a 
jury  was  demanded  and  refused,  a 
judgment  will  not  be  reversed  for 
such  a  cause."  Chapline  v.  Robert- 
son, 44  Ark.   202. 

42.  The  purpose  of  such  statute 
undoubtedly  is  to  furnish  record  evi- 
dence of  a  consent  which  would  other- 
wise rest  merely  on  parol  proof.  Peo- 
ple V.  Metropolitan  Surety  Co.,  164  Cal. 
174,  128  Pac.  324,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B, 
1181. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  requiring  the 
waiver  of  a  trial  by  jury  to  be  entered 
of  record,  a  waiver  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed where  the  record  is  silent  on 
the  subject.  Lipscomb  v.  Condon,  56 
W.  Va.  416,  49  S.  E.  392,  107  Am. 
St.  Eep.  938,  67  L.  E.  A.  670. 

43.  111. — Burgwin  v.  Babeocfc,  11 
111.  28.  Mo.— Tower  v.  Moore,  52  Mo. 
118;  Powell  v.  Bosard,  79  Mo.  App. 
627.  Ohio.— Bonewitz  v.  Bouewitz,  50 
Ohio  St.  373,  34  N.  E.  332,  40  Am. 
St.  Eep.  671.  W.  Va.— King  v.  Bur- 
dett,  12  W.  Va.  688. 

44.  Wallace  v.  Smith,  8  La.  Ann. 
376;  Bank  of  Monett  v.  Howell,  79 
Mo.  App.  318.  See  Tabler  v.  Anglo- 
American  Assn.,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  815, 
32  S.  W.  602. 

45.  Hawes  v.  Clark,  84  Cal.  272,  24 
Pac.  116. 

[a]     Where  a  party  agreed  to  waive 
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to  trial  before  the  court,*"  cannot  take  advantage  of  the  fact  that  a 
waiver  does  not  appear  of  record.  But  where  the  statute  designates 
the  manner  in  which  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  may  be  waived  the 
record  should  show  that  such  statute  has  been  complied  with.*' 

(ni.)  Effect  of  Waiver.  —  (A.>  Generally.  —  The  parties  waiving  a 
trial  by  jury  thereby  submit  the  cause  to  the  determination  of  the 
trial  judge,*^  and  in  such  case  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  action  in 
its  nature  is  legal  or  equitable:*^ 

A  waiver  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  ordinarily  does  not  affect 
the  right  to  demand  a  jury  on  another  trial  of  the  causCj^"  and  where 
the  judgment  rendered  on  the  first  trial,  at  which  a  jury  was  waived, 
is  set  aside,  both  parties  are  restored  to  their  original  right  to  trial 
by-  jury.^*^  So  too,  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  at  one  term  is  not  waived 
by  a  failure  to  demand  a  jury  at  preceding  terms  of  the  court."^  In 
some  cases,  however,  it  is  held  that  a  waiver  of  the  right  to  trial  by 
jury  refers  to,  aU,  proceedings,  which  may  be  had  in  the  cause,^^  and 


a  trial  by  jury  provided  that  the  causa 
be  transferred  to  another  department 
of  the  court,  he  cannot,  after  such 
transfer  of  the  cause,  take  advantage 
of  the  fact  that  the  waiver  waB  not 
entered  in  the  minutes.  Hawes  v. 
Glark,  84  Cal.  272,  24  Pae.  116. 

46.  Phillips  V.  Preston,  5  How.  (IT. 
S.)  278,  12  L.  ed.  152. 

47.  Ark. — Chapline-  v.  Robertson,  44 
Ark.  202.  Ind.— Shaw  v.  Kent,  11  Ind. 
80.  Ind.  Tor. — Warwick  v.  Kingman, 
2  Ind.  Ter.  435,  51  S.  W.  1076. 

48.  Loring  v.  Whittemore,  13  Gray 
(Mass.)  228. 

[a],  Where  the  parties  waive  trial 
by  jury  and  consent  to  trial  by>  the 
court,  the  court  cannot,  against  the 
consent  of  either  party,  refer  the  trial 
to  a  referee,  but  must  hear  the  evi- 
dence in,  open  court  and  decide  the 
case  without  the  aid  of  a  referee,  un- 
less it  be,  a  case  of  the  class  to  be 
referred  by  compulsion.  State  v.  Pa- 
cific Guano  Co.,  28  S.  C.  63,  5  S.  E. 
167. 

49.  Smith  v.  Brannan,   13   Cal.   107. 

50.  Cochran  v.  Stewart,  66  Minn. 
152,  68  N.  W.  972;  Schumacher  v. 
Crane-Churchill  Co.,  66  Neb.  440.  92 
N.  W.  609. 

[a]  "Each  party  is  entitled  to  as 
many  juries  as  there  are  trials,  and  a 
waiver  of  a  jury  on  one  trial  is  ex- 
pended by  that  trial."  Carthage  v. 
Buckner,  8  111.  App.  152. 

M.  U.  8: — Burnham  v.  North  Chi- 
cago St.  %■'.  Co.,  88  Fed.  627,  32  C. 
C.  A.  64.    IlL: — ^Morton  v.  Kobinson,  256 


111.  629,  100  N.  E.  200;  Osgood  v. 
Skinner,  186  111.  491,  57  N.  E.  1041; 
GuyeiJ's  Estate  v.  Caldwell,  98  111. 
App.  232.  Mich. — Hopkins  v.  Sanford, 
41  Mich.  243,  2  N.  W.  39,  Minn. 
Cochran  v.  Stewart,  66  Minn.  152,  68 
N.  W.  972.  Neb. — Schumacher  v.  Crane- 
Churchill  Co.,  66  Neb.  440,  92  N.  W. 
609.  N.  Y.^Preifeld  v.  Sire,  84  N.  Y. 
Supp.  144;  Manheim  v.  Seitz,  36  App. 
Div.  352,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  321.  N.  0. 
Benbow  v.  Bobbins,  72  N.  C.  422.  Tenn, 
Worthington  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L. 
E.  Co.,  114  Tenn.  177,  86  S.  W.  307. 

[a]  Upon  New  Trial. — Where  upon 
reversal  of  judgment  a  new  trial  is 
ordered,  the  parties  are  "relieved  of 
any  election  .  .  .  growing  out  of 
their  original  notices,  to  have  all  the 
issues  tried  at  special  term,  and  .  .  . 
either  was  entitled  to  move  for  a  jury 
trial  .  .  .  provided  the  motion  was 
made  .  .  .  before  the  action  was 
restored  to  the  calendar."  Midtown 
Con.  Co.  V.  Goldaticker,  169  App.  Div. 
21,  154  N.  Y.  Supp.  451. 

52,  Smith  v.  Eedmond,  141  Iowa 
105,  119  N.  W.  271;  San  Jacinto  Oil 
Co.  V.  Culberson,  100  Tex.  462,  101 
S.  W.  197. 

53.  Ala. — ^Broek  v.  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  Co.,  122  Ala.  172,  26  So.  335.  Mass. 
Thompson  v.  King,  173  Mass.  439,  53 
N.  B.  910.  N.  US. — Trainor  v.  H«ath, 
67  N.  H.  384,  29  Atl.  846,  in  case 
of  express  waiver. 

[a]  The  "constitutional  right  to  a 
jury  trial  may  be  waived,  and  where 
this  occurs  it  cannot  be  retracted,  but 
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extends  to  a  new  trial  ordered  upon  reversal  of  a  previous  judgment.'* 
(B.)  Where  Pleadings  Are  Amended.  —  A  waiver  of  the  right  to  trial 
by  jury  under  the  original  pleadings  does  not  constitute  a  waiver  of 
a  jury  on  the  issues  subsequently  formed  by  amendments  which  mate- 
rially change  the  nature  of  the  action.=°  But  where  no  new  issues 
are  raised  by  the  amendment  it  is  not  error  to  refuse  a  trial  by  jury 
previously  waived  by  the  parties.^^  Under  some  statutes  it  is  dis- 
cretionary with  the  court  to  allow  a  demand  for  trial  by  jury  made 
upon  filing  of  an  amended  answer.^' 

(IV.)  Waiver  of  Number  of  Jurors.  —  The  parties  to  a  civil  case,  as  a 
rule,  may  consent  to  a  trial  before  a  jury  consisting  of  less  than 
twelve  men,^^  though  it  has  been  held  that  the  legal  number  of  jurors 
cannot  be  dispensed  with  by  consent.^^    Failure  to  object  to  a  less®" 


remains  good  during  the  life  of  the 
litigation.  .  .  .  This  rule,  however, 
has  no  application  to  cases  where,  by 
the  express  language  of  the  statute 
governing  the  action  or  proceeding, 
the  waiver,  though  once  occurring,  is 
not  conclusive  upon  the  rights  or 
remedies  of  the  parties  in  subsequent 
stages  of  the  action  or  proceeding." 
Traey  v.  Palvey,  102  App.  Div.  585, 
92  N.  Y.  Supp.  625. 

54.  Eutterly  v.  Deering,  158  App. 
Div.  181,  142  N.  Y.  Supp.  1050. 

[a]  tinder  a  statute  providing  that 
the  right  to  trial  by  jury  shall  be 
deemed  waived  unless  a  jury  is  duly 
demanded,  a  waiver  arising  out  of  the 
failure  to  demand  a  jury  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  the  statute  applies 
to  a  new  trial  ordered  upon  reversal 
of  the  judgment.  Brock  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  B.  Co.,  122  Ala.  172,  26  So.  335. 
'  55.  111. — Gage  v.  Commercial  Nat. 
Bank,  86  111.  371.  Minn.— M 'Geagh  v. 
Nordberg,  53  Minn.  235,  55  N.  W.  117. 
N.  Y. — ^Fromme  v.  Davidow,  71  Misc. 
467,  128  N.  Y.  Supp.  745;  Stevenson 
V.  Brooks,  62  Misc.  489,  115  N.  Y. 
Supp.  118.  Tenn. — Nashville,  C.  &  St. 
L.  Ky.  Co.  V.  Foster,  10  Lea  351. 

[a]  But  where  the  waiver  is  in 
writing  and  on  file  in  the  case  it  ap- 
plies to  all  issues  of  fact,  whether  then 
existing  or  raised  by  subsequent  plead- 
ings. Thompson  v.  King,  173  Mass. 
439,  53  N.  E.  910. 

56. 


Hanchet   V.   Ives,   69   HI.   App. 

State  V.   Gilmore,  23  La.   Ann. 

Where  the   demand  for  a  jury 
(1)  should  have  been  made  in  the  an- 
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swer,  it  is  within  the  discretion  of 
the  court  to  grant  a  jury  trial  upon 
demand  in  an  amended  answer  and  if 
the  trial  is  th^ereby  unnecessarily  de- 
layed it  will  be  denied.  Davis'  Heirs 
V.  Prevost,  6  Mart.  N.  S.  (La.)  265. 
(2)  But  where  the  jury  is  discharged 
for  the  term  and  the  granting  of  a 
trial  by  jury  would  delay  the  trial  of 
the  cause  for  a  whole  term,  a  demand 
made  for  the  first  time  in  an  amended 
answer  will  be  denied.  Green  v.  Bon- 
durant,  7  Mart.  N.  S.   (La.)   229. 

58.  Ind.-:— Beynon  v.  Brandywine  B. 
&  S.  C.  Tpk.  Co.,  39  Ind.  129;  Brown 
V.  State,  16  Ind.  496.  Ky. — Cravens 
v.  Gant,  2  Mon.  117.  Mich. — Bergman 
V.  Detroit,  102  Mich.  261,  60  N.  W. 
696.  Mo. — In  re  Essex  Ave.,  121  Mo. 
98,  25  S.  W.  891;  "Vaughn  v.  Seade,  30 
Mo.  600.  N.  Y.— Carman  v.  Newell,  1 
Denio  25.  S.  D. — Huron  v.  Carter,  5 
S.  D.  4,  57  N.  W.  947.  Va.— Eoach 
V.  Blakey,  89  Va.  767,  17  S.  E.  228. 
Wis. — ^Eindskopf  v.  State,  34  Wis.  217; 
Millett  V.  Hayford,  1  Wis.  401. 

[a]  Verdict  by  Seven  Jurors. 
Where  under  a  statute  providing  that 
in  civil  actions*  a  jury  shall  consist  of 
twelve  men  and  that  three-fourths  con- 
curring may  return  a  verdict,  the  par- 
ties stipulate  to  submit  the  cause  to 
a  jury  of  nine  men,  a  verdict  ren- 
dered by  seven  jurors  is  sufficient. 
Lohnes  v.  Baker,  156  Mo.  App.  397,  137 
S;  W.  282.  See  generally  the  title 
"Verdict." 

59.  Mitten  v.  Smock,  3  N.  J.  L. 
911. 

60.  Ind. — Beynon  v.  Brandywine  B. 
&  S.  C.  Tpk.  Co.,  39  Ind.  129;  Mitchell 
V.    Stephens,   23    Ind.   466;    Durham  v. 
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or  to  a  greater'*  number  of  jurors  than  prescribed  by  law,  gen- 
erally is  held  to  be  a  waiver  of  any  objection  thereto,  though  in  some 
jurisdictions  the  waiver  in  this  respect,  in  courts  of  general  juris- 
diction, must  be  express  and  appear  of  record.'^  Where  a  party 
objects  to  a  trial  before  a  jury  of  less  than  twelve  men,  he  does  not 
waive  his  objection  by  proceeding  to  trial  before  a  jury  so  consti- 
tuted.''^' 

(V.)  Withdrawal  of  Waiver.  —  Upon  waiving  a  jury  the  right  there- 
to cannot  be  revived,**  unless  the  court  in  its  discretion  grants  leave 
to  withdraw  the  waiver,*^  which  will  ordinarily  be  done  where  no 
prejudice  will  result  thereby  to  the  adverse  party.*' 

b.  In  Criminal  Cases. — (I.)  Generally.  — In  criminal  offenses  in 
which  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  existed  under  the  common  law  the 
defendant  ordinarily  cannot  waive  his  right  to  a  jury  trial.*'     Ac- 


Hudson,  4  Ind.  501.  IMinn. — Clague  v. 
Hodgson,  16  Minn.  329.  Wis.— Millett 
V.  Hayford,  1  Wis.  401. 

[a]  But  TDefore  a  waiver  can  he  in- 
ferred, it  must  appear,  at  least,  that 
the  party  had  knowledge  of  the  fact, 
that  the  jury  was  defective  in  point 
of  numbers.  Cowles  v.  Buekman,  6 
Iowa  161. 

61.  Berry  v.  Kenney,  5  B.  Mon. 
(Ky.)  120;  Boss  v.  Neal,  7  Mon.  (Ky.) 
407. 

62.  Gillespie  v.  Benson,  18  Cal.  409; 
Vaughn  v.  Scade,  30  Mo.  600. 

[a]  In  "all  trials  in  courts  of  rec- 
ord, it  is  the  constitutional  right  of 
a  party  to  demand  a  jury  of  twelve 
men;  and  .  .  .  if  no  exceptions  are 
taken  to  the  action  of  the  court  in 
proceeding  to  trial  with  a  less  num- 
her,  the  party  may  still  take  advan- 
tage of  the  error,  by  a  motion  in  ar- 
rest of  judgment.  The  defect  will  not 
be  considered  as  waived  or  consent  pre- 
sumed unless  entered  of  record." 
Scott  V.  Russell,  39  Mo.  407. 

63.  Eshelman  v.  Chicago,  E.  I.  & 
P.  E.  Co.,  67  Iowa  296,  25  N.  W. 
251. 

[a]  "The  defendant  objected  to 
the  jury  at  the  proper  time  because  of 
the  absence  of  one  juror.  But  the  ob- 
jection was  overruled.  It  was  not  then 
required  to  abandon  the  defense  of  the 
case,  "but  was  authorized  to  contest  it 
even  before  an  unlawful  jury  and  to 
insist  upop  all  objections  arising  upon 
the  trial."  Eshelman  v.  Chicago,  E.  I. 
&  P.  Ey.  Co.,  67  Iowa  296j  25  N.  W. 
251. 

64.  See  cases  following. 

[a]  Having  waived  a  jury  before 
the   commencement   of   the    trial,    the 


right  to  trial  by  jury  cannot  be  in- 
voked by  way  of  objection  to  the 
evidence  on  the  ground  that  the  com- 
plaint does  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  give  the  court  equitable  jurisdiction 
and  thus  deprive  defendant  of  trial 
hy  jury.  Glass  v.  Templeton,  184  Mo. 
App.  532;  170  S.  W.  665. 

65.  Ferrea  v.  Chabot,  121  Cal.  233, 
53  Pae.  689;  Hartford  Fire  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Bedding,  47  Fla.  228,  37  So.  62, 
110  Am.  Zt.  Rep.  118,  67  L.  E.  A. 
518. 

66.  Wittenberg  v.  Onsgard,  78  Minn. 
342,  81  N.  W.  14,  47  L.  E.  A.  141. 

[a]  As  "a,  general  rule,  a  party 
should  be  relieved  from  a  stipulation 
waiving  a  jury,  where  the  same  can 
be  done  without  injury  to  the  other 
side,  and  without  disarranging  the  or- 
derly conduct  of  the  business  of  the 
court."  Ferrea  v.  Chabot,  121  Cal. 
233,  53  Pae.  689,  1092. 

67.  U.  S. — United  States  v.  Taylor, 
11  Fed.  470.  Ark.— Bond  v.  State,  17 
Ark.  290;  Wilson  v.  State,  16  Ark. 
601.  Conn. — State  v.  Maine,  27  Conn. 
281.  111.— Paulsen  v.  People,  195  111. 
507,  63  N.  E.  144;  Brewster  v.  People, 
183  111.  143,  55  N.  E.  640;  Morgan  v. 
People,  136  111.  161,  26  N.  E.  651; 
Harris  v.  People,  128  111.  585,  21  N.  E. 
563,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  153.  la.— State 
V.  Eea,  126  Iowa  65,  101  N.  W.  507; 
State  V.  Douglass,  96  Iowa  308,  65 
N.  W.  151;  State  v.  Carman,  63  Iowa 
130,  18  N.  W.  691,  50  Am.  Eep.  741. 
Kan. — State  v.  Simons,  61  Kan.  752,  60 
Pae.  1052.  La. — State  v.  Thompson,' 
104  La.  167,  28  So.  882.  Mich.— Swart 
f.  Kimball,  43  Mich.  443,  5  N.  W.  635; 
People  V.  Smith,  9  Mich.  193.  Neb. 
Michaelson  v.  Beemer,  72  Neb.  761,  101 
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cordingly,  a  defendant  charged  with  an  offense  which  can  be  prosecuted 
only  by  indictment,"^  or  which  involves  the  possible  infliction  of  a 
long  term  of  imprisonment,"^  or  other  severe  punishment,'"  has  no 


N.  W.  1007;  Arnold  v.  State,  38  Neb. 
752,  57  N.  W.  378.  N.  C— State  v. 
Rogers,  162  N.  C.  656,  78  S.  E.  293, 
46  h.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  38.  Ohio.— Wil- 
liams V.  State,  12  Ohio  St.  622.  Okla. 
In  re  McQuown,  19  Okla.  347,  91  Pac. 
689,  11  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1136.  Tex. 
Davis  V.  State,  64  Tex.  Grim.  8,  141 
S.  W.  264;  Jones  v.  State,  52  Tex. 
Crim.  303,  106  S.  W.  345,  124  Am. 
St.  Rep.  1097.  Va.— Ford  v.  Com.,  82 
Va.  553;  Mays  v.  Com.,  82  Va;  550. 
Wis. — State  v.  Lockwood,  43  Wis.  403. 

[a]  A  defendant  cannot  by  a 
waiver  of  trial  by  jury  "confer  juris- 
diction to  try  him  upon  a  tribunal 
which  has  no  such  jurisdiction  by  law. 
Jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  must 
always  be  derived  from  the  law  and 
not  from  the  consent  of  the  parties. 
.  .  .  For  the  trial  of  felonies  the 
judge  alone  is  not  the  court.  The  ju- 
dicial functions  brought  into  exercise 
in  such  trials  are  parceled  out  between 
him  and  the  jury."  Harris  v.  Peo- 
ple, 128  111.  585,  21  N.  E.  563,  15  Am. 
St.  Eep.  153.  To  the  same  efEect, 
Michaelson  v.  Beemer,  72  Neb.  761,  101 
N.  W.  1007. 

[b]  A  statute  providing  that  an 
issue  of  fact  in  criminal  cases  must 
be  tried  by  a  jury  excludes  "the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  without  a  jury  to 
try  such  issue.  The  question  presented 
is  not  as  to  the  waiver  of  a  mere 
statutory  privilege,  but  an  imperative 
provision  based  .  .  .  upon  the  sound- 
est conception  of  public  policy.  Life 
and  liberty  are  too  sacred  to  be  placed 
at  the  disposal  of  any  one  man,  and 
always  will  be,  so  long  as  man  is 
fallible.  The  innocent  person,  unduly 
influenced  by  his  consciousness  of  in- 
nocence and  placing  undue  confidence 
in  his  evidence,  would,  when  charged 
with  crime,  be  the  one  most  easily 
induced  to  waive  his  safeguards.  There 
is  no  resemblance  between  such  a  case 
and  that  of  a  person  pleading  guilty. 
In  the  latter  case  there  is  no  trial, 
but  mere  judgment  upon  the  plea." 
State  V.  Carman,  63  Iowa  130,  18  N.  W. 
B91,  50  Am.  Eep.  741. 

[c]  As  to  Place  of  Trial.— But  a 
defendant  may  waive  his  right  to  be 
tried  by  a .  jury  in  the  county  or  dis- 

Vol.  XVI 


triet  in  which  the  offense  is  alleged 
to  have  been  committed.  State  v.  Hot- 
ter, 16  Kan.  80.  To  the  same  effect, 
Oborn  v.  Stat^,  143  Wis.  -249,  126  N. 
W.  737,  31  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)  966. 

[i^]  The  "legislature  .  .  .  may 
authorize  a  waiver  of  a  jury  trial  by 
a  person  accused  of  crime,  and  where 
such  authority  has  been  coniferred,  a 
defendant  who  consents  to  be  tried  by 
the  court  cannot  afterwards  complain 
on  the  ground  that  he  was  not  tried 
by  a  jury.  But  in  the  absence  of  such 
authority  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  try  the  accused  on  a  plea  of  not 
guilty,  otherwise  than  by  jury;  and 
consent  cannot  give  jurisdiction." 
Mays  V.  Cora.,  82  Va.  550. 

68.  Ark. — ^Bond  v.  State,  17  Ark. 
290.  111. — Paulsen  v.  People,  195  111. 
507,  63  N.  E.  144.  Wis.— State  v. 
Loekwood,  43  Wis.  403. 

fa]  "Trial  by  jury  in  cases  of 
felony  is  in  the  highest  sense  an  in-' 
stitution  of  public  policy.  It  was  not 
ordained  solely,  nor  even  in  its  largest 
purpose,  for  the  advantage  of  the  ac- 
cused. The  state  is  interested  in  the 
lives  and  liberties  of  its  citizens.  .  .  . 
In  order  that  its  humane  and  gracious, 
as  well  as  its  punitory  policy  may  be 
effectuated,  it  has  ordained  the  insti- 
tution of  a  trial  by  jury,  not  merely 
as  a  matter  of  favor  to  an  accused, 
but  that  through  the  guaranty  of  right 
to  him  its  considerate  care  for  the 
lives  and  liberties  of  its  citizens  may 
be  exercised.  A  statutory  or  even  con- 
stitutional provision  by  which  rights 
ill  the  nature  of  mere  privileges  are 
guaranteed  may  be  waived,  but  not  so 
constitutional  provisions  prompted  by 
high  motives  of  public  policy,  and 
which  are,  therefore,  of  concern  to  the 
social  whole.  These  are  inviolate 
against  an  improvident  renunciation  by 
the  individual  concerned,  as  well  as 
against  an  assault  by  the  state  itself." 
State  V.  Simon's,  61  Kan.  752,  60  Pac. 
1052. 

69.  Low  V.  United  States,  169  Ped. 
86,  94  C.  C.  A.  1. 

70.  State  v.  Jackson,  106  La.  189, 
30  So.  309;  State  v.  Thompson,  104  La. 
167,  28  So.  882. 
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right  to  waive  trial  by  jury.  And  some  statutes  expressly  prohibit 
a  defendant  in  a  felony  case'^  or  capital  ease"  to  waive  a  trial  by 
jury.  But  where  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  did  not  obtain  prior  to 
the  adoption  of  the  constitution  a  trial  by  jury  may  be  waived  by 
the  .defendant  in  a  criminal  action.'^'  Hence,  the  right  of  a  defendant 
in  a  misdemeanor  case  to  waive  his  right  to  trial  by  jury  is  generally 
recognized  by  the  statutes.^*    A  statute  authorizing  a  waiver  should 


71.  State  V.  Simons,  61  Kan.  752,  60 
Pac.  1052. 

[a]  In  California  a  jury  cannot  be 
■waived  in  felony  cases  pursuant  to  a 
constitutional  provision.  In  re  Fife, 
110  Cal.  8,  42  Pac.  299. 

72.  Wartner   v.   State,   102   Ind.   51, 

1  N.  E.  65. 

73.  U.  S. — Schick  v.  United  States, 
195  U.  S.  65,  24  Sup.  Ct.  826,  49  L. 
ed.  99.  La. — State  v.  White,  33  La. 
Ann.  1218.  Mo. — State  v.  Mansfield,  41 
Mo.  470;  Neales  v.  State,  10  Mo.  498. 
P.  B. — People  V.  Sutton,  17  Porto  Ei'oo 
327.  Tenn. — Metzner  v.  State,  128 
Tenn.  45,  157  S.  W.  69. 

But  see  State  v.  Tucker,  96  Iowa 
276,  65  N.  W.  152. 

[a]  Under  the  federal  constitution 
a  jury  cannot  be  waived  except  in 
cases  of  "petty  offenses."  If  "the 
offense  for  which  the  defendants  were 
tried  amounts  to  a  crime,  as  distin- 
guished from  a  'petty  offense,'  it  could 
...  be  tried  only  by  a  jury;  and, 
if  not  so  tried,  the  judgment  would 
be  a  nullity  and  require  reversal.  On 
the  other  hand,  if  the  offense  is  mere- 
ly a  'petty  offense,'  the  trial  under 
waiver  of  jury  would  amount  to  an 
arbitration  as  to  the  questions  of  fact 
involved;  and  it  would  result  that  the 
court's  conclusions  of  fact  could  not 
be  reviewed  here,  and  we  would  have 
no  power  to  inquire  into  the  sufficiency 
of  the  evidence  to  support  the  convic- 
tion, nor  any  question  of  law  arising 
out  of  or  upon  the  evidence."  Frank 
V.  United  States,  192  Fed.  864,  113 
CCA    188 

74!  U.  S.— Hallinger  v.  Davis,  146 
IT.  S.  314,  13  Sup.  Ct.  105,  36  L.  ed. 
986.  Ala.— McClellan  v.  State,  118  Ala. 
122,  23  So.  732;  Connelly  v.  State,  60 
Ala.  89,  31  Am.  Bep.  34;  Ireland  v. 
State,  11  Ala.  App.  155,  65  So.  443. 
Ark.— Warwick  v.  State,  47  Ark.  568, 

2  S.  W.  335.  Conn. — State  v.  Worden, 
46  Conn.  349,  33  Am.  Kep.  27.  Ga. 
Moore  v.  State,  124  Ga.  30,  52  S.  E. 
81;   HoUis  v.   State,   118   Ga.   760,   45 


S.  E.  617;  Logan  v.  State,  86  Ga. 
266,  12  S.  B.  406.  lU.— Brewster  v. 
People,  183  111.  143,  55  N.  E.  640; 
Hamel  v.  People,  97  111.  App.  527; 
Austin  V.  People,  63  111.  App.  298.  Ind. 
Murphy  v.  State,  97  Ind.  579.  Kan. 
State  V.  Wells,  69  Kan.  792,  77  Pac. 
547.  La. — State  v.  Robinson,  43  La. 
Ann.  383,  8  So.  937;  State  v.  White, 
33  La.  Ann.  1218.  Mfi. — League  v. 
iState,  36  Md.  257.  Mo. — State  v. 
Bockstruek,  136  Mo.  335,  38  S.  W.  317; 
State  V.  Larger,  45  Mo.  510;  State  v. 
Wiley,  82  Mo.  App.  61.  Neb. — Grjmes 
V.  State,  88  Neb.  848,  130  N.  W.  760. 
N.  H.— State  v.  Almy,  67  N.  H.  274, 
2S  Atl.  372,  22  L.  E:  A.  744.  N.  J. 
Edwards  v.  State,  45  N.  J.  L.  419.  Pa. 
Lavery  v.  Com.,  101  Pa.  560.  P.  E. 
People  V.  Sutton,  17  Porto  Eieo  327. 
tenn. — Metzner  v.  State,  128  Tenn.  45, 
157  S.  W.  69.  Tex.— Langbein  v.  State, 
37  Tex.  162;  Mackey  v.  State,  68  Tex. 
Crim.  539,  151  S.  W.  802;  Otto  v. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.),  87  S.  W.  698. 
W.  Va.— State  v.  Alderton,  50  W.  Va. 
101,  40  S.  E.  350;  State  v.  Griggs,  34 
W.  Va.  78,  11  'S.  E.  740. 

[a]  Where  the  indictment  charges  a 
felony,  but  the  state's  attorney  joins 
with  the  defendant  in  a  consent  that 
a  jury  be  waived  and  the  cause  tried 
by  the  court,  the  state's  attorney  will 
be  deemed  to  have  consented  to  re- 
duce the  charge  to  a  misdemeanor. 
Dallman  v.  People,  113  111.  App.  507. 

[b]  Punishment  Iiimited.  —  But 
where  the  constitution  confers  upon  a 
jury  the  exclusive  right  to  assess  a 
fine  in  excess  of  $50,  the  waiver  of 
a  jury  trial  by  defendant  in  a  mis- 
demeanor case  does  not  give  the  court 
the  power  to  inflict  a  fine  exceeding 
that  amount.  Metzner  v.  State,  128 
Tenn.  45,  157  8.  W.  69. 

[e]  The  fact  that  upon  a  second 
conviction  of  petit  larceny  a  person  is 
punished  by  imprisonment  in  the  peni- 
tentiary has  no  bearing  upon  the 
right  of  a  defendant  charged  for  the 
first   time   with   such   crime   to   waive 
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be  strictly  construed,  however,  and  not  extended  beyond  its  express 
terms." 

But  in  some  jurisdictions  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  may  be  waived 
by  the  defendant  in  all  criminal  cases.^^  And  the  rule  that  a  defendant 
in  a  criminal  case  in  which  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  is  secured  by 
the  constitution  cannot  waive  such  right  does  not  apply  to  pleas  of 
guilty,^'  even  though  the  statute  provides  for  an  examination  of  wit- 
nesses after  the  plea  of  guilty  to  ascertain  the  degree  of  the  crime.'* 


a  jury.  "Surely  one  cannot  be  heard 
to  claim  a  legal  benefit  because  he 
may  some  time  in  the  future  commit 
the  same  kind  of  an  offense  again." 
People  V.  Cohen,  171  111.  App.  612. 

[d]  A  minor  may  avail  himself  of 
the  privilege  to  ■waive  a  jury  "and  in 
case  he  should  see  fit  to  do  so,  be 
bound  thereby^  .  .  .  The  procedure  in 
criminal  cases  is  the  same  whether  the 
accused  is  an  adult  or  a,  minor."  Peo- 
ple V.  McDonald,  178  HI.  App.  159. 
But  see  supra,  II,  P,  4,  a,  (I) . 

75.  Wartner  v.  State,  102  Ind.  51, 
1  N.  E.  65,  a  statute  authorizing  a 
waiver  of  a  jury  does  not  authorize  a 
waiver  of  the  full  number  of  jurors 
if  the  case  is  tried  by  jury. 

76.  Belt  V.  United  States,  4  App. 
Cas.  (D.  C.)  25;  State  v.  Woodling,  53 
Minn.  142,  54  N.  W.  1068. 

[a]  And  if  "a  defendant  in  a 
criminal  case  is  without  power  under 
the  constitution  to  waive  a  trial  by 
jury,  it  would  be  prohibitory  in  all 
cases,  for  clearly  the  legislature  could 
not  violate  the  constitution  by  simply 
creating  a  different  court,  and  if  a 
defendant  cannot  waive  a  trial  by 
jury,  no  legislation  could  confer  upon 
him  that  power.  .  .  .  We  are  of  opin- 
ion that  ...  a  defendant  who  has 
been  indicted  for  a  crime  may  waive 
his  right  to  a  jury  trial  and  consent 
that  the  facts  may  be  determined  by 
a  court,  which  has  jurisdiction  over 
the  trial  and  punishment  of  the  crime 
described  in  the  indictment."  State 
V.  Stevens,  84  N.  J.  L.  561,  87  Atl. 
118. 

[b]  A  statute  authorizing  a  waiver 
is  not  unconstitutional.  Belt  v.  United 
States,  4  App.  Qas.   (D.  C.)  25. 

[c]  Struck  Jury. — Where  under  a 
statute  a  struck  jury  is  demandable  by 
either  the  defendant  or  the  state,  this 
right  may  be  waived  by  the  parties 
for  whose  benefit  the  statute  was  en- 
acted. Whitehead  v.  State,  10  Ohio  St. 
449. 
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77.  U.  S. — West  «.  Gammon,  98  Fed. 
426,  39  C.  C.  A.  271.  Cal.— People  v. 
Lennox,  67  Cal.  113,  7  Pae.  260.  Idaho. 
In  re  Dawson,  20  Idaho  178,  117  Pac. 
696,  35  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.)  1146.  Neb. 
McCarty  v.  Hopkins,  61  Neb.  550, '85 
N.  W.  540.  N.  H.— State  v.  Almy,  67 
N.  H.  274,  28  Atl.  372,  22  L.  E.  A. 
744.  Wyo.— Hollibaugh  v.  Hehn,  13 
Wyo.  269,  79  Pac.  1044. 

[a]  Refusal  To  Plead. — Where  a  de- 
fendant after  overruling  of  his  demur- 
rer to  the  indictment  refuses  to  plead 
further,  there  is  no  issue  triable  by 
a  jury,  and  the  judgment  is  not  er- 
roneous on  the  ground  that  defendant 
had  no  right  to  waive  a  trial  by  jury. 
"When  a  defendant  demurs  generally 
to  an  indictment,  he  admits  all  the 
facts  alleged  agfiinst  him  and  rests  his 
defense  on  the  judgment  of  the  court 
whether  those  facts  '  as  pleaded  con- 
stitute the  crime  charged.  The  plain- 
tiff in  error,  by  his  demurrer  to  the 
indictment,  declared  in  effect  that  he 
was  guilty  of  the  offense  charged.  .  .  . 
After  the  demurrer  was  overruled,  he 
had  his  right  either  to  plead  over  or 
to  stand  on  his  demurrer,  and  thereby 
continue  in  the  attitude  of  admitting 
to  the  court  that  he  was  guilty  of 
committing  the  acts  which  were 
charged  against  him.  He  chose  the 
latter  course."  Summers  v.  United 
States,  204  Fed.  976,  123  C.  C.  A.  298. 

78.  Craig  v.  State,  49  Ohio  St.  415, 
30  N.  E.  1120,  16  L.  B.  A.  358. 

[a]  "The  proceeding  to  determine 
the  degree  of  the  crime  of  murder  after 
a  plea  of  guilty  is  not  a  trial.  No 
issue  was  joined  upon  which  there 
could  be  a  trial.  There  is  no  provision 
of  the  constitution  or  of  any  statute 
which  prevents  a  defendant  from  plead- 
ing guilty  instead  of  having  a  trial 
by  jury.  If  he  elects  to  plead  guilty 
to  the  indictment,  the  provision  of  the 
statute  for  determining  the  degree  of 
the  guilt,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the 
punishment,   does  not   deprive  him   of 
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(II.)  Mode  of  Waiver.  —  Under  some  statutes  a  jury  trial  in  a  crim- 
inal ease  can  be  waived  only  by  a  formal  waiver  in  writing.'^  In  other 
jurisdictions  no  particular  form  of  waiver  is  required,^"  and  the 
failure  of  a  defendant  in  a  case  in  which  a  jury  may  be  waived,  to 
make  a  timely  demand  for  a  trial  by  jury,  constitutes  a  waiver 
thereof.^^  But  it  has  been  held  that  a  statute  requiring  a  waiver 
before  a  jury  may  be  dispensed  with,  requires  some  aiHrmative  action 
by  the  defendant  other  than  a  mere  failure  to  demand  a  jury.*^  A 
defendant  interposing  a  demurrer  to  an  Indictment  does  not  thereby 
waive  his  right  to  trial  by  jury."^ 

(III.)  Effect  of  Waiver. —  A  waiver  of  trial  by  jury  in  criminal 
cases  ordinarily  applies  only  to  the  particular  trial  at  which  it  is 


any  right   of  trial  by  jury."     People 
V.  N.11,  20  Cal.  164. 

[b]  Where  Jury  Pixes  Punishment. 
But  where  the  statute  expressly  pro- 
vides that  a  defendant  charged  with 
a  felony  and  pleading  guilty  shall  be 
punished  "in  the  discretion  of  the 
jury,"  the  defendant  is  not  authorized 
to  consent  to  waive  an  assessment  of 
punishment  by  a  jury.  Wartner  v. 
State,  102  Ind.  51,  1  N.  E.  65. 

79.  Ga. — Wadkins  v.  State,  127  Ga. 
45,  56  S.  E.  U.  111.— Swan  v.  Mul- 
herin,  67  111.  App.  77.  Ohio.— Ickes 
V.  State,  63  Ohio  St.  549,  59  N.  E. 
233. 

[a]  Where  the  defendant  wrote  his 
waiver  on  a  printed  form  containing 
the  words:  "puts  himself  upon  the 
country,"  these  words  are  surplusage 
and  the  waiver  is  valid.  Logan  v. 
State,  86  Ga.  266,  12  S.  E.  406. 

80.  People  v.  Weeks,  99  Mich.  86, 
57  N.  W.  1091;  State  v.  Larger,  45 
Mo.  510. 

[a]  But  a  waiver  made  by  defend- 
ant's attorney  without  being  consulted 
is  not  suf&cieut  even  though  defendant 
was  present  in  court.  Brown  v.  State, 
16  Ind.  496. 

81.  Ala.— Red  v.  State,  167  Ala.  96, 
52  So.  885;  Stafford  v.  State,  154  Ala. 
71,  45  So.  673;  Merriweather  v.  State, 
153  Ala.  52,  45  So.  420;  McClellan  v. 
State,  118  Ala.  122,  23  So.  732;  Wren 
V.  State,  70  Ala.  1;  Ireland  v.  State, 
11  Ala.  App.  155,  65  So.  443.  la. 
State  V.  Ill,  74  Iowa  441,  38  N.  W. 
143.  Mo. — State  ex  inf.  Major  v. 
Arkansas  Lumber  Co.,  260  Mo.  212,  169 
S.  W.  145;  State  v.  Wiley,  82  Mo. 
App.  61.     N.  J.— State  v.  Mills,  39  N. 

,J.   L.   587.     N.   y.— People   v.  Halwig, 
41    Misc.    227,   84    N.    Y.     Supp.     221; 


People  V.  Cook,  45  Hun  34.  S.  C. 
Clinton  v.  Leake,  71  S.  C.  22,  50  S.  E. 
541;  State  V.  Mays,  24  S.  C.  190. 
Wash. — State  v.  Packenham,  40  Wash. 
403,  82Pac.  597.  Wis.— State  v.  Clark, 
67  Wis.  229,  30  N.  W.  122. 

[a]  Under  a  statute  authorizing  the 
trial  of  misdemeanors  by  the  judge 
without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  un- 
less the  defendant  in  writing  demands 
a  trial  by  jury,  a  defendant  neglect- 
ing to  make  such  demand  of  his  own 
volitien  waives  a  jury  and  he  cannot 
afterwards  claim  the  right  to  trial  by 
jury.  McClellan  v.  State,  118  Ala.  122, 
23  So.  732. 

82.  Simmons  v.  State,  75  Ohio  St. 
346,  79  N.  E.  555. 

[a]  Silence  Insufficient. — Where  the 
statute  provides  that  all  issues  of  fact 
in  a  criminal  case  shall  be  tried  by 
a  jury  but  that  th«  defendant  and 
prosecuting  attorney  with  the  assent 
of  the  court  may  submit  the  trial  of 
misdemeanors  to  the  court,  the  mere 
silence  of  defendant  does  not  author- 
ize the  court  to  try  the  case  with- 
out the  intervention  of  a  jury.  State 
■V.  McAnally,  147  Mo.  App.  130,  125 
S.  W.  1174. 

[b]  Statute  as  to  Civil  Cases  In- 
applicable.— And  under  a  statute  de- 
claring that  a  trial  by  jury  shall  be 
deemed  waived  "in  all  civil  actions" 
unless  demanded  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  law,  it  is  manifest  that 
such  statute  "in  its  application  to 
criminal  cases  does  not  authorize  any 
implied  waiver  of  a  jury  from  the 
silence  of  a  defendant,  or  his  mere 
failure  to  demand  a  jury."  Ward  «. 
People,  30  Mich.  116. 

83.  State  v.  Bardin,  64  S.  O.  206,  41 
S.  E.  959. 
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inade,^*  and  upon  retrial  of  a  cause  a  party,  notwithstanding  his 
waiver  of  a  trial  by  jury  on  a  former  trial  is  entitled  to  a  jury.*° 

(IV.)  Withdrawal  of  Waiver.  —  Where  a  jury  may  be  waived  in  a 
criminal  ease,  a  defendant  ordinarily  cannot  subsequently  retract  his 
waiver.^"  But  the  court  may  permit  the  defendant  to  withdraw  his 
waiver  of  trial  by  jury  provided  that  a  timely  application  is  made 
therefor.^^  And  in  some  eases  it  is  held  that  the  statutes  authorizing 
a  waiver  of  trial  by  jiiry  in  criminal  cases  are  merely  declaratory  and 
that  the  court  notwithstanding  a  waiver  may  call  a  jury.*^ 

(V.)  Record  of  Waiver. —  Where  the  record  in  a  criminal  ease  is 
silent  as  to  a  waiver  of  trial  by  jury,  assent  to  the  submission  of  the 
cause  to  the  court  without  a  jury  will  be  assumed,*'  though  it  has 
been  held  to  the  contrary,  that  a  waiver  must  afSrmatively  appear.'" 

(VI,)  Number  of  Jurors.  —  The  question  of  the  right  to  waive  a  trial 
by  jury  has  most  frequently  arisen  where  a  defendant  to  a  criminal 
prosecution  has  waived  a  trial  by  a  full  panel  and  has  consented  to 
be  tried  by  a  smaller  number  of  jurors  than  provided  by  law.^^    In 


84.  Town  6i  Carthage  v.  Buckner,  8 
111.  App.   152. 

[a]  A  waiver  of  trial  by  jury  in 
a  criminal  action  "is  a  renunciation 
of  a  valuable  constitutional  right  and 
must  be  strictly  construed.  It  may 
well  be  supposed,  that  a  defendant 
would  be  perfectly  willing  for  a  par- 
ticular judge  to  try  him,  when  he 
would  not  risk  his  successor;  or,  that 
he  would  be  willing  to  be  tried  the 
first  time  by  a  judge,  when  he  would 
not  submit  to  a  second  trial  by  the 
same  judge  after  such  officer  had  con- 
victed him."  Cross  v.  State,  78  Ala. 
430. 

85.  Ga.— Brown  v.  State,  89  Ga.  340, 
15  S.  E.  462.  lU.— Town  of  Carthage 
V.  Buckner,  8  111.  App.  152.  Tenn. 
Worthington  v.  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L. 
By.,   114  Tenn.   177,   86   S.   W.   307. 

Compare  supra,  II,  F,  4,  a. 

[a]  Compare  State  v.  Touchet,  33 
La.  Ann.  1154,  where  it  is  held  that 
a  waiver  by  defendant  "of  jury  as 
to  the  first  trial  may  be  presumed  to 
continue  as  to  the  new  trial,  unless 
timely  application  be  made  to  revoke 
the  same." 

86.  State  v.  BannOek,  53  Minn.  419, 
55  N.  W.  558. 

87.  Cain  v.  State,  102  Ga.  810,  29 
S.  E.  426. 

[a]  Where  defendant  before  any 
testimony  is  taken,  upon  the  trial,  de- 
mands a  jury,  it  is  error  to  refuse  a 
trial  by  jury  on  the  ground  that  de- 
fendant when  arraigned  waived  a  trial 
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by  jury.     People  c.  Molinet,  13  Misc. 
301,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  1114. 

88.  Ickes  V.  State,  63  Ohio  St.  549, 
59  N.  E.  233. 

[a]  Compelling  Trial  by  Jury.— But 
under  a  statute  providing  that  all 
criminal  cases  in  the  city  court  shall 
be  tried  by  the  judge  thereof  without 
a  jury,  except  when  the  accused  in 
writing  shall  demand  a  juVy,  it  is 
error  to  compel  defendant  to  be  tried, 
by  a  jury  where  no  demand  therefor 
is  made  by  him.  Wadkins  v.  State,  127 
Ga.  45,  56  S.  E.  74. 

89.  State  v.  Finley,  162  Mo.  App. 
134,  144  S.  W.  120;  State  v.  Wiley,  82 
Mo.  App.  61. 

[a]  "In  misdemeanor  cases,  the 
statute  does  not  require  any  express 
waiver  of  a  jury  in  order  to  authorize 
a  trial  by  the  court.  .  .  .  It  is  not 
required  that  such  submission  shall  be 
entered  on  the  minutes,  or  that  it  shall 
in  any  manner  become  a  matter  of 
record.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed, 
therefore,  from  the  silence  of  the  rec- 
ord that  the  court  proceeded  irregular- 
ly and  without  authority."  State  «. 
Larger,  45  Mo.  510. 

90.  People  v.  Mallon,  39  How.  Pr. 
(N.  Y.)  454.  See  Warwick  v.  State, 
47  Ark.  568,  2  S.  W.  335.  Compare 
supra,  II,  F,  4,  b,  (II). 

91.  Harris  v.  People,  128  HI  585,  21 
N.  E.  563,  15  Am.  St.  Eep.  15'^. 

As  to  right  to  wadve  a  jury,  see 
supra,  II,  P,  4,  b,  (I). 
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some  jurisdictions  it  has  been  held  that  a  jury  in  a  eriminal  action 
must  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution  consist  of  twelve  men 
and  that  the  defendant  cannot  censent  to  a  trial  by  a  jury  of  a  less 
number  of  men,^^  while  in  others  the  right  to  waive  a  trial  by  jury 
is  deemed  to  carry  with  it  the  right  to  agree  to  a  trial  by  a  jury  com- 
posed of  less  than  twelve  men.^^  Hence,  in  a  number  of  jurisdictions 
a  defendant  in  a  misdemeanor  case  may  waive  a  trial  by  a  common-law 
jury  and  consent  to  a  less  number  of  jurors.**    Generally  in  felony 


92.  Ala.— Bell ,«.  State,  44  Ala.  393. 
Oal.— People  v.  O'Nell,  48  Cal.  257. 
Ind.— Moore  v.  State,  72  Ind.  358;  Al- 
len V.  State,  54  Ind.  461;  Jackson  v. 
Stat%  6  Blackf.  461.  Mich.— Hill  v. 
People,  16  Mich.  351.  N.  Y. — Cancemi 
V.  People,  18  N.  Y.  128,  7  Abb.  Pr. 
271.  N.  C— State  v.  Scruggs,  115  N. 
C.  805,  20  S.  E.  720. 

[a]  Verdict  of  Twelve. — The  "fact 
that  the  jury  .  .  .  had  the  required 
number  of  twelve  up  to  the  stage  in 
the  trial  when  the  cause  was  to  be 
submitted  to  them  under  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  court  cannot  operate  to 
satisfy  the  constitutional  demand.  .  .  . 
Without  the  verdict  of  a  jury  of  twelve 
it  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  verdict  of 
the  jury  required  by  the  constitution. 
Such  a,  verdict  is  illegal  and  insuffi- 
cient to  support  a  judgment."  Jen- 
nings 1?.  State,  134  Wis.  307,  114  N.  W. 
492,  14  L.  E.  A.   (N.  S.)   862. 

[b]  Where  the  trial  of  one  accused 
of  an  infamous  crime  though  not  a, 
•  felony  commences  before  a  jury  of 
twelve  men,  the  defendant  cannot 
thereafter  consent  to  two  jurors  being 
excused  and  to  abide  by  the  verdict 
of  the  remaining  ten  jurors.  Dickin- 
son V.  United  States,  159  Fed.  801,  86 
C.  C.  A.  625. 

[c]  Notwithstanding  a  defendant 
has  the  right  to  waive  a  jury  trial, 
he  cannot  consent  to  be  tried  by  a 
less  number  of  jurors  than  provided  by 
law,  as  by  s''  doing  he  consents  to 
th(  creation  of  a  tribunal  not  known 
to  the  law  for  the  determination  of 
his  guilt.  People  v.  Bent,  136  N.  Y. 
Supp.  276. 

93.  la. — State  v.  Grossheim,  79  Iowa 
75,  44  N.  W.  541.  Minn.— State  v. 
Sackett,  39  Minn.  69,  38  N.  W.  773. 
Pa.— Com.  V.  Sweet,  4  Pa.  ®ist.  136. 
Tex. — Sohulman  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
173  S.  W.  1195;  Mackey  v.  State  (Tex. 
Crim.),  151  S.  W.  802. 

[a]  Conceding  that  a  jury  contem- 
plated by  the '  constitutional  provision 


should  consist  of  twelve  persons  the 
"question  for  determination  is  wheth- 
er a  defendant  in  a  criminal  action, 
with  the  consent  of  the  state  and 
court,  can  waive  the  .  .  .  constitu- 
tional provision  and  is  bound  thereby. 
The  first  impression  would  be,  we 
think,  that  a  constitutional  provision 
could  be  waived  as  well  as  a  statute. 
Both,  in  this  respect,  have  equal  force 
and  were  enacted  for  the  benefit  and 
protection  of  persons  charged  with 
crime.  If  one  can  be  waived,  why 
not  the  other?  A  conviction  can  only 
be  legally  obtained  in  a  criminal  action 
upon  competent  evidence;  yet,  if  the 
defendant  fails  at  the  proper  time  to 
object  to  such  as  is  incompetent,  he 
cannot  afterwards  do  so.  He  has  a 
constitutional  right  to  a  speedy  trial 
and  yet  he  may  waive  this  provision 
by  obtaining  a  continuance.  A  plea 
of  guilty  ordinarily  dispenses  with  a 
jury  trial  and  it  is  thereby  waived. 
.  .  .  So  in  the  case  at  bar.  The 
defendant  may  have  consented  to 
be  tried  by  eleven  jurers  because  his 
witnesses  were  then  present;  and  he 
might  not  be  able  to  get  them  again, 
or  that  it  was  best  be  should  be  tried 
by  the  jury  as  thus  constituted.  Why 
should  he  not  be  permitted  to  do  so? 
.  .  .  The  right  to  dispense  with  one 
or  more  jurors  cannot  be  exercised 
without  the  consent  of  the  court  and 
state  and  it  may  safely  ...  be  left 
to  them  as  to  when  or  to  what  extent 
it  may  be  exercised."  State  v.  Kauf- 
man, 51  Iowa  578,  2  N.  W.  275,  33  Am. 
Eep.  148. 

[b.]  Under  a  statute  providing  for 
a  waiver  of  trial  by  jury,  a  defendant 
may  waive  the  legal  number  of  jur- 
ors. Territory  v.  'Soga,  20  Haw.  71. 
But  see  contra,  Wartner  v.  State,  102 
Ind.  51,  1  N.  E.  65. 

94.  11.  S. — ^United  States  V.  Shaw, 
59  Fed.  110.  Ark. — Warwick  v.  State, 
47  Ark.  568,  2  S.  W.  335;  State  u.  Cox, 
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eases  the  right  to  a  trial  by  a  jury  consisting  of  twelve  men  cannot 
be  waived.'" 

G.  Dental  oe  Impairment  of  Right  by  Action  op  Court.'"  —  1. 
Rriles  of  Court.  —  While  courts  may  make  -  reasonable  rules  regu- 
lating the  exercise  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  and  refuse'  a  de- 
mand for  a  jury  in  case  of  failure  to  comply  therewith,^^  such  rules 


8  Ark.  436.  111.— People  v.  McDonald, 
178  111.  App.  159;  Jacobs  v.  People,  117 
111.  App.  195.  la. — State  v.  Grossheim, 
79  Iowa  75,  44  N".  W.  541;  State  v. 
Kaufman,  51  Iowa  578,  2  N.  W.  275, 
33  Am.  Eep.  148.  Kan.— State  v.  Wells, 
69  Kan.  792,  77  Pac.  547.-  La.— State 
V.  "Wright,  45  La.  Ann.  57,  12  So.  129. 
Masa — Com.  v.  Dailey,  12  Cush.  80. 
Minn.— State  v.  Sackett,  39  Minn.  69, 
38  N.  W.  773.  Mo.— State  v.  Mans- 
field, 41  Mo.  470.  Okla.— Dalton '  v. 
State,  6  Okla.  Grim.  85,  116  Pao.  954. 
E.  I.— State  V.  Battey,  32  E.  I.  475,  80 
Atl.  10. 

[a]  "In  prosecutions  for  misde- 
meanors, where  the  penalty  imposed  is 
merely  a  fine,  an  agreement  by  the 
defendant  to  be  tried  by  a  jury  con- 
stituted of  a  less  number  than  twelve 
persons,  is  not  inconsistent  with  any 
rule  of  law  or  with  public  policy.  Nor 
does  it  tend  to  defeat  public  justice; 
but,  on  the  contrary,  may  tend  to  pro- 
mote it,  by  facilitating  the  dispatch 
pf  business  in  court,"  Murphy  v. 
Com.,   1   Mete.    (Ky.)    365. 

[b]  And  under  a  constitutional 
provision  declaring  that  a  jury  in 
courts  not  of  record  may  consist  of 
less  than  twelve  men,  a  defendant  may 
consent  to  a  trial  by  less  than  six 
jurors  even  though  it  is  provided  by 
a  statute  that  a  jury  shall  not  consist 
of  less  than  six  persons.  People  u. 
Lane,  124  Mich.  271,  82  N.  W.  896. 

[c]  But  a  failure  to  object  to  a 
jury  consisting  of  less  than  twelve 
men  is  not  a  waiver  of  trial  by  a  jury 
of  twelve  men.  It  "does  not  affirma- 
tively appear  from  this  record  that  the 
defendant  ever  consented  to  be  tried 
by  eleven  men.  True,  he  objected  to 
taking  the  case  from  the  eleven,  swear- 
ing another  juror  and  rehearing  the 
evidence  and  instructions  before  the 
augmented  body  .  .  .  But  .  .  the 
jury  being  illegally  constituted,  with- 
out the  defendant's  consent,  he  was  in 
no  peril  even  of  suifering  the  punish- 
ment denounced  by  the  law  against 
petty  offenders.     The  proper  course  to 
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pursue  was  to  discharge  the  eleven 
jurors  and  award  a  venire  de  novo." 
Warwick  v.  State,  47  Ark.  568,  2  S. 
W.  335. 

95.  Kan. — State  v.  Simons,  61  Kan. 
752,  60  Pac.  1052.  Miss. — Jones  v. 
State,  27  So.  382;  Hunt  v.  State,  61 
Miss.  577.  Mo. — State  v.  Mansfield,  41 
Mo.  470.  Mont. — Territory  v.  Ah  Wah, 
4  Mont.  149,  1  Pac.  732,  47  Am.  Rep. 
341.  Nev. — State  v.  Borowaky,  11  Nev. 

119.  N.  M. — Territory  v.  Ortiz,  8  N. 
M.  154,  42  Pac.  87.  Ohio.— Williams 
V.  State,  12  Ohio  St.  622.  Okla. 
Queenan  v.  Territory,  11  Okla.  261,  71 
Pac.  218,  61  L.  B.  A.  324.  Wash. 
State  V.  Ellis,  22  Wash.  129,  60  Pac. 
136. 

[a]  "In  case  of  misdemeanors  cre- 
ated by  statute,  the  legislature  may 
provide  for  their  prosecution  in  a  sum- 
mary way  and  without  the  formality 
of  indictment  and  the  accused  may 
waive  a  jury  or  agree  on  a  certain 
number;  but  .in  those  offenses,  includ- 
ing capital  crimes  and  felonies,  which 
under  the  constitution  can  only  be 
proceeded  with  by  indictment  and  pre- 
sentment of  a  grand  jury,  and  can 
only  be  tried  by  a  petit  jury,  the  jury 
must  be  composed  of  twelve  persons, 
and  their  verdict  must  be  unanimous." 
State  V.  Mansfield,  41  Mo.  471. 

96.  Denial  or  impairment  by  action 
of  legislature,  see  supra,  II,  D. 

97.  V.  S.— Fidelity  &  D.  Co.  v.  Uni- 
ted States,  187  U.  S.  315,  23  Sup.  Ct. 

120,  47  L.  ed.  194.  Cal.— People  «. 
Metropolitan  Surety  Co.,  164  Cal.  174, 
128  Pac.  324,  Ann.  Cas.  1914B,  1181. 
D.  C. — Simmons  v.  Morrison,  13  App. 
Cas.  161;  Cropley  v.  Vogeler,  2  App. 
Cas.  28.  N.  Y.— Cohen  v.  Cohen,  160 
App.  Div.  240,  145  N.  T.  Supp.  652. 
Tenn.— Stadler  &  Co.  v.  Hertz  &  Co., 
13  Lea  315.  Vt.— Jones  v.  Spear,  21 
Vt.  426. 

[a]  Requiring  Demand. — A  rule  of 
court  providing  that  misdemeanor 
cases  shall  be  called  on  the  first  Mon- 
day after  arrest  and  that,  if  a  jury  is 
desired,    a    written     demand    therefor 
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must  not  burden  the  exercise  of  the  constitutional  right  to  trial  by 
jury  with  unreasonable  restrictions.^®  Rules  of  court  requiring  the 
deposit  of  jury  fees  as  a  condition  precedent  to  a  trial  by  jury  gen- 
erally have  been  upheld.*'  But  a  rule  of  court  which  is  in  anywise 
inconsistent  with  a  statute  upon  the  same  is  unenforcible.^  Thus 
where  the  manner  of  waiving  a  jury  is  prescribed  by  the  statute, 
non-compliance  with  a  rule  of  court  cannot  be  made  by  rule,  a  waiver 
of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury.^ 

Eules  of  court  making  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  in  actions  on 
contract  dependent  upon  the  filing  of  a  verified  answer  have  been 


must  be  filed  on  said  day  or  the  cause 
■will  he  placed  on  the  nonjury  docket 
is  reasonable  and  may  be  deemed  es- 
sential to  an  orderly  and  expeditive 
administration  of  the  law.  Stafford  v. 
State,  154  Ala.  71,  45  So.  673. 

As  to  necessity  for  demand,  see  su- 
pra, II,  F,  2. 

As  to  waiver  of  light,  see  supra  II, 
F,  4. 

98.  Jones  v.  Spear,  21  Vt.  426. 

99.  People  v.  Metropolitan  Surety 
Co.,  164  Cal.  174,  128  Pac.  324,  Ann. 
Cas.  1914B,  1181;  Naphtaly  v.  Eovegno, 
130  Cal.  639,  63  Pac.  66;  Adams  v. 
Crawford,  116  Cal.  495,  48  Pac.  488; 
Conneau  v.  Geis,  73  Cal.  176,  14  Pac. 
580,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  785;  Reliance  Auto 
Repair  Co.  v.  Nugent,  159  Wis.  488,  149 
N.  W.  377. 

[a]  "A  rule  requiring  the  fee  to 
be  paid  in  advance  is  a  reasonable  pre- 
caution to  prevent  the  jurors  from 
being  defrauded  by  unscrupulous  part- 
ies, and  to  prevent  the  demand  of  a 
jury  being  used  as  a  pretext  to  obtain 
continuances,  and  thus  trifle  with  jus- 
tice. The  right  to  bring  suit,  and  the 
right  to  appeal  to  a  higher  court  are 
as  fully  secured  by  the  constitution  as 
the  right  to  a  trial  by  jury;  yet  it  has 
always  been  the  practice  to  collect  the 
fees '  therefor  before  the  suit  is  com- 
menced or  the  record  on  appeal  is  filed. 
An(f  we  do  not  see  how  such  a  pro- 
ceeding impairs  the  right  in  the  one 
case  any  more  than  in  the  other.  If 
the  court  has  a  right  to  require  the 
payment  of  a  jury  fee  in  advance,  the 
refusal  to  pay  it  is  the  refusal  to  have 
a  jury  trial;  and  since  this  is  the 
party's  own  act,  he  cannot  be  said  to 
be  deprived  of  anything."  Conneau 
V.  Geis,  73  Cal.  176,  14  Pac.  580,  2  Am. 
St.  Rep.  785. 

1.  Nichols  V.  Cherry,  22  Utah  1,  60 
Pac.   1103. 


2.  Colo. — Peeps  Fixture  Co.  v.  Gove, 
24  Colo.  App.  149,  133  Pac.  143.  N.  J. 
Ten  Eyck  v.  Farlee,  16  N.  J.  L.  348; 
Hinchly  v.  Machine,  15  N.  J.  L.  476. 
N.  Y.— Wilcox  V.  Wilcox,  116  App.  Div. 
423,  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  828;  Conderman 
V.  Conderman,  44  Hun  181,  7  N.  Y.  St. 
789. 

[a]  "When  the  law-making  author- 
ity expressly  enumerates  the  modes  by 
v/hich  an  object  may  be  accomplished, 
a  body  to  which  it  delegates  its  power, 
with  an  inhibition  against  exercising 
it  inconsistently  with  written  law, 
may  not  alter  the  provision  by  increas 
ing  the  number  of  modes.  .  .  .  The 
rule  .  .  .  was  unauthorized  in  so  far 
as  it  was  an  attempt  to  limit  the  con- 
stitutional right  to  a  trial  by  jury  of 
the  issue  of  adultery  in  an  action  for 
divorce  by  prescribing  a  mode  of  waiv- 
er not  included  in  a  statutory  provis- 
ion legislating  upon  the  same  subject- 
matter."  Halgren  v.  Halgren,  160 
App.  Div.  477,  145  N.  Y.  Supp.  987. 

[b]  Where  the  statute  prescribes 
the  manner  in  which  a  jury  may  be 
waived  in  certain  actions  and  a  failure 
to  demand  a  jury  at  the  time  of  set- 
ting the  cause  is  not  included  as  a 
mode  of  waiver,  a  rule  of  court  de- 
claring that,  if  a  jury  is  not  demanded 
at  the  time  of  setting  the  cause  for 
trial,  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  shall 
be  deemed  waived  cannot  be  enforced 
and  it  is  error  to  deny  the  right  to  a 
jury  by  reason  of  such  rule.  Biggs  v. 
Lloyd,  70  Cal.  447,  11  Pac.  831. 

fe]  Where  Statute  Requires  Ex- 
press Waiver. — Under  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  the  parties  shall  be  en- 
titled to  a  trial  by  jury  unless  a  jury 
is  expressly  waived,  a  rule  of  court 
requiring  the  parties  to  demand  a  jury 
withiji  a  certain  time  is  invalid.  Ten 
Eyck  V.  Farlee,   16  N.  J.  L.  348. 
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upheld,^  and  the  same  is  true  of  rules  of  court  regulating  the  exer- 
cise of  the  right  to  peremptory  challenges.* 

2.  Constitution  and  Selection  of  Jury.  —  An  order  of  court  to 
summon  a  jury  from  one  particular  part  of  the  county  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  another  part  constitutes  a  denial  of  the  right  to  trial  by 
jury,^  as  does  a  trial  by  jurors  who  are  not  able  to  speak  the  English 
language.® 

3.  Impartiality  of  Jury.  —  The  right  to  trial  by  jury  implies  a 
trial  by  an  impartial  jury,  and  where  the  court  permits  the  jurors 
to  sit  under  conditions  M'hich  might  affect  their  impartiality  the  right 
to  trial  by  jUry  is  impaired  thereby.'  But  the  exclusion  of  the  jury 
from  the  courtroom  during  an  argument  on  the  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence does  not  violate  the  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury.^  Nor 
is  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  violated 
by  permitting  a  juror  to  testify  as  a  witness,^  or  to  act  as  inter- 
preter.^" 

4.  Directing  Verdict.  —  Where  there  is  some  evidence  tending  to 
prove  the  material  facts  necessary  to  entitle  a  party  to  a  verdict,  it  is 


3.  U.  S.— Fidelity  &  D.  Co.  v. 
United  Statea,  187  U.  S.  315,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  120,  47  L.  ed.  194.  D.  C— Cropley 
V.  Vogeler,  2  App.  Cas.  28.  Vt. — Jones 
V.  Spear,  21   Vt.  426. 

[a]  Bequiriag  Affidavit  of  Defense. 
A  rule  of  court  authorizing  the  rendi- 
tion of  judgments  in  actions  ex  con- 
tractu where  no  affidavit  of  defense  is 
filed  does  not  deprive  defendant  of  his 
constitutional  right  to  trial  by  jury. 
' '  It  prescribes  the  means  of  making 
an  issue.  The  issue  made  as  prescribed, 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury  accrues.  The 
purpose  of  the  rule  is  to  preserve  the 
court  from  frivolous  defenses  and  to 
defeat  attempts  to  use  formal  pleading 
as  means  to  delay  the  recovery  of  just 
demands."  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Co.  V. 
United  States,  1'87  U.  S.  315,  23  Sup. 
Ct.  120,  47  L.  ed.  194. 

4.  St.  Clair  v.  United  States,  154 
U.  S.  134,  14  Sup.  Ct.  1002,  38  L.  ed. 
936. 

[a]  "Trial  by  jury  is  guaranteed 
by  the  constitution,  the  right  of  chal- 
lenge is  secured  by  legislative  enact- 
ment, and  the  mode  in  which  jurors 
are  presented  to  the  prisoner,  in  his 
exercise  of,  that  right,  depends  upon 
pra(5tice  or  is  regulated  by'  rule  of 
court."  State  v.  Boatwright,  10  Eich. 
L.   (S.  C.)   407. 

5.  Shaffer  v.  State,  1  How.  (Miss.) 
238;  Zanone  v.  State,  97  Tenn.  101,  36 
S.  W.  711,  35  L.  E.  A.  556. 

[a]  Order  Specifying  Townships. 
An    order    of    the    court    directing   the 
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jury  to  be  drawn  from  eleven  specified 
townships  out  of  twenty-five  townships 
is  not  sanctioned  by  law.  People  v. 
Hall,  48  Mich.  482,  12  N.  W.  665,  42 
Am.  Eep.  477.   , 

6.  Lyles  v.  State,  41  Tex.  172,  19 
Am.  Eep.  38. 

7.  See  cases  following. 

[a]  Where  the  trial  judge  on  an 
application  for  a  continuance  in  the 
presence  of  the  jury  examines  the  de- 
fendant and  by  the  character  of  the 
questions  asked  brings  defendant's 
cause  in  contempt,  it  is  a  denial  of 
the  constitutional  right  of  trial  by 
jury.  Collins  v.  State,  99  Miss.  47,  54 
So.  665. 

[b]  Where  a  large  crowd  hostile  to 
defendant  was  assembled  in  the  court 
room  and  within  the  bar  immediately 
around  the  jury,  the  jury  was  iiot  so 
safeguarded  against  extraneous  influ- 
ences as  to  allow  the  defendants  the 
right  of  trial  by  an  impartial  jury 
guaranteed  by  the  constitution.  State 
!;.  Weldon,  91  S.  C.  29,  74  S.  E.  43,  Ann. 
Cas.  1913E,  801,  39  L.  E.  A.  (N.  S.) 
667. 

8.  People  V.  Becker,  215  N.  Y.  126, 
109  N.  E.  127,  Ann.  Cas.  1917A,  600. 

As  to  exclusion  of  jury  during  argu- 
ment, see  infra,  IX,  C. 

9.  Howser  v.  Com.,  51  Pa.  332. 
Jurors  as  witnesses,  see  14  Ency.  oj* 

Ev.  603. 

10.  People  V.  Thiede,  11  Utah  241, 
39  Pac.  837.     ' 
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a  denial  of  the  constitutional  right  to  trial  by  jury  to  direct  a  verdict 
against  such  party,^^  but  where  the  evidence  with  all  reasonable  in- 
ferences to  be  drawn  therefrom  cannot  support  any  other  verdict,  the 
court  may  direct  a  verdict.^'' 

5.  Nonsuit.  —  The  constitutional  guaranty  of  the  right  to  trial  by 
jury  is  net  applicable  to  the  action  of  the  trial  court  in  sustaining 
a  demurrer  to  the  evidence." 

6.  New  Trial.  —  The  constitutional  right  to  trial  by  jury  is  not 
infringed  by  the  granting  of  a  new  trial  by  the  court  upon  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  excessive.^*  Nor  does  an  order 
of  court  making  the  denial  of  a  new  trial  dependent  upon  a  remission 
of  part  of  the  verdict  impair  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  trial  by 
jury.^°  It  has  been  held,  however,  that  the  power  of  the  court  to  set 
aside  a  verdict  cannot  be  exercised  where  several  verdicts  have  been 
rendered  in  the  cause  in  favor  of  the  same  party."     An  order  of 


11.  Gibbs  V.  Village  of  Girard,  88 
Ohio  St.  34,  102  N.  E.  299. 

As  to  ditecting  verdict,  see  gener- 
ally the  title  "Verdict." 

As  to  legislative  power  to  authorize 
a  directed  verdict,  see  supra,  II,  D. 

[a]  ' '  There  can  be  no  constitutional 
exercise  of  the  power  to  direct  a  ver- 
dict in  any  case  in  which  there  is  a 
dispute  as  to  any  material  evidence  or 
any  legal  doubt  as  to  the  conclusion 
to  be  drawn  from  the  .whole  evidence, 
upon  the  issues  to  be  tried.  .  .  .  That 
is,  if  there  is  any  dispute  as  to  any 
material  fact,  the  case  must  go  to  the 
jury."  Tennessee  Cent.  E.  Co.  v. 
Morgan,  132  Teun.  1,  175  S.  W.  1148. 

12.  Eandall  v.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  E. 
Co.,  109  U.  S.  478,  3  Sup.  Ct.  322,  27 
L.  ed.  1003;  People  v.  Damskey,  180 
Mich.  664,  147  N.  W.  585. 

[a]  Uuder  the  federal  practice  an 
order  of  the  court  directing  a  verdict 
after  the  jury  has  deliberated  and  has 
been  unable  to  agree  is  not  in  viola- 
tion of  the  constitutional  right  to  trial 
by  jurv.  Cloquet  Lumber  Co.  v.  Burns, 
207  Fed.  40. 

13.  Smith  V.  Glynn  (Mo.),  177  S. 
W.  848;  Meade  v.  Meade,  111  Va.  451, 
69  S.  E.  330. 

See  Coughran  v.  Bigelow,  164  IT.  S. 
301,  17  Sup.  Ct.  117,  41  L.  ed.  442. 

As  to  legislative  power  to  authorize 
a  nonsuit,  see  supra,  II,  D,  4,  k. 

14.  Ky. — Louisville  &  N.  E.  Co.  v. 
Fox,  11  Bush  495.  Mo. — Devine  v.  City 
of  St.  Louis,  257  Mo.  470,  165  S.  W. 
1034,  51  L.  R.  A.  (N.  S.)  860.  S.  O. 
Southern  Power  Co.  v.  White,  92  S. 
C.  ^9,  75  S.  E.  459. 


15.  U.  S.— Kennon  v.  Gilmer,  131 
V.  S.  22,  9  Sup.  Ct.  696,  33  L.  ed.  110, 
ria. — Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v. 
Pipkin,  64  Fla.  24,  59  So.  564.  Wis. 
Heimlich  v.  Taboi-,  123  Wis.  565,  102 
N,  W.  10,  68  L.  R.  A.  669. 

[a]  "The  authority  of  the  court  to 
determine  whether  the  damages  are 
excessive  implies  authority  to  deter- 
mine when  they  are  not  of  that  char- 
acter. To  indicate,  before  passing  upon 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  its  opinion 
that  the  damages  are  excessive,  and 
to  require '  a  plaintiff  to  submit  to  a 
new  trial,  unless,  by  remitting  a  part 
of  the  verdict,  he  removes  that  objec- 
tion certainly  does  not  deprive  the  de- 
fendant of  any  right,  or  give  him  any 
cause  for  complaint.  Notwithstanding 
such  remission,  it  is  still  open  to  him 
to  show  in  the  court  which  tried  the 
case  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  a  verdict  in  any  sum  and  to  insist, 
either  in  that  court,  or  in  the  appel- 
late court,  that  such  errors  of  law 
were  committed  as  entitled  him  to  have 
a  new  trial  of  the  Whole  case."  Ar- 
kansas Val.  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  v.  Mann, 
130  U.  S.  69,  &  Sup.  Ct.  458,  32  L.  M. 
854. 

16.  Hazzard  v.  Mayor  of  Savannah, 
77  Ga.  54. 

[a]  Where  three  successive  verdicts 
of  the  jury  in  a  cause  are  set  aside 
by  the  court  on  the  ground  that  the 
verdict  is  not  supported  by  the  evi- 
dence, the  order  setting  aside  the  last 
verdict  will  be  reversed.  "Unless  the 
system  of  trial  by  jury  is  to  be  en- 
tirely overthrown,  there  must  be  a 
point    where    the    determination    of    a 
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court  denying  a  new  trial,  upon  a  motion  made  either  on  the  ground 
that  the  verdict  is  against  the  evidence^'  or  on  the  ground  of  newly- 
discovered  evidence^*  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  denial  of  the  consti- 
tutional right  to  trial  by  jury.  Nor  is  it  an  infringement  upon  the 
constitution  for  the  court  in  awarding  a  new  trial  to  limit  the  issues 
to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  at  such  trial." 

7.  Review  of  Questions  of  Pact  on  Appeal.  —  An  appellate  court 
cannot  without  violating  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  trial  by  jury 
weigh  conflicting  evidence  as  long  as  there  is  any  evidence  to  support 
the  verdict,^"  but  it  may  upon  undisputed  facts  direct  the  entry  of 
a  judgment  in  accordance  therewith  without  infringing  the  consti- 
tutional guaranty  of  trial  by  jury.^^  So  too,  where  it  appears  as  a 
matter  of  law  that  plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  the  action,  the  appel- 
late court  may  reverse  a  judgment  in  his  favor  without  remanding 
the  cause.^^  The  provision  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States 
that  no  fact  tried  by  a  jury  shall  be  otherwise  re-examined  in  any 
court  of  the  United  States  than  according  to  the  rules  of  the  common 
law  applies  to  cases  brought  up  from  the  state  courts  ;^^  and  the  only 


jury  on  questions  of  fact  shall  no 
longer  be  interfered  with  by  the  court. 
The  power  vested  in  a  trial  court  to 
set  aside  a  manifestly  unjust  verdict, 
where  it  is  clearly  the  result  of  pas- 
sion, prejudice  or  corruption,  was  not 
intended  to  establish  the  proposition 
that  the  verdict  of  a  jury  on  questions 
of  fact  shall  not  be  permitted  to  stand 
unless  it  is  in  harmony  with  the  views 
of  the  justice  presiding."  Perlman  v. 
Brooklyn  Heights  E.  Co.,  78  Misc.  168, 
137  N.  Y.  Supp.  917. 

[b]  And  in  Dale  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  & 
N.  Ey.  Co.,  63  Mo.  455,  it  is  said: 
''The  verdict  in  this  ease  on  the  first 
trial  was  set  aside  on  account  of  the 
damages  being  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  excessive.  A  second  verdict  was 
for  the  same  amount  which  the  court 
refused  to  set  aside,  and  any  inter- 
ference by  this  court  would  be  a 
usurpation  of  'the  province  of  the 
jury." 

17.  Devine  v.  City  of  St.  Louis,  257 
Mo.  470,  165  S.  W.  1014,  51  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  8.)   860. 

18.  Sanborn  v.  Boston  &  M.  E.  R., 
77  N.  H.  307,  91  Atl.  865. 

19.  Yazoo  &  M.  V.  E.  Co.  v.  Scott, 
108  Miss.  871,  67  So.  491. 

20.  Southern  Product  Co.  v.  Frank- 
lin Coil  Hoop  Co.,  183  Ind.  123,  106 
K.  E.  872;  Peterson  v.  Ocean  Elec.  Ey. 
Co.,  161  App.  Div.  720,  146  N.  Y.  Supp. 
604. 

21.  Middleton  v.  Whitridge,  213  N. 
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Y.  499,  108  N.  E.  192,  Ann.  Cas.  1916C, 
856;  Peterson  v.  Ocean  Elec.  Ey.  Co., 
161  App.  Div.  720,  146  N.  Y.  Supp. 
604. 

22.  Kinkaid  ».  Kinkaid,  256  111.  548, 
100  N.  E.  217. 

[a]  "The  right  of  a  trial  by  jury, 
as  enjoj'ed  prior  to  the  adoption  of 
the  constitution,  is  subject  to  the 
power  of  a  court  of  review  to  reverse 
a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  without 
remanding  the  cause,  in  cases  where 
it  clearly  appears,  as  a  question  of 
law,  that  in  the  end  there  can  be  no 
recovery  which  could  be  permitted  te 
stand.  But  the  fact  that  the  trial 
court  might  have  directed  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  does  not  empower  the 
appellate  court  to  reverse  a  judgment 
for  defendant  and  enter  a  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff's  damages  and  costs." 
Kinkaid"  «.  Kinkaid,  256  HI.  548,  100 
K.  E.  217. 

23.  Justices  v.  Murray,  9  Wall.  (U. 
S.)   274,  19  L.  ed.  658. 

[a]  "It  is  admitted  that  the  clause 
applies  to  the  appellate  powers  of  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in 
all  common  law  cases  coming  up  from 
an  inferior  Federal  court  and  also  to 
the  circuit  court  in  like  cases,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  appellate  powers.  And 
why  not,  as  it  respects  the  exercise  of 
these  powers  in  feases  of  Federal  cog- 
nizance coming  up  from  a  state  court? 
The  terms  of  the  amendment  are  gen- 
eral,  and   contain   no   qualification   in 
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moaes  of  review  under  this  constitutional  provision  are  by  granting 
a  new  trial  by  the  court  where  the  cause  was  tried  or  by  reversing 
the  judgment  on  appeal.^* 

H.  Effect  of  DEiiriAL  of  Right.  —  A  judgment  rendered  by  a 
court  sitting  without  a  jury  in  a  case  where  a  jury  cannot  be  waived 
is  void,^°  while  a  denial  of  a  jury  trial  in  a  case  where  a  jury  can 
be,  waived  is  error  only  and  not  an  action  in  excess  of  jurisdiction.^" 
So  toe,  a  verdict  found  by  a  jury  consisting  of  less  than  twelve  men 
in  a  case  in  which  a  common-law  jury  cannot  be  waived  is  void.^^ 
And  a  verdict  rendered  by  a  jury  consisting  of  more  than  twelve 
likewise  must  be  set  aside.''®  The  denial  of  the  right  to  a  jury  trial 
will  be  deemed  prejudicial  even  though  no  prejudice  is  shown,  and 
requires  a  reversal.^^ 

ni.  SELECTING  AND  DRAWING  JURORS.^  — A.  The  Jury 
Ll^t.  —  1.  In  General.  —  At  common  law  there  was  no  procedure  sim- 
ilar to  what  is  now  known  as  the  making  of  the  jury  list,  but  the  selec- 
tion and  summoning  of  the  array  of  jurors  for  a  particular  session  of 
court  was  confided  almost  wholly  to  the  sheriff,  or  other  proper  ofScer.'' 


respect  to  the  restriction  upon  the  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction  «f  the  courts,  ex- 
cept as  t»  the  class  of  cases,  namely, 
suits  at  common  law,  where  the  trial 
has  been  by  jury.  The  natural  infer- 
ence is  that  no  other  was  intended.  Its 
language,  upon  any  reasonable,  if  not 
necessary,  interpretation  we  think,  ap- 
plies to  this  entire  class,  no  matter 
from  what  court  the  case  comes,  of 
which  cognizance  can  be  taken  by  the 
appellate  court.  It  seems  to  us  also 
that  cases  of  Federal  cognizance,  com- 
ing up  from  state  coijrts,  are  iiot  only 
within  the  words  but  are  also  within 
the  reason  and  policy  of  the  amend- 
ment." Justices  V.  Murray,  9  Wall 
(U.  S.)  274,  19  L.  ed.  658. 

24.  Justices  v.  Murray,  9  Wall.  (TT 
S.)  274,  19  L.  ed.  658;  Parsons  v.  Bed- 
ford, 3  Pet.   (U.  S.)   433,  7  L.  ed.  732. 

25.  Paulsen  v.  People,  195  HI.  507, 
63  N.  E.  144. 

[a]  "Where  a  tribunal  for  the  trial 
of  criminal  prosecutions  is  provided  for 
and  a  jury  is  made  an  essential  part 
of  it,  such  tribunal  cannot  be  changed 
by  permitting  the  accused  to  consent 
to  the  elimination  of  the  jury  there 
from.  In  such  cases  the  accused  would, 
by  waiver  of  a  juty  trial  and  consent 
to  a  trial  before  the  judge  alone,  con- 
fer jurisdiction  upon  a  tribunal  which 
had  no  such  jurisdiction '  under  the 
law. ' '  Brewster  v.  People,  183  111.  143, 
55   N.  B.  640. 


26.  Goodman  v.  Superior  Court,  8 
Cal.  App.  232,  96  Pac.  395. 

27.  Ind. — Moore  v.  State,  72  Ind. 
358;  Brown  v.  State,  8  Blackf.  561. 
Minn.— State  v.  Everett,  14  Minn.  439. 
Miss. — Ex  parte  Scott,  70  Miss.  247,  11 
So.  657,  35  Am.  St.  Eep.  649.  N.  J. 
Briant  v.  Russell,  2  N.  J.  L.  146.  N.  M. 
Territory  v.  Ortiz,  8  N.  M.  154,  42 
Pac.  87.  Tex. — Jester  v.  State,  26  Tex. 
App.  369,  9  S.  W.  616.  Wis.— May  v. 
Milwaukee  &  M.  E.  Co.,  3  Wis.  219. 

fa]  A  trial  by  a  jury  of  less  than 
twelve  men  because  one  of  the  jurors 
was  excused  by  reason  of  illness,  is  il- 
legal and  the  verdict  of  such  jury  is 
void.  Cora.  v.  Byers,  5  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
295.  To  the  same  effect,  Denman  v. 
Baldwin,   3   N.   J.   L.   945. 

28.  N.  C— Whitehurst  v.  Davis,  3 
N.  C.  113.  Tex.— Bullard  v.  State,  38 
Tex.  504,  19  Am.  Eep.  30.  W.  Va. 
State  V.  Hudkins,  35  W.  Va.  247,  13 
S.  B.  367. 

29.  King  Co.  v.  Louisville  &  N.  E. 
Co.,  131  Ky.  46,  114  S.  W.  308;  Payne 
V.  Bllwood  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  163  S. 
W.   93. 

1.  Selecting  the  trial  jury,  see  infra, 
VII. 

2.  See  the  following:  Dak. — United 
States  V.  Beebe,  2  Dak.  292,  11  N.  W. 
505.  Ga.— Carter  v.  State,  143  Ga.  632, 
85  S.  E.  884.  Ky.— Deaton  v.  Com.,  157 
Ky.  308,  163  S.  W.  204.  Md.— State  v. 
McNay,    100    Md.    622,    60    Atl.    273; 
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This  method  is  still  used  in  special  instances,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute 
covering  the  procedure.^  The  method  of  the  selection  of  jurors  is  now, 
however,  almost  entirely  regulated  by  statute,  owing  to  the  abuses  of 
the  common  law  procedure.*  These  statutes  are  merely  directory  f  yet 


Cooper  V.  State,  64  Md.  40,  20  Atl. 
986.  Mich.— Gott  v.  Brigham,  45  Micli. 
424,  8  iST.  W.  41.  N.  0.— State  v.  Dan- 
iels, 134  N.  C.  641,  46  S.  E.  743.  S.  O. 
State  V.  McQuaige,  5  S.  C.  429.  W.  Va. 
State  V.  Medley,  66  W.  Va.  216,  66  S. 
E.  358.  Wyo.— State  v.  BoUn,  10  Wyo. 
439,  70  Pae.  1.  Can.— In  re  Sheriff,  26 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  346;  Harris  v.  McKenzie,  3 
Nova  Seotia  242. 

[a]  Selection.  Discretionary  With 
Sheriff. — The  sheriff  selected,  at  his  dis- 
cretion, from  the  body  of  freehold- 
ers in  a  county  er  from  the  body  of 
citizens  in  a  city,  the  persons  whom 
lie  would  have  assembled  for  this  pur- 
pose, and  broTight  them  into  court  un- 
der authority  of  a  writ  of  venire  facias 
in  civil  cases,  and  a  precept  in  criminal 
cases,  and  ^entered  the  names  of  those 
summoned  on  a  paper.  Carter  v.  State, 
143  Ga.  632,  85  S.  E.  884;  State  v. 
Daniels,  134  N.  C.  648,  46  S.  E.  743. 
See  also  infra,  TV,  B,  1. 

3.  See  Deaton  v.  Com.,  157  Ky.  308, 
163  S.  W.  204. 

[a]  In  Kentucky,  the  common  law 
method  of  having  the  sheriff  select  the 
jury  becomes  operative  where  a  jury 
is  directed  to  be  selected  from  an  ad- 
joining county.  Deaton  v.  Com.,  157 
Ky.  308,  163  S.  W.  204. 

4.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Mich. — People  v.  Harding,  53  Mich.  48, 
18  N.  W.  555,  51  Am.  Eep.  95,  review- 
ing legislation  upon  subject  of  sel'sct- 
ing  the  jury.  N.  Y. — Dolan  v.  People, 
64  N.  Y.  485,  reviewing  legislation  in 
New  York  on  subject.  N.  C. — State  v. 
Daniels,  134  N.  C.  641,  46  S.  E.  743. 

[a]  A  person  has  no  vested  right 
In  the  manner  provided  for  the  selec- 
tion of  juries,  except  that  a  change 
may  not  make  it  more  difficult  for  him 
to  be  guaranteed  an  impartial  jury. 
State  V.  Barlaw,  70  Ohio  St.  363,  71 
N.  E.  726. 

[b]  The  object  of  statutes  (1)  regu- 
lating the  selection  of  jurers  is  to  es- 
tablish a  mode  of  distributing  jury 
duties  among  persons  in  the  respective 
counties,  subject  to  that  kind  of  serv- 
ice (Ga.— Eafe  v.  State,  20  Ga.  60.  la. 
State  V.  Wilson,  166  Iowa  309,  144  N. 
W.  47,  147  N.  W.  739.    Miss.— Sumrall 
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V.  State,  29  Miss.  202.  Mo. — State  v. 
Breen,  59  Mo.  413.  Ohio. — State  v. 
Barlow,  70  Ohio  St.  363,  71  N.  B.  726. 
S.  C— Ehodes  v.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  68 
S.  C.  404,  47  S.  E.  689),  and  (2)  to 
guard  against  unjust  political  prejudice 
in  the  selection.  Klemmer  v.  Mount 
Penn  Gravity  E.  Co.,  163  Pa.  521,  30 
Atl.  274;  Bucks  County  Jurors,  20  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  36. 

As  to  selection,  see  infra,  III,  A,  5. 

5.  Ala. — Jury  Com.  t:.  State,  ex  rel. 
Attorney  General,  178  Ala.  412,  59  So. 
594;  Griffin  v.  State,  165  Ala.  29,  50 
So.  962;  Thompson  v.  State,  122  Ala. 
12,  26  So.  14];_Childs  v.  State,  97  Ala. 

49,  12  So.  441  (Code  1885,  §4314); 
Woodward  v.  State,  5  Ala.  App.  202,  59 

50.  688.  Cal. — People  v.  Durrant,  116 
Cal.  179,  48  Pac.  75.  Ga.— Eafe  v. 
State,  20  Ga.  60.  la.— State  v.  Wilson, 
166  Iowa  309,  144  N.  W.  47,  147  N. 
W.  739;  State  «.  Pierce,  90  Iowa  506, 
58  N.  W.  891;  State  v.  Ansaleme,  15 
Iowa  44.  Miss. — Cook  r,.  State,  90  Miss. 
137,  43  So,  618.  Mo.— State  v.  Austin, 
183  Mo.  478,  82  S.  W.  5;  State  v.  Glea- 
son,  88  Mo.  582;  State  v.  Knight,  61 
Mo.  373;  State  v.  Breen,  59  Mo.  413. 
N.  J.— Gardner  v.  State,  55  N.  J.  L. 
Union  Nat.  Bank,  40  N.  J.  L.  563. 
17,  26  Atl.  30;  Stephens  v.  State,  53  N. 
J.  L.  245,  21  Atl.  1038;  Poulson  v. 
N.  C— State  v.  Teachey,  138  N.  0.  587, 
50  S.  E.  232;  State  v.  Daniels,  134  N. 
C.  641,  46  S.  E.  743;  State  v.  Perry, 
122  N.  C.  1018,  29  S.  E.  384;  State  «. 
Durham  Fertilizer  Co.,  Ill  N.  C.  658, 
16  8.  E.  231;  State  v.  Hensley,  94  N. 
C.  1021;  State  v.  Martin,  82  N.  C.  672; 
State  V.  Griffice,  74  N.  C.  316.  Ohio. 
State  V.  Barlow,  70  Ohio  St.  363,  71 
N,  E.  726;  Huling  v.  State,  17  Ohio  St. 
583.  S.  C— State  «.  Smith,  77  S.  0. 
248,  57  S.  E.  868;  Hutto  v.  Southern 
Ey.,  75  S.  C.  295,  55  S.  E.  245;  Ehodes 
V.  Southern  Ey.,  68  S.  C.  494,  47  S.  E. 
689.  Wyo.— State  v.  Bolln,  10  Wyo. 
439,  70  Pae.  1. 

[a]  "The  law  prescribes  in  detail 
and  with  much  particularity  how  the 
jury  list  of  the  county  shall  be  an- 
nually prepared  and  revised  by  the 
board  of  county  commissioners.  It  is 
highly   conducive  to   the  fair  and  im- 
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even  so,  the  courts  are  agreed  that  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  must 
be  substantially  conformed  to.^ 

2.  By  Whom  Selected.'  —  a/  In  General.  —  The  various  statutes 
differ  as  to  the  body  or  board  upon  whom  the  power  of  selecting  and 
preparing  the  jury  list  is  conferred.*  A  great  number  of  the  statutes, 
however,  provide  a  jury  commission  for  this  purpose.^    The  board  of 


partial  administration  of  justice,  that 
these  details  should  be  strictly  ob- 
served and  followed,  and  any  inten- 
tional non-observance  of  them  is  the 
subject  of  censure,  if  not  of  punish- 
ment. But  it  is  well  settled  that  they 
are  only  rules  and  regulations  which 
are  directory  only,  and  have  never 
been  held  to  be  mandatory,  where  the 
persons  siimmoned  are  qualified  jurors 
in  other  respects.  It  is  clear  from  the 
statute  itself  that  these  rules  are  not 
mandatory,  as  they  are  nowhere  de- 
clared to  be,  and  no  penalty  is  affixed 
for  a.  violation  of  them.  So  far  from 
regarding  as  fatal  an  omission  to  fol- 
low strictly  these  regulations  so  pre- 
scribed, the  statute  expressly  provides 
that  irregularities  shall  not  vitiate." 
State  V.  Haywood,  73  N.  C.  437. 

6.  Cal. — ^People  v.  Sowell,  145  Cal. 
292,  78  Pac.  717;  People  v.  Durrant,  116 
Cal.  179,  48  Pac.  75;  People  v.  Davis, 
73  Cal.  355,  15  Pac.  8.  la.— State  v. 
Wilson,  166  Iowa  309,  144  N.  W.  47, 
147  N.  W.  739;  State  v.  Hassan,  149 
Iowa  518,  128  N.  W.  960;  State  v.  Ed- 
gerton,  100  Iowa  63,  69  N.  W.  280. 
Kan. — State  v.   Jenkins,   32   Kan.   477, 

4  Pac.  809.  Mo. — Jerabek  v.  St.  Jo- 
seph, 159  Mo.  App.  505,  1,41  S.  W.  456. 
Mont.— Stats  v.  Tighe,  27  Mont.  327, 
71  Pae.  3.  N.  C— State  v.  Hensley,  94 
N.  C.  1021;  State  v.  Haywood,  73  N. 
C.  437.     P.  E. — See  Zurrinach  v.  Aran, 

5  Porto  Eico  Fed,  33.  'Wyo'.— Mel- 
drum  V.  State,  23  Wyo.  12,  146  Pac. 
596;  State  v.  BoUn,  10  Wyo.  439,  70 
Pac.  1. 

[a]  Material  departures  from  the 
mode  of  selection  prescribed  by  the 
law  are  only  such  as  affect  the  substan- 
tial rights  of  a  defendant  in  securing 
an  impartial  jury.  Peeple  v.  Sowell, 
145  Cal.  292,  78  Pae.  717. 

7.  By  whom  juiy-panel  drawn,  see 
infra.  III,  B,  1,  d. 

8.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

9.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following^  Aia.^ — ^Nelson  v.  State 
ez  ret  Blackwell,  182  Ala.  449,  62  So. 
189;  West  v.  State,  118  Ala.  100,  24  So. 


48;  Wilkinson  v.  State,  106  Ala.  23,  17 
So.  458.  Ga.— Carter  v.  State,  143  Ga. 
632,  85  S.  E.  S84.  111.— People  v.  Ona- 
han,  170  111.  449,  48  N.  E.  1003.  Ky. 
Beaton  v.  Com.,  157  ■  Ky.  398,  163  S. 
W.  204;  Louisville  H.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105  S.  W.  110. 
La. — State  V.  Gallot,  138  La.  224,  70 
So.  106;  State  v.  McClendon,  118  La. 
792,  43  S«.  417.  Md.— State  v.  McNay, 
100  Md.  622,  60  Atl.  273.  Mich. 
Eberts  v.  Mount  Clemens  Sugar  Co., 
182  Mich.  449,  148  N.  W.  810;  People 
V.  Tonnelier,  167  Mich.  638,  133  N.  W. 
510;  People  v.  Harding,  53  Mich.  48, 
18  N.  W.  555,  51  Am.  Eep.  95.  Mo. 
State  v.  Eyan,  232  Mo.  77,  133  S.  W. 
8;  State  V.  Breen,  59  M».  413.  Mont. 
State  V.  Tighe,  27  Mont.  327,  71  Pac. 
3.  N.  Y.— Allison  v.  Welde,  172  N.  Y. 
421,  65  N.  E.  263;  Matter  ef  Brenner, 
170  N.  Y.  185,  63  N.  E.  133.  Pa. 
Klemmer  v.  Mount  Penn  Gravity  E. 
Co.,  163  Pa.  521,  30  Atl.  274  (commis- 
sion and  president  judge);  Com.  v. 
Manfredi,  162  Pa.  144,  29  Atl.  404. 
S.  C— State  V.  Mills,  79  S.  C.  187,  60 
S.  B.  664  (designated  county  officials); 
State  V.  McQuaige,  5  S.  C.  429.  Tenn. 
Turner  v.  State,  111  Tenn.  593,  69  S. 
W.  774.  Tex.— Col'umbo  v.  State,  65 
Tex.  Crim-.  608j  145  S.  W.  910;  O 'Bryan 
v.  State,  12  Tex.  App.  118.  Wash. 
Such  was  case  in  this  state  previoijs 
to  1909.  State  v.  Vance,  29  Wash.  435, 
70  Pac.  34;  State  v.  Straub,  16  Wash, 
ni,  47  Pac.  227;  State  v.  Bokien,  14 
Wash.  403,  44  Pac.  889.  For  rule  now, 
Bee  infra,  note  13.  W.  Va. — State  v. 
Scott,  36  W.  Va.  704,  15  S.  E.  405. 
Wis. — State  ex  rel.  Gubbins  v.  Anson, 
132  Wis.  461,  112  N.  W.  475.  Wyo. 
Comp.  St.,  1910,  §983;  Meldrum  v. 
State,  23  Wyo.  12,  146  Pae.  596;  State 
V.  BoUn,  10  Wyo.  439,  70  Pac.  1,  com- 
missioners are  designated  county  offi- 
cers. 

[a]  In  United  States  courts  (1)  the 
selection  is  made  by  a  jury  commis- 
sioner and  a  clerk  of  court.  United 
States  V.  Murphy,  224  Fed.  554;  United 
States  V.  Chaires,  40  Fed.  820.     (2)  In 
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supervisors,  1"  or  county  commissioners,^^  or  county  board,^^  is  some- 
times named  as  the  selecting  body.  Other  statutes'  designate  certain 
county  or  city  officials,  such  as  the  county  clerk,^^  or  assessor,^*  or  dis- 
trict or  superior  court  judges,^'  or  judge  and  assessor,^^  or  judges  of 
the  election  boards,^'  or  council,^®  or  other  designated  city  officials.^* 
The  sheriff  under  the  statutes  of  some  jurisdictions  is  required  to  pre- 
pare the  list.^" 

Delegation  of  Power.  —  The  power  of  selecting  the  jury  list,  confided 
by  statute  to  certain  designated  boards  or  officials,  cannot  be  delegated 
by  them,  in  whole  or  in  part,  to  others.''^ 


the  event  that  the  clerk  of  the  court  ia 
incapacitated,  absent,  sick,  or  dis- 
abled, and  cannot  perform  the  duty 
■which  the  law  imposes  upon  him,  the 
deputy  clerk  may  act  for  him  in  the 
placing  of  names  in  the  jury  lists. 
United  States  v.  Rockefeller,  221  Fed. 
462. 

10.  Ariz. — Ubillos  v.  Territory,  9 
Ariz.  171,  80  Pac.  363.  Cal.— Code  Civ. 
Proc,  §204;  People  v.  Sowell,  145  Cal. 
292,  78  Pac.  717.  Fla. — Woodward  i\ 
State,  33  Fla.  508,  15  So.  252.  111. 
People  f.  Hubert,  251  111.  514,  96  N.  E. 
294.  Miss. — Lewis  v.  State,  91  Miss. 
505,  45  So.  360;  Farrow  v.  State,  91 
Miss.  509,  45  So.  619;  Cook  v.  State, 
90  Miss.  137,  43  So.  618;  Dixon  v. 
State,  74  Miss.  271,  20  So.  839. 

11.  Idaho. — Heitman  v.  Morgan,  10 
Idaho  562,  79  Pac.  225.  Minn. — State 
V.  Peterson,  61  Minn.  73,  63  N.  W.  171, 
28  L.  E.  A.  324.  N.  C— State  v.  Dan- 
iels, 134  N.  C.  641,  46  S.  B.  743;  State 
V.  Dixon,  131  N.  C.  808,  42  S.  E.  944; 
State  V.  Haywood,  73  N.  C.  437.  Ore. 
State  V.  Holman,  68  Ore.  546,  137  Pac. 
771. 

12.  Poole  V.  Lansden,  183  111.  App. 
609. 

13.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
State  V.  Leroy,  61  Wash.  405,  112  Pac. 
635;  Cathev  v.  Seattle  Elec.  Co.,  58 
Wash.  176,  108  Pac.  443  (county  clerk 
makes  up  list  since  law  of  1909) ;  In  re 
McNab,  22  U.  C.  Q.  B.  170,  clerk  of 
the  recorder's  court  selects  jurors  for 
the  city. 

14.  Hewitt  «.  Gage,  71  Mich.  287, 
39  N.  W.  56  (by  special  act  in  Sagi- 
naw county) ;  Stevens  v.  Richer,  1  How. 
(Miss.)   522. 

15.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

fa]  Majority  of  superior  court 
judges  make  the  selection  in  counties 
where  the  population  is  100,000  or  over 
in    California.      Cal.    Code    Civ.    Proc., 
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§204;  People  v.  Durrant,  116  Cal.  179, 
48  Pac- 75. 

16.  State  V.  Weingarth  (Minn.),  159 
N.  W.  789  (two  judges  of  the  muni- 
cipal court  and  the  president  of  the 
council);  State  v.  Squaires,  2  Nev.  226. 

17.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

fa]  In  Iowa,  (1)  the  auditor  is  re- 
quired to  furnish  the  judges  of  elec- 
tion with  a  statement  of  the  number 
of  persons  apportioned  to  their  respec- 
tive precincts  to  be  returned  for  the 
jury  list,  and  the  judges  are  required 
to  make  the  requisite  selection  and 
return  the  list  of  names  so  selected  to 
the  auditor.  State  i'.  Wilson,  166  Iowa 
309,  144  N.  W.  ,47,  147  N.  W.  739. 
State  V.  Edgerton,  100  Iowa  63,  69  N, 
W.  280;  State  v.  Pierce,  90  Iowa  506, 
58  N.  W.  891;  State  v.  Brandt,  41  Iowa 
593;  State  v.  Ausaleme,  15  Iowa  44. 
(2)  The  board  of  supervisors  makes  such 
list  and  returns  it  to  the  auditor,  if  the 
judges  of  election,  fail  to  prepare  it. 
State  V.  Wilson,  166  Iowa  309,  144  N. 
W.  47,  147  N.  W.  739;  State  v.  Brandt, 
41  Iowa  593. 

18.  McGann  v.  Hamilton,  58  Conn. 
69,  19  Atl.  376. 

19.  Page  V.  Inhab.  of  Danvers,  7 
Mete.  (Mass.)  326;  People  v.  Wenner- 
holm,  166  N.  Y.  567,  60  N.  B.  259; 
Carpenter  v.  People,  64  N.  Y.  483; 
Dolan  V.  People,  64  N.  Y.  485;  People 
V.  Walker,  23  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  304,  2  Abb. 
Pr.  421. 

20.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Gardner  v.  State,  55  N.  J.  L.  17,  26 
Atl.  30;  Poulson  v.  Union  Nat.  Bank, 
40  N.  J.  L.  563,  selection  to  be  made 
by  the  sheriff  before  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  and  in  the  presence  of  the 
county  clerk.  Pee  also  Stephens  v. 
State,  53  N.  J.  L.  245,  21  Atl.  1038, 
the  deputy  county  clerk  may  act  for 
the  county  clerk. 

21.  Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  Ky.  Co. 
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De  Facto  Commissioners.  —  A  list  prepared  by  de  facto  jury  commis- 
sioners is  not  irregular." 

A  commissioner  whose  term  of  office  has  expired  may  act  until  his  suc- 
cessor has  been  appointed  and  qualified.^' 

Majority  May  Act.  —  It  is  sufficient  if  a  majority  of  the  commissioners 
are  present  and  act  in  the  selection.^* 

b.  Qualifications  of  Commissioners.  —  Certain  qualifications  are 
sometimes  imposed  upon  jury  commissioners,  such  as  that  they  must 
have  no  suit  requiring  a  jury  trial  pending  in  the  court  at  the  time  the 
list  is  drawn,^°  or  that  they  should  hold  no  office  under  the  state,  county, 
or  municipality,^"   and  should  not   act  as  practicing    attorneys    at 


V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105  S.  W.  110. 

22.  Ga.— Cox  v.  State,  64  Ga.  374, 
37  Am.  Eep.  76,  not  ground  for  chal- 
lenge. N.  Y. — Dolan  v.  People,  64  N. 
Y.  485;  Thompson  v.  People,  6  Hun  135. 
Pa. — Com.  V.  Clemmer,  190  Pa.  202,  42 
Atl.  675;  Com.  v.  Valsalka,  181  Pa.  17, 
37  Atl.  405.  S.  C— State  v.  Lee,  35  S. 
C.  192,  14  S.  E.  395;  State  v.'  McJun- 
kjn,  7  S.  C.  21.  W.  Va.— Hudson  v. 
Jones,  68  W.  Va.  492,  69  S.  E.  980; 
State  V.  Medley,  66  W.  Va.  216,  66  S. 
E.  358. 

23.  Eoby  v.  State,  74  6a.  812;  State 
V.  Lee,  35  S.  C.  192,  14  S.  E.  395; 
State  t:  McJunkin,  7  S.  C.  2-1. 

[a]  Such  commissioner  becomes  a 
de  facto  officer  in  the  interval  between 
the  expiration  of  his  term  of  office 
and  the  appointment  and  qualification 
of  his  successor.  State  v.  Lee,  35  S.  C. 
192,  14  S.  E.  395;  State  v.  McJunkin, 
7  S.  C.  21. 

[b]  But  after  the  appointment  and 
cinalification  of  the  succeeding  commis- 
sioner, the  retiring  one  has  no  author- 
ity to  prepare  a  list  of  jurors.  State 
«.'  Bryce,  11  S.  C.  342. 

Duration  of  office  of  commissioner, 
see  infra,  III,  A,  2,  d. 

24.  Ala. — Woodward  v.  State,  5  Ala. 
App.  202,  59  So.  688.  Ga.— Eoby  v. 
State,  74  Ga.  812.  La.— State  v.  Bouvy, 
124  La.  1054,  50  So.  849;  State  v.  Mc- 
Clendon,  IIS  La.  792,  43  So.  417.  Minn. 
State  v.  Weingarth,  159  N.  W.  789. 
Mo. — State  v.  Eyan,  232  Mo.  77,  133 
8.  W.  8.  Mont. — State  v.  Osnes,  14 
Mont.  .553,  37  Pae.  13.  Pa.— Com.  v. 
Manfredi,  162  Pa.  144,  29  Atl.  404. 
S.  C. — State  V.  Merriman,  34  S.  C.  16, 
12  S.  E.  619.  Tenn. — Turner  v.  State, 
111   Tenn.   593,  69   S.  W.  774. 

25.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ind.  Ter.— Burch  «. 
United  States,  7  lad.  Ter.  284,  104  S, 


W.  619.  Ky.— Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  185  S. 
W.  110.  Mont.— State  v.  McHatton,  10 
Mont.  370,  25  Pac.  1046.  Tenn. — Tur- 
ner V.  State,  111  Tenn.  593,  69  S.  W. 
774.  Tex. — Veramendi  v.  Hutchins,  56 
Tex.  414;  Columbo  v.  State,  65  Tex. 
Grim.  608,  145  S.  W.  910;  Whittle  v. 
State,  43  Tex.  Crim.  468,  66  S.  W.  771. 

[a]  In  the  absence  of  statute  so 
requiring,  see  Northeastern  Neb.  E.  Co. 
V.  Frazier,  25  Neb.  42,  40  N.  W.  604. 

[b]  Disqualification  of  One  Mem- 
ber.— The  fact  that  one  member  of  a 
board  of  jury  commissioners  is  so  dis- 
qualified does  not  render  the  board's 
action  invalid,  the  majoril^y  of  the 
members  being  competent  to  act.  Tur- 
ner V.  State,  111  Tenn.  593,  69  S.  W. 
774. 

[c]  Commissioner  Prosecuting  Wit- 
ness.— ^It  is  not  ground  for  quashing 
the  venire  in  a  trial  for  arson,  that 
the  owner  of  the  burned  building  was 
one  of  the  jury  commissioners,  in  the 
absence  of  a  showing  that  he  dis- 
charged his  duties  with  reference  to 
the  prosecution  of  the  particular  de- 
fendant. Prater  v.  State,  107  Ala.  26, 
18  So.  238. 

26.  Ga. — MoLain  v.  State,  71  Ga. 
279.  La. — State  v.  Ardoin,  136  La. 
1085,  68  So.  133;  State  «.  McClendon, 
118  La.  792,  43  So.  417;  State  v.  Scott, 
110  La.  369,  34  So.  479;  State  v.  Fuse- 
lier,  51  La.  Ann.  1317,  26  So.  264; 
State  V.  Newhouse,  29  La.  Ann.  824. 
Tenn. — Turner  v.  State,  111  Tenn.  593, 
69   S.  W.   774. 

[a]  Presumption  of  Eesignation  of 
Former  Office. — An  officer  who  accepts 
an  appointment  as  jury  commissioner 
is  presumed  to  have  resigned  his  for- 
mer office.  State  v.  Fuselier,  51  La. 
Ann.  1317,  26  So.  264.  See  State  v. 
Nockum,  41  La.   Ann.  689,  6  So.   729; 
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law.^''  Relationship  alone  of  a  jury  commissioner  to  a  party  to  an  action 
or  proceeding  does  not  disqualify  him  from  selecting  a  jury.^*  Nor  is 
a  commissioner  disqualified  by  the  fact  that  he  is  a  merchant  doing 
business  with  the  defendants.^* 

Statutes  Directory.  —  The  statutes  specifying  certain  qualifications  to 
be  necessary  in  a  jury  commissioner  are  directory  only.*" 

c.    Appointment  and  Oath  of  Persons  Selecting. — (I.)   Generally. 
The  jury  selectors  are  sometimes  appointed  by  the  judge  or  eourt,*^ 


State  V.  Eiley,  41  La.  Ann. 
730. 


3,  6  So. 


[b]  MembersUp  in  a  committee  of 
a  political  party  is  not  an  ofiS.ee  within 
the  meaning  of  the  provision  of  such 
a  statute.  State  v.  Ardoin,  136  La. 
1085,  68  So.  133. 

[c]  A  county  school  commissioner 
is  not  such  a  county  officer  as  is  ren- 
dered incompetent  by  the  statute  to 
act  on  the  jury  commission.  McLain 
V.  State,  71  Ga.  279. 

27.  Turner  v.  State,  111  Tenn.  593, 
69  S.  W.  774. 

[a]  It  will  vitiate  a  jury  list  if  an 
attorney  Aids  in  its  preparation.  United 
States  V.  Murphy,  224  Fed.  554;  State 
V.  Austin,  183  Mo.  478,  82  S.  W.  5. 

28.  Humphrey  v.  Palmer,  89  S.  C. 
401,  71  S.  E.  977;  Veramendi  v.  Hutch- 
ins,  56  Tex.  414. 

[a]  The  general  rule  is  thus  stated 
in  State  v.  Perry,  73  S.  C.  199,  53  S.  B. 
169:  "The  correct  rule  is  that  the  con- 
sanguinity or  affinity  must  be  such  as 
would  reasonably  lead  to  the  presump- 
tion that  the  jury  commissioner  would 
thereby  be  affected  in  such  manner  as 
to  impair  the  proper  discharge  of  his 
duties,  and  this  fact  must  be  determined 
by  the '  presiding  judge  in  the  exercise 
of  a  sound  discretion.  It  may  be  well 
to  remark  that  the  trial  judge  in  exer- 
cising his  discretion  is  not  restricted 
to  the  consideration  of  the  degree  of 
relationship  only.  The  court  may  in- 
quire whether  the  case  had  arisen  and 
whether  the  officer  knew  of  its  pend- 
ency when  the  jury  was  drawn.  These 
and  other  pertinent  inquiries  in  ad- 
dition to  the  fact  of  relationship  may 
well  enter  into  the  exercise  of  the 
discretion  of  the  court."  Quoted  in 
Humphrey  v.  Palmer,  89  S.  C.  401,  71 
S.  E.  977. 

[b]  Duty  of  Litigant  Where  Com- 
missioner Belated. — Where  the  statute 
confers   on  the   jury   commissioner  the 
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right  of  rejection,  it  is  the  duty  of 
a  litigant  to  use  reasonable  diligence 
to  ascertain  before  the  selecting  wheth- 
er one  of  the  commissioners  is  related 
to  the  parties  in  interest,  so  that  he 
may  .be  present  at  the  drawing  and 
protect  his  rights.  Humphrey  «.  Palm- 
er, 89  S.  C.  401,  71  S.  E.  977. 

[e]  Where  Selection  Before  Cause 
of  Action  Accrued. — Where  it  appears 
that  the  names  in  the  jury  box  had 
been  selected  and  placed  therein  be- 
fore the  cause  of  action  had  arisen, 
there  was  no  abuse  of  discretion  in 
holding  that  the  defendant  could  not 
have  been  prejudiced  by  the  par- 
ticipation in  such  selection  of  a  com- 
missioner who  was  the  son-in-law  of 
the  plaintiff.  Humphrey  v.  Palmer,  89 
S.  C.  401,  71  S.  E.  977. 

29.  Veramendi  V.  Hutehins,  56  Tex. 
414. 

30.  United  States  v.  Chaires,  40  Fed. 
820;  Whittle  v.  State,  43  Tex.  Grim. 
468,  66  S.  W.  771. 

31.  IT.  S, — ^United  States  v.  Chaires, 
40  Fed.  820.  Ga.— Carter  v.  State,  143 
Ga.  632,  85  S.  E.  884;  Edge  v.  Holcomb, 

135  Ga.  765,  70  S.  E.  644;  Eawlins  v. 
State,  124  Ga.  31,  52  S.  E.  1.  IlL 
People  V.  Onahan,  170  HI.  449,  48  N. 
E.  1003;  McCaffery  v.  Mc Andrews,  174 
111.  App.  391.  Ind.  Ter.— Burch  v. 
United  States,  7  Ind.  Ter.  284,  104  S. 
W.  619.  Ky.— Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105  8. 
W.  110;  Eisner  v.  Com.,  95  Ky.  530, 
26   S.   W.   388.     La.— State  v.  Jordan, 

136  La.  476,  67  So.  337;  State  v.  Mc- 
Clendon,  118  La.  792,  43  So.  417;  State 
V.  Scott,  110  La.  369,  34  So.  479;  State 
V.  Batson,  108  La.  479,  32  So.  478; 
State  V.  Jean,  42  La.  Ann.  946,  8  So. 
480;  State  v.  Noekum,  41  La.  Ann. 
689,  6  So.  729.  Mo.— State  v.  Corcoran, 
206  Mo.  1,  103  S.  W.  1044.  Mont. 
State  V.  McHatton,  10  Mont.  370,  25 
Pae.  1046.     N.  Y.— Allison    v.    Welde, 
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sometimes  by  the  governor,^^  and  sometimes  it  is  an  elective  office.*' 
(II.)  Oath.  —  The  commissioners  are  required  by  statute  to  take  an 
oath  before  entering  upon  their  duties.^*  But  a  failure  to  do  so  will 
not  render  acts  of  the  commissioners  performed  in  accordance,  with  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  objectionable  as  they  are  de  facto  officers  and 
as  such  competent  to  act,'*"  though  upon  this  proposition  the  authori- 
ties are  not  in  accord.^"    Where  the  sheriff  or  his  deputy  is  required  to 


172  N.  Y.  421,  65  N.  E.  263.  Okla. 
Munn  V.  State,  5  Okla.  Grim.  245,  114 
Pao.  272;  Eemer  v.  State,  3  Okla.  Crim. 
706,  109  Pac.  247.  Tenn. — Turner  v. 
State,  111  Tenn.  593,  69  S.  W.  774, 
Acts  1901,  ch.  124.  Tex. — Veramendi 
V.  Hutchins,  56  Tex.  414;  Columbo  v. 
State,  65  Tex.  Crim.  608,  145  S.  -W. 
910;  Irvln  v.  State,  57  Tex.  Crim.  331, 
123  S.  "W.  331;  "Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.  V.  Everheart,  10  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
468,  32  S.  W.  90;  O 'Bryan  v.  State, 
12  Tex.  App.  118.  Utah. — Kennedy  v. 
Oregon  Short  Line  E.  Co.,  18  Utah  325, 
54  Pac.  988.  W.  Va.— State  v.  Scott, 
36  W.  Va.  704,  15  S.  E.  405;  State  v. 
Mounts,  36  W.  Va.  179,  14  S.  E.  407, 
15  L.  E.  A.  243.  Wis.— State  ex  rel. 
Gubhins  V.  Anson,  132  Wis.  461,  112 
N.  W.  475. 

32.  La, — State  v.  Pierre,  121  La.  465, 
46  So.  574.  Md.— State  v.  McNay,  100 
Md.  622,  60  Atl.  273.  Iitich.— People 
V.  Tonnelier,  167  Mich.  638,  133  N.  W. 
510;  People  v.  Eeilly,  53  Mich.  260,  18 
N.  W.  849;  People  v.  Harding,  53  Mich. 
48,  18  N.  W.  555,  51  Am.  Eep.  95, 
sppointment  made  by  senate  on  nom- 
ination of  governor. 

33.  Com.  ■».   Clemmer,   190   Pa.   202, 

42  Atl.  675;  Bucks  County  Jurors,  20 
Pa.  Co.  Ot.  ,36;  Com.  v.  Smith,  16  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  577. 

34.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Ala. — Linnehan  v.  State, 
116  Ala.  471,  22  So.  662.  111.— Ann.  St., 
1913,  §6856.  Ind.  Ter. — Burch  v.  United 
States,  7  Ind.  Ter.  284,  104  S.  "W.  619. 
Ky.— Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105  8.  W.  110. 
La.— State  v.  McClendon,  118  La.  792, 

43  So.  417;  State  v.  Batson,  108  La. 
479,  32  So.  478;  State  v.  Plint,  52  La. 
Ann.  62,  26  So.  913;  State  v.  Thomp- 
son, 32  La.  Ann.  879.  Mich. — People 
V.  Harding,  53  Mich.  48,  18  N.  W. 
555,  51  Am.  Eep.  95.  Mo.— State  v. 
Breen,  59  Mo.  413.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Val- 
salka,  181  Pa.  17,   37  Atl.  405;   Klem- 


mer  «.  Mount  Penn  G.  E.  Co.,  163  Pa. 
521,  30   Atl.  274. 

[a]  Presumption  as  to  Oath. — In  the 
absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  it 
will  be  presumed  that  the  jury  com- 
missioners took  the  prescribed  oath. 
Linnehan  v.  State,  116  Ala.  471,  22  So. 
662. 

[b]  Where  the  clerk  of  court  is  a 
member  of  the  jury  commission,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  he  take  the  oath 
required  of  those  who  are  appointed  on 
the  commission  in  addition  to  his  oath 
as  clerk.  State  v.  Bradley,  120  La. 
248,  45  So.  120;  State  v.  Starr,  52 
La.  Ann.  610,  26  So.  998;  State  v. 
Nockum,  41  La.  Ann.  689,  6  So.  729; 
State  V.  Eiley,  41  La.  Ann.  693,  6  So. 
730.  But  see  contra,  State  v.  Vance, 
31  La.  Ann.  398;  State  V.  Williams,  30 
La.  Ann.  1028. 

[c]  The  president  judge  who  helps 
the  commissioners  make  the  selection 
need  not  take  an  additional  oath  be- 
fore entering  on  this  duty.  Com.  v. 
Shew,  8  Pa.  Dist.  484;  Com.  v.  Smith, 
16  Pa.  Co.   Ct.  577. 

35.  Linnehan  v.  State,  116  Ala.  471, 
22  So.  662;  Hudson  v.  Jones,  68  W. 
Va.  492,  69  S.  E.  980;  State  v.  Med- 
ley, 66  W.  Va.  216,  66  S.  E.  358. 

As  to  effect  of  list  prepared  by  de 
facto  commissioners,  see  swgra,  III,  A, 
2,  a. 

36.  State  v.  Kellogg,  104  La.  580, 
29  So.  285;  State  v.  Flint,  52  La.  Ann. 
62,  26  So.  913,  both  holding  that  all 
members  of  the  jury  commission  must 
qualify  by  taking  the  oath  prescribed 
before  any   official   act   can   be   taken. 

[a]  The  omission  of  one  commis- 
sioner to  take  the  oath  to  support  the 
constitution  of  the  United  States,  al- 
though he  takes  an  oath  to  faithfully 
perform  his  duties  as  commissioner, 
bars  him  from  entering  upon  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties,  and  because  of 
such  omission  the  jury  commission  does 
not  come  into  existence  and  cannot 
perform  any  of  the  functions  assigned 
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select  the  jurors  by  reason  of  the  exhaustion  of  the  list  prepared  by  the 
commissioners/'  a  failure  to  administer  the  statutory  oath  to  such  offi- 
cers is  error.^^ 

The  oath  is  to  be  taken  in  open  court,^^  or  filed  with  certain  pre- 
scribed officers.*" 

d.  Duration  of  Office.  —  The  jury  commissioners  generally  hold 
office  for  a  period  of  time  fixed  by  statute.*^  In  some  jurisdictions,  the 
term  of  office  is  within  the  discretion  of  the  judge  appointing  them  or 
his  successor.*^ 

e.  Remuneration.  —  The  compensation  of  the  jury  commissioners  is 
wholly  regulated  by  statute.*^ 

3.  Time  of  Selection.**  —  The  time  for  making  selections  or  revis- 
ions of  the  jury  list  varies  in  different  jurisdictions,  some,  annually,*® 


to    it.     State   V.   McClendon,    118    La. 
792,  43  So.  417. 

37.  See  supra,  III,  A,  2,  a. 

38.  Sewall  v.  State,  67  Tex.  Crim. 
105j  148  S.  W.  569;  Wyers  v.  State, 
22  Tex.  App.  258,  2  S.  W.  722;  Hicks 
V.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  488. 

[a]  Only  Administered  Once  During 
Term. — If  the  oath  is  administered  to 
the  sheriff  and  his  deputies  on  the  first 
day  of  the  term,  and  the  same  officers 
act  throughout  the  term,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  have  the  oath  repeated 
every  time  new  or  additional  talesmen 
are  to  be  summoned.  Deon  v^  State,  37 
Tex.  Crim.  506,  40  S.  W.  266;  Adams 
V.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  285,  33  S.  W. 
354;  Shaw  v.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  155, 
22  S.  W.  588;  Habel  v.  State,  28  Tex. 
App.  588,  13  S.  "W.  1001. 

39.  Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105  S.  W. 
110. 

40.  People  v.  Harding,  53  Mich.  48, 
18  N.  W.  555,  51  Am.  Eep.  95  (county 
clerk);  Com.  v.  Valsalka,  181  Pa.  17, 
37  Atl.  405,  prothonotary  of  the  county. 

[a]  Failure  to  file  oath  does  not 
vitiate  list  selected  as  requirement  is 
merely  directory.  Com.  v,  Valsalka, 
181  Pa.  17,  37  Atl.  405. 

41.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Oa.— Carter  v.  State,  143  Ga.  632,  85 
S.  E.  884;  Edge  V.  Holcomb,^  135  Ga. 
765,  70  S.  E.  644.  Ky.— Eisner  v. 
Com.,  95  Ky.  539,  26  8.  W.  388.  Mo. 
State  V.  Corcoran,  206  Mo.  1,  103  S.  W. 
1044.  N.  M. — Territory  v.  Emilio,  14 
N.  M.  147,  89  Pae.  239.  W.  Va.— State 
V.  Scott,  36  W.  Va.  704,  15  S.  E.  405; 
State  V.  Mounts,  36  W.  Va.  179,  14  S. 
E.  407,  15  L.  E.  A.  243. 

42.  State  v.  Jordan,  136  La.  476,  67 
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So.  337;  State  v.  Bradley,  120  La.  248, 
45  So.  120;  State  v.  McClendon,  118 
La.  792,  43  So.  417;  State  v.  Jean,  42 
La.  Ann.  946,  8  So.  480. 

[a]  The  mere  election  of  a  new 
judge  does  not  vacate  the  appointments 
niade  by  the  latter  to  membership  on 
the  jury  commission,  which  retains  its 
authority  until  its  members  are  re- 
moved by  the  succeeding  judge.  State 
V.  Jordan,  136  La.  476,  67  So.  337; 
State  V.  Bradley,  120  La.  248,  45  So. 
120. 

43.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
ni.— People  V.  Onahan,  170  111.  449,  48 
N.  E.  1003.  Mo. — State  ex  rel.  Major 
V.  Eyan,  232  Mo.  77,  133  S.  W.  8. 
Pa. — Fees  v.  Lebanon,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
428.  W.  Va.— State  v.  Scott,  36  W.  Va. 
704,  15  S.  E.  405;  State  v.  Mounts,  36 
W.  Va.  179,  14  S.  E.  407,  15  L.  E.  A. 
243. 

44.  Time  of  drawing  jury  panel,  see 
infra,  III,  B,  1,  c,  (I). 

45.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ariz. — Ubillos  v.  Ter- 
ritory, 9  Ariz.  171,  80  Pac.  363.  Conn. 
McGann  v.  Hamilton,  58  Conn.  69,  19 
Atl.  376;  Colt  v.  Eves,  12  Conn.  243. 
Fla. — "Woodward  v.  State,  33  Fla.  508, 
15  So.  252;  Eeeves  v.  State,  29  Fla. 
527,  10  So.  901;  "White  v.  State,  20 
Fla.  ,602,  7  So.  857.  Idaho.— Heitman 
V.  Morgan,  10  Idaho  562,  79  Pac.  225. 
111.— Ann.  St.,  1913,  §6856  (selection 
made  every  four  years;  revision  and 
amendment  made  annually  in  discretion 
of  commissioners);  People  v.  Onahan, 
170  111.  449,  48  N.  E.  1003.  Mich. 
Eberts  v.  Mount  Clemens  Sugar  Co., 
182  Mich.  449,  148  N.  "W.  810;  People 
V.  Harding,  53  Mich.  48,  18  N.  W. 
555,  51  Am.  Eep.  95.     Miss.— Cook  v. 


JVEIES  AND  JUBOBS 


961 


and  in  others  biennially  ;*«  in  other  jurisdictions,  Bueh  selection 
or  revision  is  made  biannually,^'  or  when  the  list  is  exhausted,***  or  so 
far  depleted  that  it  will  probably  be  exhausted  at  the  next  drawing  of 
jurors.*^  In  others,  it  is  made  as  often  as  necessary  to  keep  the  list 
up  to  a  definite  number.^"  The  time  fixed  by  the  statutes  for  selecting 
or  revising  the  jury  list  is  merely  directory,  and  it  does  not  invalidate 
the  list  if  the  jurors  are  not  selected  at  the  statutory  time.^^  The  se- 
lection or  revision  may  be  made  at  an  adjourned  meeting  of  the  select- 
ing body  at  which  all  members  are  present,'^  or  at  a  meeting  subsequent 
to  the  one  named  in  the  statute.^' 


State,  90  Miss.  137,  43  So.  618;  Dixon 
ie.  State,  74  Miss.  271,  20  So.  839; 
Sumrall  v.  State,  29  Miss.  202.  S.  O. 
Hutto  V.  Southern  Ey.,  75  S.  C.  295, 
55  S.  E.  445.  Wash.— State  v.  Leroy, 
61  Wash.  405,  112  Pac.  635;  Cathey  v. 
Seattle  Elec.  Co.,  58  "Wash.  176,  108 
Pae.  443.  Wyo.— Comp.  St.,  1910, 
§983;  Meldrum  v.  State,  23  Wyo.  12, 
146  Pae.  596;  State  v.  Bolln,  10  Wyo. 
439,  70  Pac.  1. 

[a]  The  object  of  the  annual  lists 
is  not  to  annul  or  supersede  the  lists 
previously  returned,  but  to  return  the 
names  of  such  persons  as  may  have 
been  previously  omitted,  or  may  have 
become  from  any  cause  subject  to  the 
duty  since  the  previous  return.  Sum- 
rail  V.  State,  29  Miss.  202. 

46.  Poole  V.  Lansden,  183  HI.  App. 
609. 

[a]  In  Georgia,  the  statute  provides 
that  biennially,  or,  if  the  judge  of  the 
superior  court  shall  direct,  triennially, 
the  jury  list  shall  be  revised,  except 
in  certain  counties  where  the  revision 
may  be  annual.  Carter  v.  State,  143 
Ga.  632,  85  S.  B.  884. 

47.  State  v.  McClendon,  118  La.  792, 
43  So.  417;  State  v.  Daniels,  134  N.  C. 
641,  46  S.  E.  743. 

48.  Nelson  v.  State  ex  rel.  Black- 
well,  182  Ala.  449,  62  So.  189;  Jury 
Com.  V.  State,  178  Ala.  412,  59  So.  594; 
West  V.  State,  118  Ala.  100,  24  So. 
48;  Steele  v.  State,  111  Ala.  32,  20 
So.  648;  Johnson  v.  State,  102  Ala.  1, 
16  So.  99;  Poole  v.  Lansden,  183  III. 
App.  609.  See  People  v.  Hubert,  251 
111.  514,  96  N.  E.  294,  wherein  the 
court  refused  to  allow  a  challenge  to 
the  array  based  upon  the  ground  that 
the  board  of  supervisors  selected  a  new 
jury  list  before  the  old  one  was  ex- 
hausted, because  the  record  did  not 
show  from  which  list  the  jurors  were 
drawn. 

BefilUag  bos  before   names   tbereiu 


exhausted  as  ground  of  challenge,  see 
infra,  VII,  B. 

49.  Nelson  v.  State  ex  rel.  Black- 
well,  182  Ala.  449,  62  So.  189;  Jury 
Com.  V.  State,  178  Ala.  412,  59  Sc. 
494. 

50.  State  v.  Gallot,  138  La.  224,  70 
So.  106;  State  v.  Batson,  108  La.  479, 
32  So.  478;  State  v.  White,  46  La.  Ann. 
1273,  15  So.  623. 

51.  Conn. — Colt   v.  Eyes,    12    Conn. 

243.  Fla.— Beeves  v.  State,  29  Fla.  527, 
10  So.  901.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Wenner- 
holm,  166  N.  Y.  567,  60  N.  B.  259. 
N.  C— State  v.  Teachey,  138  N.  C.  587, 
50  S.  E.  232;  State  v.  Dixon,  131  N.  C. 
808,  42  S.  E.  944;  Moore  v.  Navassa 
Guano  Co.,  130  N.  C.  229,  41  S.  B. 
293;  State  v.  Smarr,  121  N.  C.  669,  28 
S.  B.  549.  S.  O.— State  v.  Smith,  77 
S.  O.  248,  57  S.  B.  868;  Hutto  v.  South- 
ern Ey.,  75  S.  C.  295,  55  S.  B.  245; 
State  V.  Lee,  35  S.  C.  192,  14  S.  E. 
395.  Utah. — Kennedy  v.  Oregon  Short 
Line  E.  Co.,  18  Utah  325,  54  Pac.  988; 
Nelson  v.  Southern  Pacific  Co.,  18  Utah 

244,  55  Pac.  364.  W.  Va.— State  v. 
Medley,  66  W.  Va.  216,  66  8.  E.  358. 
Wis. — Burlingame  v.  Burlingame,  18 
Wis.  285.  Wyo.— State  v.  Bolln,  10 
Wyo.  439,  70  Pac.  1. 

[a]  Mere  Irregularity. — It  is  at 
most  but  a  mere  irregularity  that  the 
jury  list  is  not  revised  at  the  statutory 
time.  State  v.  Teachey,  138  N.  C.  587, 
50  S.  E.  232;  Moore  v.  Navassa  Guano 
Co.,  130  N.  C.  229,  41  S.  B.  293. 
■  [b]  Dilatory  Selection. — That  the 
jury  board  occupied  two  months  in  the 
process  of  selecting  jurors  and  putting 
their  names  in  the  wheel  may  indicate 
unnecessary  deliberation,  but  is  no 
ground  of  complaint  for  want  of  care 
and  diligence.  Com.  v.  Manfredi,  162 
Pa.  144,  29  Atl.  404. 

52.  People  v.  Baldwin,  117  Cal.  244, 
49  Pac  186. 

53.  Beeves  v.  State,  29  Fla.  527,  10 
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Exhaustion  of  Authority.  —  After  the  jury  roll  has  been  made  up  and 
the  jury  box  filled,  the  power,  authority  and  duty  of  the  jury  com- 
mission is  exhausted;^*  and  cannot  be  called  into  activity  again  until 
the  exhaustion  or  depletion  of  the  box.^" 

4.  Place  of  Selection.  —  The  place  of  meeting  of  the  jury  commis- 
sion is  usually  designated  by  statute.^*  The  commissioners,^'  or  the 
clerk,^^  are  sometimes  authorized  to  designate  the  place  of  meeting. 
The  statute  is  merely  directory  as  to  the  place  of  revising  the  jury  list.^* 

5.  The  Selection.  —  a.  In  General.  —  The  board  or  commissioners 
are  invested  with  large  discretionary  powers  in  regard  to  the  selection 
and  rejection  of  the  individuals  who  are  prospective  jurors,""  and  in 
the  absence  of  an  illegal  purposCj  fraud  or  corruption  in  the  selection, 
the  discretionary  action  of  the  commissioners  will  not  usually  be  set 
aside,"^     Where,  however,  the  jury  commissioners  act  in  open  dis- 


So.  901;  Poole  v.  Lanaden,  183  111.  App. 
609. 

[a]  Power  of  Correction  After  Com- 
pletion of  lilst. — But  tlie  jury  commis- 
sion or  its  members  have  no  power 
or  authority,  at  a  subsequent  meeting, 
to  correct  errors  or  mistakes  made  in 
the  deposit  of  names  in  the  jury  box, 
or  in  their  entry  upon  the  jury  list. 
Jury  Com.  v.  State,  178  Ala.  412,  59 
So.  594. 

54.  Jury  Com.  v.  State,  178  Ala.  412, 
59  So.  594. 

55.  Jury  Com.  v.  State,  178  Ala.  412, 
59  So.  594;  Steele  v.  State,  111  Ala. 
32,  20  So.  648.  See  also  the  cases 
cited  supra,  note  48. 

56.  See  generally  the  statutes,  'S.nd 
Ala. — Jury  Com.  v.  State,  178  Ala.  412, 
59  So.  594.  Mich. — Eberts  v.  Mount 
Clemens  Sugar  Co.,  182  Mich.  449,  148 
N.  W.  810.  Wyo.— Comp.  St.,  1910, 
§983;  Meldrum  v.  State,  23  Wyo.  12, 
146  Pac.  596;  State  v.  BoUn,  10  Wyo. 
439,  70  Pac.  1. 

57.  State  ex  rel.  Major  v.  Eyan,  232 
Mo.  77,  133  S.  W.  8. 

58.  State  i;.  Johnson,  47  La.  Ann. 
1092,  17  So.  480. 

59.  State  v.  Teachey,  138  N.  C.  587, 
50  S.  E.  232;  Moore  v.  Navassa  Guano 
Co.,  130  N.  C.  229,  41  S.  E.  293. 

60.  Ala. — Green  v.  State,  73  Ala.  26; 
State  V.  Brooks,  9  Ala.  9;  Woodward 
V.  State,  5  Ala.  App.  202,  59  So.  688. 
Fla.— Beeves  v.  State,  29  Ma.  527,  10 
So.  901.  <Ja. — Carter  v.  State,  143  Ga. 
632,  85  S.  E.  884;  Dickens  «.  State,  137 
Ga.  523,  73  S.  E.  826;  Thomas  v.  State, 
fi7  Ga.  460.  La.— State  v.  Evans,  137 
La.  379,  68  So.  732;  State  V-  Chase,  37 
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La.  Ann.  165.     Miss. — Lewis  v.  State, 
91  Miss.  505,  45  So.  360. 

[a]  Judicial  Function. — (1)  The  de- 
termination of  the  qualifications  of 
prospective  jurors  involves  the  judicial 
function  of  the  jury  commission.  Nel- 
son V.  State  ex  rel.  Blackwell,  182  Ala. 
449,  62  So.  189.  (2)  But  the  selection 
of  the  jurors  is  not  an  essentially  judi- 
cial function,  making  an  act  conferring 
upon  the  jury  commissioners  the  power 
of  selecting  jurors,  unconstitutional  as 
conferring  upon  them  the  exercise  of 
judicial  power.  State  v.  McNay,  100 
Md.  622,  60  Atl.  273. 

[b]  Commissioners  may  omit  from 
the  jury  list  without  abusing  their  dis- 
cretion all  persons  whose  business  is 
such  that  it  is  reasonably  probable  that 
an  excuse  from  jury  service  would  be 
granted.  Carter  v.  State,  143  Ga.  632, 
85  S.  B.  884;  Dickens  v.  State,  137  Ga. 
523,  73  S.  E.  826;  Eawlins  v.  State, 
124  Ga.  31,  52  S.  E.  1;  State  v.  Tighe, 
27  Mont.  327,  71  Pac.  3,  wherein  the 
commissioners  purposely  excluded  per- 
sons exempt  from  liability  to  act  as 
jurors.  As  to  excusing  jurors  from 
jury  service,  see  infra,  VL 

61.  Fla. — ^Reeves  v.  State,  29  Pla. 
527,  10  So.  901.  La.— State  v.  Evans, 
137  La.  379,  68  So.  732;  State  v. 
Bradley,  120  La.  248,  45  So.  120;  State 
V.  Chase,  37  La.  Ann.  165;  State  v. 
Foster,  32  La.  Ann.  34.  N.  Y.— People 
V.  Jewett,  3  Wend.  314.  N.  C— State 
V.  Daniels,  134  N.  C.  641,  46  S.  B.  743; 
Moore  v.  Navassa  Guano  Co.,  130  N. 
C.  229,  41  S.  E.  293;  State  v.  Perry, 
122   N.   C.   1018,   29   S.  E.   384. 

[a]  The  court  cannot  in  any  col- 
latwal  proceeding  iuquii^  -wbethar  or 
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obedience  of  the  law  in  the  selection  of  the  jurors  and  the  preparation 
of  the  jury  list,  no  fraud  or  improper  purpose  need  be  shown  ;''^  nor 
need  the  challenging  party  show  that  he  was  thereby  substantially 
prejudiced.*^  The  fact  that  some  of  the  jurors  selected  do  not  possess 
the  requisite  qualifications,**  or  are  exempt  by  law  from  service, *°  does 
not,  of  itself,  vitiate  the  list,  unless  the  statiite  specifically  prescribes 
the  class  or  list  of  persons  from  which  the  jurors  are  to  be  selected.** 

b.  Number  Selected.^''  —  The  statutes  generally  designate  the  num- 
ber of  names  to  be  selected  for  the  jury  list,*^  though  this  matter  is 
sometimes  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  jury  commissioners.*^  Where  a 
statute  directs  that  a  certain  number  of  names  be  on  the  list,  it  will 
not  constitute  a  ground  of  objection  to  the  panel  that  a  less  number,^* 


not  the  jury  commission  have  judicious- 
ly selected  a  jury  Ust  of  persons  pos- 
sessing the  requisite  qualifications. 
Green  v.  State,  73  Ala,.  26. 

[b]  Discretion  Not  Disturbed. — (1) 
The  jury  list  will  not  be  set  aside  be- 
cause the  jurors  selected  owned  but 
a  small  percentage  of  the  wealth  of 
the  county  (Carter  v.  State,  143  Ga. 
632,  85  S..  E.  884;  Davis  v.  Arthur,  139 
Ga.  74,  76  S.  E.  676),  (2)  or  because 
a  majority  of  them  belonged  to  a  par- 
ticular religious  sect.  Carter  v.  State, 
143  Ga.  632,  85  S.  E.  884;  Davis  v. 
Arthur,  139  Ga.  74,  76  S.  E.  676. 

Intentional  omission  of  names  of 
negro  citizens  as  ground  for  quashing 
venire,  see  infra,  "VJl,  E,  3. 

62.  Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105  S.  W.  110; 
Moore  v.  Navassa  Guano  Co.,  130  N.  C. 
229,  41  S.  E.  293. 

63.  Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  Ry.  Co. 
V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105  S.  "W.  110. 

64.  Cal. — ^People  v.  Searcey,  121  Cal. 
1,  53  Pac.  359,  41  L.  E.  A.  157  (name 
not  on  assessment  roll) ;  People  v.  Dur- 
rani, 116  Cal.  179,  48  Pac.  75;  People 
V.  Young,  108  Cal.  8,  41  Pac.  281,  not 
on  assessment  roll.  Iia. — State  v.  Bat- 
son,  108  La.  479,  32  So.  478.  N.  C. 
State  V.  Griffice,  74  N.  C.  316.  Wyo. 
Meldrum  v.  State,  23  Wyo.  12,  146 
Pac.  596;  State  v.  BoUn,  10  Wyo.  439, 
70  Pac.  1. 

[a]  Qualifications  Not  Passed  Upon, 
It  was  not  intended  by  the  legislature 
that  the  qualifications  of  each  person 
selected  by  the  board  should  be  passed 
upon.  If  their  names  apear  upon  the 
assessment  roll,  no  further  inquiries 
need  be  made.  State  v.  Squaires,  2 
Nev.  226. 

65.  State  v.  Brooks,  9  Ala.  9;  State 


V.    Merriman,    34    S.    C.    16,    12   S.    E. 
619. 

66.  State  v.  Jenkins,  32  Kan.  477, 
4  Pac.  809,  in  which  event  a  failure  to 
select  from  such  class  or  list  is  suffi- 
cient ground  for  quashing  the  panel. 

Grounds  for  CLuashing  panel,  see  gen- 
erally infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

67.  Number  of  jury,  see  supra,  II, 
B,  2. 

68.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Fla. — Eeeves  v.  State, 
29  Fla.  527,  10  So.  901  (three  hundred 
persons  or  less  when  such  number  can- 
not be  procured) ;  White  v.  State,  26 
Ela.  602,  7  So.  857.  Idaho.— Heitman 
v.  Morgan,  10  Idaho  562,  79  Pac.  225, 
one  hundred  and  fifty  or  less  when 
such  number  cannot  be  secured.  La. 
State  V.  Batson,  108  La.  479,  32  So. 
478.  Micli.— Hewitt  v.  Gage,  71  Mich. 
287,  39  N.  W.  56. . 

69.  Eawlins  v.  State,  124  Ga.  31,  52 
S.   E.  1. 

[a]  The  commissioners,  in  determin- 
ing the  number  of  jurors  to  be  selected, 
should  take  into  consideration  the 
whole  number  of  persons  liable  to  jury 
service,  the  volume  of  business  to  be 
transacted  in  the  various  courts  which 
require  the  presence  of  jurors,  as  well 
as  the  facilitation  of  business  in  such 
courts.  Eawlins  v.  State,  124  Ga.  31, 
52   S.  E.  1. 

70.  People  v.  Sowell,  145  Cal.  292, 
78  Pac.  717.  See  State  v.  Batson,  108 
La.  479,  32  So.  478,  holding  that  if 
the  number  in  the  box  falls  one  short 
of  that  contemplated  by  statute,  it 
does  not  justify  the  quashing  of  the 
venire,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of 
fraud  or  actual  injury.  Compare  State 
V.  Love,  106  La.  658,  31  So.  289,  hold- 
ing that  where  the  number  is  far  be- 
low  the   statutory   requirement    it    ia 
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or  that  a  muet  greater  number/^  is  designated. 

c.  Presumption  of  Eegularity.  —  In  the  absence  of  a  showing  to  the 
contrary,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  board  or  commission  making  the 
selection  properly  discharged  its  duty  in  good  faithJ^ 

d.  Mandamus  To  GompelP  —  Mandamus  is  the  appropriate  rem- 
edy to  compel  the  commissioners  to  perform  their  duty  where  they 
have  failed  to  act.^*  The  allegations  of  the  petition  in  such  ease  must 
be  positive,  and  not  on  information  and  belief. ^^ 

6.    Signing  and  Returning  Jury  List.  —  The  jury  list}  is  signed,^^ 


sufficient  to  cause  a  quashal. 

Grounds  for  challenge  to  airay  gen- 
erally, see  infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

71.  Hewitt  V.  Gage,  71  Mich.  287, 
39  N.  W.  56  (holding  that  a  list  having 
an  excessive  number  of  jurors  may  be 
corrected  by  sljriking  off  all  names 
listed  in  excess  of  the  proper  number); 
Eizzolo  V.  Com.,  126  Pa.  54,  17  Atl. 
520,  holding  that  the  fact  that  there 
■was  a  slight  excess  in  the  number  of 
names  on  the  list  was  a  mere  irregular- 
ity of  a  harmless  nature. 

As  ground  for  challenge  to  array, 
see  infra,  VII. 

72.  Cal.— People  v.  Sowell,  145  Cal. 
292,  78  Pae.  717.  Fla. — Woodward  v. 
State,  33  Fla.  508,  15  So.  252.  Ga. 
Carter  v.  State,  143  Ga.  632,  85  S.  E. 
884;  Davis  v.  Arthur,  139  Ga.  74,  76 
S.  E.  676.  Idaho. — Heitmau  «.  Mor- 
gan, 10  Idaho  562,  79  Pac.  225.  la. 
State  V.  Wilson,  166  Iowa  309,  144 
N.  W.  47,  147  N.  W.  739;  State  v. 
Ansaleme,  15  Iowa  44.  Ky. — ^liouis- 
ville,  H.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Schwab, 
127  Ky.  82,  105  S.  W.  110.  Mich. 
People  V.  Ooughlin,  67  Mich.  466,  35 
N.  W.  72.  N.  Y.— Dolan  i).  People,  64 
N.  T.  485.  N.  0.— State  v.  Wilcox,  104 
N.  C.  847,  10  S.  E.  453.  Pa.— Com.  v. 
Valsalka,  181  Pa.  17,  37  Atl.  405;  Eol- 
land  V.  Com.,  82  Pa.  306,  22  Am.  Eep. 
758;  Com.  v.  Hughes,  3'3  Pa.  Super. 
90.  Tex. — ^Woodward  v.  State,  50  Tex. 
Crim.  294,  97  S.  W.  499.  Wye— State 
V.  BoUn,  10  Wyo.  439,  70  Pac.  1. 

[a]  This  presumption  cannot  he 
overcome  by  an  ex  parte  order  of  the 
judge,  reciting  that  in  his  opinion  the 
jury  lists  are  not  a  fair  representation 
of  the  intelligence  of  the  county.  Car- 
ter V.  State,  143  Ga.  632,  85  S.  E. 
884. 

[b]  Presumption  Where  No  Jurors 
Selected  From  Township. — Where  the 
law  directs  that  a  proportionate  num- 
ber of  jurors  be  selected  from  each 
township  and  it  appears  that  no  jurors 
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were  selected  from  one  township,  it 
will  be  presumed  that  there  were  no 
persons  in  such  township,  suitable  and 
qualified  to  act  as  jurors.  People  v. 
Sowell,  145  Cal.  292,  78  Pac.  717.  See 
also  People  v.  Seareey,  121  Cal.  1,  53 
Pac.  359,  '41  L.  E.  A.  157. 

73.  Ak  to  mandamus  generally,  see 
the  title  "Mandamus." 

74.  Davis  v.  Arthur,  139  Ga.  74,  76 
S.  E.  676.  See  Kennedy  v.  Oregon 
Short  Line  Co.,  18  Utah  325,  54  Pac. 
988. 

75.  Davis  v.  Arthur,  139  Ga.  ,74,  76 
S.  E.  676.  See  generally  the  title 
"Mandamus." 

76.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Fla. — Young  v.  State,  63  Fla.  55,  58 
So.  188;  Eeeves  v.  State,  29  Fla.  527, 
10  So.  901.  Mimi.^tate  v.  Peterson, 
61  Minn.  73,  63  N.  W.  171,  28  L.  E. 
A.  324;  State  v.  Schumm,  47  Minn.  373, 
50  N.  W.  362;  State  v.  Greenman,  23 
Minn.  209.  N.  J. — Gardner  v.  State,  55 
N.  J.  L.  17,  26  Atl.  30;  Poulson  v. 
Union  Nat.  Bank,  40  N.  J.  L.  563. 
Wyo.— State  v.  BoUn,  10  Wyp.  439,  70 
Pac.  1. 

[a]  The  list  cannot  be  deemed  com- 
plete until  it  is  •  certified,  signed,  and 
attested  as  required  by  statute,  when 
it  is  then  in  the  nature  of  a  record. 
State  V.  Greenman,  23  Minn.  209. 

[b]  Failure  To  Sign  List. — An  ob- 
jection, that  the  chairman  of  the  county 
commissioners  failed  to  sign  the  jury 
list  before  handing  it  to  the  clerk  for 
recordation  should  not  avail  where  it 
affirmatively  appears  that  no  possible 
injury  accrued  to  the  defendant  by 
reason  of  such  irregularity.  Young  «;. 
State,  63  Fla.  55,  58  So.  188. 

[c]  In  the  absence  of  statute,  the 
list  need  not  be  signed,  however.  State 
V.  Weingarth   (Minn.),  159  N.  W.  789. 

[d]  Signature  as  County  Commis- 
sioners.— The  fact  that  the  commis- 
sioners returned  the  list  signed  by 
them  as  county  commissioners  instead 
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after  completion,  and  certified,'^  and  turned  over  to  the  clerk  or  other 
keeper  named  by  the  statute  to  be  recorded  or  filed.''^  The  time  for  re- 
turning the  lists  is  not  important,  and  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  stat- 
utory time  for  returning  it  be  followed.''''  It  is  immaterial  whether  the 
return  is  made  voluntarily,*"  upon  request,*^  or  upon  the  order  of 
court.*^ 

Where  the  jury  list  returned  is  illegal,  the   eoiirt    under   some    statutes 
may  direct  the  return  of  a  new  list.*^ 


of  as  jury  commissioners  did  not 
vitiate  the  return  as  the  county  com- 
missioners constituted  the  Ijoard  of 
jury  commissioners.  Linnehan  v.  State, 
116  Ala.  471,  22  So.  662. 

77.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Fla. — Reeves  v.  State, 
29  Fla.  527,  10  So.  901.  Ga.— Carr  v. 
State,  76  Ga.  592.  Minn. — State  v. 
Peterson,  61  Minn.  73,  63  N.  W.  171, 
28  L.  E.  A.  324;  State  v.  Schumm,  47 
Minn.  373,  50  N.  W.  362  (failure  to 
certify  is  a  material  defect);  State  v. 
Greenman,  23  Minn.  209.  N.  J. — Gard- 
ner V.  State,  56  N.  .T.  L.  17,  26  Atl. 
30;  Poulson  v.  TJnion  Nat.  Bank,  40 
N.  J.  L.  563.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Valsalka, 
181  Pa.  17,  37  Atl.  405. 

[a]  Statutes  are  'mandatory  as  to 
the  certificate.  Gardner  v.  State,  55 
N.  J.  L.  17,  26  Atl.  30;  Poulson  v. 
Union  Nat.  Bank,  40  N.  J.  L.  563.  But 
see  Coker  v.  State,  7  Tex.  App.  83, 
■where  the  court  questioned  whether  the 
section  requiring  the  jury  list  to  be 
certified  would  be  construed  as  man- 
datory, in  the  absence  of  a  showing 
that  defendant  was  prejudiced  thereby. 

[b]  The  fact  that  the  list  was  not 
certified  when  returned  to  the  county 
clerk  may  be  rectified  by  attaching  the 
certificate  where  there  is  no  question 
but  that  the  list  of  jurors,  as  drawn 
by  the  board  of  supervisors,  was  the 
same  list  that  went  into  possession 
of  the  county  clerk,  and  from  which 
the  names  were  taken  and  placed  in 
the  trial  jury  box.  People  v.  Toung, 
108  Cal.  8,  41  Pac.  281.  See  McLain 
V.  State,  71  Ga.  279. 

[c]  Sufacient  Certification. — Carter 
V.  State,  56  Ga.  463;  State  v.  Peterson, 
61  Minn.  73,  63  N.  W.  171,  28  L.  R. 
A.  324. 

[d]  Matters  which  do  not  affect 
the  essence  of  the  certificate  will  not 
vitiate  the  list.  State  v.  Brooks,  9  Ala. 
9.  And  see  also  Brinkley  v.  State,  54 
Ga.  371. 


78.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §7239 
(judge  of  probate  court) ;  Johnson  v. 
State,  102  Ala.  1,  16  So.  99.  Ariz. 
Ubillos  V.  Territory,  9  Ariz.  171,  80 
Pac.  363.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §208; 
People  V.  Crowey,  56  Cal.  36.  Tla. 
Reeves  v.  State,  29  Fla.  527,  10  So. 
901;  White  v.  State,  26  Fla.  602,  7 
So.  857  (recorded  in  minutes  of  com- 
missioners) ;  Keech  v.  State,  15  Fla. 
591.  Minn. — State  v.  Peterson,,  61 
Minn.  73,  63  N.  W.  171,  28  L.  R.  A. 
324.  Mont.— State  v.  Tighe,  27  Mont. 
327,  "71  Pac.  3.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Valsalka, 
181  Pa.  17,  37  Atl.  405.  Wyo,— State 
V.  Bolln,   10  Wyo.  439,  70  Pac.  1. 

Failure  to  do  so  as  ground  of  chal- 
lenge, see  infra,  VII,  E. 

[a]  Statutes  Directory. — The  stat- 
utes requiring  the  list  to  be  "forth- 
with delivered  to  the  clerk"  are  di- 
rectory only.  State  v.  Gut,  13  Minn. 
341. 

[b]  List  may  be  recorded  after  the 
ballots  are  placed  in  the  box,  or  the 
jury  drawn.  The  omission  to  record 
it  is  not  an  irregularity  in  respect  to 
the  selection,  summoning  or  empanel- 
ing of  jurors.  Keech  v.  State,  15  Fla. 
591. 

79.  People  v.  Fuhrman,  103  Mich. 
593,  61  N.  W.  865;  Thomas  v.  People, 
39  Mich.  309. 

[a]  Return  After  Termination  of 
Office. — Where  the  body  making  the 
selection  goes  out  of  office  before  mak- 
ing a  return  to  the  clerk,  the  succeed- 
ing body  can  make  the  return.  Mc- 
Gann  v.  BLamilton,  58  Conn.  69,'  19  Atl. 
376. 

80.  People  v.  Fuhrman,  103  Mich. 
593,  61  N.  W.  865. 

81.  People  V.  Fuhrman,  103  Mich. 
593,  61  N.  W.  865. 

82.  People  v.  Fuhrman,  103  Mich. 
593,  61  N.  W.  865. 

83.  Smaltz  v.  Boyce,  1P9  Mich.  382, 
69  N.  W.  21,  on  its  own  motion. 
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7.  The  Jury  Box  or  Wheel.  —  a.  In  General.  —  Statutes  gener- 
ally provide  for  a  jury  box  or  wheel  or  other  receptacle  in  which  the 
slips  or  ballots  containing  the  names  of  persons  selected  for  jury  duty 
are  deposited.'*  Separate  boxes  for  grand  jurors  and  trial  jurors  are 
sometimes  provided. *° 

b.  Preparation  of  Ballots.  —  Statutes  sometimes  direct  that  the 
ballots  or  slips  be  prepared  in  a  certain  way,*"  as  for  instance,  that  they 
be  so  folded  as  to  make  the  name  invisible,*''  or  that'  the  names  selected 
from  each  ward  be  separately  wrapped  and  sealed,**  and  that  the  oc- 
cupation,** and  residence,'"  of  the  juror  be  stated  after  his  name.^^ 

c.  Depositing  Ballots  and  Locking  Box.  —  The  ballots  or  slips,  after 
preparation,  are  placed  in  the  jury  box  or  wheel,  or  other  receptacle,*^ 


84.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
infra.  III,  A,  7,  c. 

85.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Oal.— Code  Civ.  Proc.,  §209.  Ga.— Gar- 
ter V.  State,  143  Ga.  632,  85  S.  E.  884. 
lU.— People  V.  Onahan,  170  HI.  449,  48 
N.  E.  1003. 

86.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Jury  Com.  v.  State,  178 
Ala.  412,  59  So.  594;  Wilkinson  v. 
State,  106  Ala.  23,  17  So.  458;  John- 
son V.  State,  102  Ala.  1,  16  So.  99; 
Humphrey  v.  Palmer,  89  S.  B.  401,  71 
S.  E.  977. 

[a]  Conunissioners  To  Write  Names. 
The  statutory  provision  is  mandatory 
that  the  commissioners  shall  personally 
write  the  names  of  the  jurors  on  the 
ballots.  Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105  S.  W. 
110. 

87.  Ala.— Code,  1907,  §7240;  Wil- 
kinson V.  State,  106  Ala.  23,  17  So. 
458;  Johnson  v.  State,  102  Ala.  1,  16 
So.  99.  Cal.— Code  Civ.  Proc,  §209; 
People  V.  Crowey,  56  Cal.  36.  Conn. 
McGanu  v.  Hamilton,  58  Conn.  69,  19 
Atl.  376.  N.  J. — ^Poulson  v.  Union  Nat. 
Bank,  40  N.  J.  L.  563.  N.  Y.— Pringle 
V.  Huse,  1  Cow.  432.  Pa. — Com.  v. 
Haines,  27  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  81.  S.  0. 
Humphrey  v.  Palmer,  89  S.  C.  401,  71 
S.  E.  977. 

Failure  to  fold  slips  as  grounds  for 
challenge  to  array,  see  infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

88.  People  v.  Tonnelier,  167  Mich. 
638,  133  N.  W.  510. 

89.  Ala. — Jury  Com.  v.  State,  178 
Ala.  412,  59  So.  594;  Thompson  v. 
State,  122  Ala.  12,  26  So.  141  (failure 
to  state  occupation  not  ground  for 
quashing  venire,  however);  Johnson  v. 
State,  102  Ala.  1,  16  So.  99.  lU.— Peo- 
ple V.  Onahan,  170  111.  449,  48  N.  E. 

Vol  XVI 


1003.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Haines,  27  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  81. 

90.  Ala.— Jury  Com.  v.  State,  178 
Ala.  412,  59  So.  594;  Wilkinson  ®. 
State,  106  Ala.  23,  17  So.  458  (omis- 
sion to  give  residence  on  a  few  of 
tickets  and  using  abbreviation  "Co." 
for  county,  not  ground  for  quashing 
venire,  however);  Johnson  v.  State,  102 
Ala.  1,  16  So.  99.  HL— People  v.  Ona- 
han, 170  HI.  449,  48  N.  E.  1003.  La. 
State  V.  Batson,   108   La.   479,   32   So. 

478.  Pa. — Com.  V.  Haines,  27  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  81. 

91.  Failure  to  state  occupation  and 
residence  of  juror  as  ground  for  quash- 
ing venire,  see  infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

92.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala. — Jury  Com.  v.  State, 
178  Ala.  412,  59  So.  594;  Johnson  v. 
State,  102  Ala.  1,  16  So.  99.  111.— Peo- 
ple V.  Onahan,  170  111.  449,  48  N.  E. 
1003.  Ky.— Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105  S.  W. 
110.  La.— State  v.  Gallot,  138  La.  224, 
70   So.   106;    State  v.  Batson,   108  La. 

479,  32  So.  478.  Miss.— Sumrall  v. 
State,  29  Miss.  202.  Mo.— State  v. 
Breen,  59  Mo.  413.  Neb.— Northeast- 
ern Neb.  E.  Co.  V.  Frazier,  25  Neb. 
42,  40  N.  W.  604.  N.  J.— Poulson  v. 
Union  Nat.  Bank,  40  N.  J.  L.  563.  Pa. 
Brown  V.  Com.,  73  Pa.  321,  13  Am. 
Eep.  740;  Com.  v.  Haines,  27  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  81;  Com.  v.  Smith,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
577.  Tenn.— Turner  v.  State,  111  Tenn. 
593,  69  S.  W.  774.  Wash.— Cathey  v. 
Seattle  Blec.  Co.,  58  Wash.  176,  108 
Pae.  443.  Wyo.— State  v.  BoUn,  10 
Wyo.  439,  70  Pac.  1. 

[a]  Alabama. — ^Under  the  local  law 
in  Pike  county,  the  tickets  are  re- 
quired to  be  deposited  in  fifteen  boxes, 
one  for  each  precinct  in  the  county. 
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which  receptacle  is  then  sealed  and  locked,^'  and  plaed  in  proper 
custody.^*  It  is  sometimes  prescribed  that  the  key  be  kept  in  the  cus- 
tody of  designated  officers,  other  than  those  having  the  care  of  the  box 
or  wheel.^"    The  statutory  regulations  concerning  the  locking,  custody, 


Hornsby  «.  State,  94  Ala.  55,  10  So. 
522. 

[b]  Commissioners  To  Place  Names 
in  Box. — The  selection  will  be  vitiated 
if  the  commissioners  delegate  others  to 
deposit  the  ballots  in  the  jury  box,  the 
statute  being  mandatory  that  such  act 
be  performed  by  the  commissioners 
personally.  Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  Ey. 
Co.  V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105  S.  W. 
110. 

[e]  The  jury  box  need  not  be  filled 
up  (1)  before  a  jury  can  be  drawn 
therefrom  (Johnson  v.  State,  102  Ala. 
1,  16  So.  99);  (2)  but  if  the  process 
of  filling  the  box  had  been  carried  on 
to  only  a  very  limited  extent,  or  if  the 
circumstances  attending  the  drawing 
gave  evidence  that  it  had  not  been 
fairly  and  impartially  conducted,  then 
it  might  constitute  ground  for  quashal 
of  the  venire.  Johnson  v.  State,  102 
Ala.  1,  16  So.  99.  As  to  grounds  for 
quashing  venire  generally,  see  infra, 
VII,  E,  3. 

[d]  A  name  not  upon  tlie  jury  roll 
cannot  legally  be  entered  in  the  jury 
box.  Jury  Com.  v.  State,  178  Ala.  412, 
69  So.  594. 

93.  Ala. — Jury  Com.  v.  State,  178 
Ala.  412,  59  So.  594;  Johnson  v.  State, 
102  Ala.  1,  16  So.  99.  Pa.— Klemmer 
V.  Mount  Penn  Gravity  E.  Co.,  163 
Pa.  521,  30  Atl.  274;  Kittanning  Ins. 
Co.  v.  Adams,  110  Pa.  553,  1  Atl.  443; 
Curley  v.  Com.,  84  Pa.  151;  Brown  v. 
Com.,  73  Pa.  321,  13  Am.  Eep.  740; 
Com.  V.  Smith,  16  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  577; 
Com.  V.  Hughes,  33  Pa.  Super.  90.  S.  C. 
Humphrey  v.  Palmer,  89  S.  C.  401,  71 
S.  E."977.  Tenn. — Turner  v.  State,  111 
Tenn.  593,  69  S.  W.  774. 

Failure  to  lock  as  ground  of  chal- 
lenge, see  infra,  "VII,  E. 

[a]  Wben  Not  Necessary  To  liOck 
and  Seal  Wheel. — The  requirement  of 
the  statute  that  the  jury  box  be  locked 
and  sealed  has  reference  to  the  preser- 
vation of  the  wheel  from  interference 
by  unauthorized  persons  between  the 
time  when  the  wheel  is  filled  and  a 
later  date  when  it  becomes  necessary 
to  open  it  for  the  purpose  of  drawing 
a  jury.  And  so  where  the  exigency 
of  a  venire  makes  it  necessary  to  draw 


a  jury  as  soon  as  the  wheel  is  filled, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  wheel  be 
locked  and  sealed  and  immediately  re- 
opened. Such  an  act  would  be  a  use- 
less one.  Com.  v.  Hughes,  33  Pa. 
Super.  90. 

[b]  Sealing.— The  sheriff  and  each 
jury  commissioner  should  have  an  in- 
dividual seal,  which  is  attached  sep- 
arately. Kittanning  Ins.  Co.  v.  Adams, 
110  Pa.  553,  1  Atl.  443;  Curley  v.  Com., 
84  Pa.  151;  Brown  v.  Com.,  73  Pa. 
321,  13  Am.  Eep.  740;  Com.  v.  Shew, 
8  Pa.  Dist.  484;  Com.  v.  Smith,  16  Pa. 
Co.  Ct.  577. 

94.  Com.  V.  Valsalka,  181  Pa.  17,  37 
Atl.  405;  EoUand  v.  Com.,  82  Pa.  306, 
22  Am.  Eep.   758. 

[a]  It  Is  a  sufficient  custody  of  the 
jury  box  (1)  if  it  is  kept  in  the  place 
set  apart  for  i<t  in  the  commissioners' 
safe,  to  which  safe  only  the  commis- 
sioners and  their  clerks  have  access. 
Com.  11.  Valsalka,  181  Pa.  17,  37  Atl. 
405;  Curley  v.  Com.,  84  Pa.  151  (box 
kept  in  vault  of  county  treasurer); 
EoUand  v.  Com.,  82  Pa.  306,  22  Am. 
Eep.  758.  (2)  And  under  a  statute 
which  does  not  designate  where  the 
jury  box  shall  be  kept,  it  has  been 
held  a  sufficient  custody  if  one  of  the 
commissioners,  with  the  consent  of  the 
other,  kept  the  box  at  his  residence. 
Klemmer  v.  Mount  Penn  Gravity  E. 
Co.,  163  Pa.  521,  30  Atl.  274. 

95.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala. — Jury  Com.  v.  State, 
178  Ala.  412,  59  So.  594.  Ky.— Smith 
V.  Com.,  108  Ky.  53,  55  S.  W.  718. 
Iia.— State  v.  Gallot,  138  La.  224,  70 
So.  106.  Pa.— Com.  V.  Valsalka,  181 
Pa.  17,  37  Atl.  405;  Klemmer  v.  Mount 
Penn  G.  E.  Co.,  163  Pa.  521,  30  Atl.  274; 
Kittanning  Ins.  Co.  v.  Adams,  110  Pa. 
553,  1  Atl.  443;  Brown  v.  Com.,  73  Pa. 
321,  13  Am.  Eep.  740.  S.  C. — ^Humphrey 
V.  Palmer,  89  S.  C.  401,  71  S.  E.  977  ' 
(three  different  locks,  each  having  a 
key  peculiar  to  itself,  one  key  to  be 
kept  by  the  county  auditor,  one  by  the 
county  treasurer  and  the  third  by  the 
clerk  of  the  court  of  common  pleas); 
State  V.  Smith,  77  S.  C.  248,  57  S.  E. 
868,  wherein  it  was  held  not  to  he  a 
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and  safe  keeping  of  the  jury  box  are  merely-  directory,  however/^ 
though  upon  this  proposition  there  are  authorities  to  the  contrary.*' 

B.  The  Jury  Panel.**  —  1,  Drawing  Regular  Panel.  —  a.  In 
General.  —  In  the  absence  of  a  statute  regulating  the  method  of  select- 
ing and  drawing  jurors,  the  rules  of  the  common  law  prevail  ;**  but  this 
matter  is  generally  covered  by  statutes,^  which  are  generally  held  to 
be  directory  only,^  although  some  statutes,  either  in  whole  or  as  to 
certain  requirements,  are  regarded  as  mandatory.^     Generally'  it  is 


fatal   defect   because   one  key   opened 
two  of  the  locks. 

96.  State  v.  Stanton,  118  N.  C.  1182, 
24  S.  E.  536;  State  v.  Hensley,  94  N. 
C.  1021. 

[a]  Substantial  Compliaiice  Suffi- 
cient.— Where  the  essential  provisions 
of  an  act  for  the  security  of  the  ac- 
cused have  been  observed,  it  is  not 
material  if  there  has  been  a  slight  de- 
viation from  a  direction  as  to  the 
marking  of  the  jury  box.  State  >v. 
Potts,  lOO  N".  0.  457,  6  8.  E.  657. 

97.  Smith  v.  Com.,  108  Ky.  53,  55 
S.  W.  718,  holding  that  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  the  key  to  the  jury  box 
or  wheel  shall  be  kept  in  the  custody 
of  persons  other  than  those  having  the 
care  of  the  box  or  wheel  is  mandatory 
and  that  it  constitutes  a  valid  objec- 
tion to  the  jury  that  such  is  not  done, 
although  the  key  is  kept  in  a  sealed 
envelope. 

'98.  Selecting  jury  list,  see  supra, 
III,  A. 

99.  United  States  v.  Beebe,  2  Dak. 
292,  11  N.  W.  505;  Territory  v.  Car- 
mody,  8  N.  M.  376,  45  Pac.  881. 

1.  See   generally   the   statutes. 

2.  A^a. — Wilkinson  v.  State,  106 
Ala.  23,  17  So.  458;  Long  v.  State,  86 
Ala.  36,  5  So.  443;  Sale  v.  State,  68 
Ala.  530;  Dotson  v.  State,  62  Ala.  141, 
34  Am.  Eep.  2.  See  Steele  v.  State, 
111  Ala.  32,  20  So.  648;  Johnson  v. 
State,  102  Ala.  1,  16  So.  99.  Cal. 
People  V.  Eichards,  1  Cal.  App.  566,  82 
Pac.  691.  Fla.— Beeves  v.  State,  29 
Pla.  527,  10  So.  901.  Ga.— Eafe  v. 
State,  20  Ga.  60.  HI.— Wilhelm  v.  Peo- 
ple, 72  111.  468;  Mapes  v.  People,  69 
111.  523;  Ochs  v.  People,  25  111.  App. 
379.  la. — State  v.  Wilson,  166  Iowa 
309,  144  N.  W.  47,  147  N.  W.  739; 
State  V.  Eockwell,  82  Iowa  429,  48 
N.  W.  721;  Brentner  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  E.  Co.,  68  Iowa  530,  23  N.  W. 
245,  27  N.  W.  605;  State  v.  Harris, 
64  Iowa  287,  20  N.  W.  439.  Iia.— State 
V.  Sheppard,  115  La.  942,  40  So.  363. 
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Mo.— state  V.  Jackson,  167  Mo.  291,  66 
S.  W.  938;  State  v.  Gleason,  88  Mo. 
582;  State  v.  Knight,  61  Mo.  373; 
Berry  v.  Trunk,  185  Mo.  App.  495,  172 
S.  W.  629.  Nev. — State  v.  Johnny,  29 
Nev.  203,  87  Pac.  3;  State  v.  Squaires, 
2  Nev.  226.  N.  J. — Gardner  v.  State, 
55  N.  J.  L.  17,  26  Atl.  30;  Poulson 
V.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  40  N.  J.  L.  563. 
N.  Y. — ^Priery  v.  People,  2  Abb.  Dec. 
215;  People  v.  Eansom,  7  Wend.  417; 
People  V.  Ferris,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
193.  See  People  v.  Eogers,  13  Abb. 
Pr.  (N.  S.)  370.  N.  C— State  v. 
Teachey,  138  N.  C.  587,  50  S.  E.  232; 
State  V.  Brogden,  HI  N.  C.  656,  16 
S.  E.  170;  State  v.  Haywood,  73  N.  0. 
437.  See  Moore  v.  Navassa  Guano  Co., 
130  N.  C.  229,  41  S.  E.  293.  Ohio. 
State  V.  Barlow,  70  Ohio  St.  363,  71 
N.  B.  726;  McHugh  v.  State,  42  Ohio 
St.  154.  Okla. — Sharp  v.  United  States, 
13  Okla.  522,  76  Pac.  177.  Ore.— Hart 
V.  Territory,  1  Ore.  122.  S.  C. — State 
V.  Smith,  77  S.  O.  248,  57  S.  E.  868; 
State  V.  Smalls,  73  S.  C.  516,  53  S.  B. 
976;  Ehodes  v.  Southern  Ey.  Co.,  68 
S.  C.  494,  47  S.  E.  689;  State  v.  Camp- 
bell, 35  S.  C.  28,  14  S.  E.  292.  Tenn. 
See  Hardwick  v.  State,  6  Lea  103,  106. 
Tex. — Howard  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.), 
178  S.  W.  506;  Charles  v.  State,  13 
Tex.  App.  658.  Wash.— State  v.  Straub, 
16  Wash.  Ill,  47  Pac.  227;  State  v. 
Bokien,  14  Wash.  403,  44  Pac.  889. 
W.  Va.— State  v.  ClarkJ  51  W.  Va.  457, 
41  S.  E.  204.  Wis.— 'Ullman  v.  State, 
124  Wis.  602,  103  N.  W.  6. 

As  to  viiieVlieit  statutes  are  directory 
as  to  time  and  place,  see  infra,  III, 
B,  1,  c. 

[a]  While  the  statutes  are  directory, 
the  essential  provisions  of  the  statute 
cannot  be  disregarded.  State  v.  Aus- 
tin, 183  Mo.  478,  82  S.  W.  5. 

3.  Ala. — Morris  v.  State,  146  Ala.  66, 
41  So.  274;  Allen  v.  State,  145  Ala. 
11,  40  So.  660;  Scott  v.  State,  141  Ala. 
39,  37  So.  366.  Conn.- State  v.  Mc- 
Gee,  80  Conn.  614,  69  Atl.  1059.     See 
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sufficient  if  there  is  a  substantial  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  however.* 

Effect  of  Change  in  Statute. —  A  jury  panel  properly  drawn  under  the 
law  in  force  at  that  time  is  valid  notwithstanding  a  subsequent  change 
in  the  law.^  And  a  panel  drawn  under  the  existing  law  instead  of  the 
law  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  oifense  will  be  sus- 
tained.^ 

b.  Notice  of  Drawing.  —  The  statutes  sometimes  provide  that  notice 
must  be  given  of  the  time  of  drawing  the  jury  panel  f  but  the  appear- 
ance of  the  parties  to  be  notified  amounts  to  a  waiver  of  the  prescribed 
notice.'  A  statute  prescribing  due  notice  contemplates  a  notification 
in  due  time  to  afford  the  parties  opportunity  to  be  present  at  the 
drawing.® 

c.  Time  and  Place  of  Drawing. — (I.)  Time."  — The  statutes  fixing 
the  time  when  the  drawing  shall  take  place  vary,^^  some  fixing  the  time 


McGann  v.  Hamilton,  58  Conn.  69,  19 
Atl.  376;  Colt  v.  Eves,  12  Conn.  243. 
Del. — In  re  Motion  to  Quash  Panel  of 
Petit  Jurors,  5  Penne.  588,  65  Atl.  769. 
Ga.— Shedd  v.  Stow  (Ga.  App.),  89  S. 
E.  352,  statute  relating  to  justice  of 
the  peace.  Ind. — See  Mitchell  v.  Lik- 
ens, 3  Blackf.  258;  Jones  v.  State,  3 
Blackf.  37.  Ky.— Louisville,  H.  &  St. 
L.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105 
S.  "W.  110.  La. — See  State  v.  Conway, 
35  La.  Ann.  350;  State  ex  rel.  Maurice 
V.  Judge,  30  La.  Ann.  603.  Md. — Green 
V.  State,  59  Md.  123,  43  Am.  Eep.  542. 
Pa. — Com.  V.  Freeman,  166  Pa.  332,  31 
Atl.  115.  Va.— Hoback  v.  Com.,  104 
Va.  871,  52  S.  E.  575. 

As  to  wliether  statutes  as  to  who 
shall  draw  are  mandatory  or  not,  see 
infra,  III,  B,  1,  d. 

4.  Cal.— People  v.  Wong  Bin,  139 
Cal.  60,  72  Pae.  505;  People  v.  Eich- 
ards,  1  Cal.  App.  566,  82  Pac.  691. 
Md.— Green  v.  State,  59  Md.  123,  43 
Am.  Eep.  542.  Okla. — Sharp  v.  United 
States,  13  Okla.  522,  76  Pac.  177;  Mad- 
dox  V.  State  (Okla.  Crim.),  158  Pac. 
883.  Wash. — Jennings  v.  Puget  Sound 
T.  L.  &  P.  Co.,  76  Wash.  15,  135  Pae. 
468. 

[a]  A  strict  compliance  is  recom- 
mended, however.  People  v.  Davis,  73 
Cal.  355,  15  Pac.  8. 

[b]  Where  jurors  free  from  chal- 
lenge for  cause  are  drawn  and  selected 
by  the  proper  officers  the  law  is  satis- 
fied. Dotson  V.  State,  62  Ala.  141,  34 
Am.  Eep.  2. 

5.  Neb. — See  Neal  v.  State,  32  Neb. 
120,  49  N.  W.  174.  N.  J.— State  v. 
Shupe,   86   N.    J.   L.   410,   92   Atl.   53. 


Wis. — Eay  v.  Lake  Superior,  etc.  Co., 
99  Wis.  617,  75  N.  W.  420. 

Change  in  statute  under  which  jury 
panel  is  drawn  as  ground  for  challenge 
to  array,  see  infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

6.  State  V.  Barlow,  70  Ohio  St.  363, 
71  N.  E.  726,  where  the  statute  in- 
creased the  number  of  commissioners 
to  draw  the  panel  from  three  to  four. 

7.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
State  V.  Bouvy,  124  La.  1054,  50  So. 
849. 

Failure  to  give  notice  as  ground  for 
challenge  or  quashal,  see  infra,  VII,  E. 

8.  Williams  v.  State,  45  Tex.  Crim. 
218,  75  S.  W.  859. 

9.  State  V.  Woodward,  136  La.  291, 
67  So.  7,  holding  that  where  a  mem- 
ber of  a  jury  commission  was  notified 
by  mail  to  attend  a  meeting  next  day, 
and  the  notice  was  delivered  to  his 
wife  who  gave  it  to  him  too  late  t» 
enable  him  to  attend,  the  notice  was 
sufficient. 

[a]  The  length  of  time  of  notice 
is  of  minor  importance  and  where  the 
persons  are  present  on  shorter  notice 
the  purpose  of  the  statute  is  served. 
State  V.  Yordi,  30  Kan.  221,  2  Pac. 
161. 

[b]  Four  days'  notice  has  been  held 
sufficient  although  Sunday  was  an  in- 
tervening day.  State  v.  Wheeler,  64 
Me.  532. 

10.  Time  of  selection  of  jury  list, 
see  supra.  III,  A,  3. 

11.  See   generally   the   statutes. 

[a]  At  Time  of  Order  Therefor. — In 
Michigan  in  condemnation  proceedings 
the  jury  must  be  drawn  on  the  order 
of  the  judge,  in  his  presence,  and  at 
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at  the  sitting  of  the  court,^^  others  at  the  term  preceding  the  regular 
term,^^  or  a  certain  number  of  days  before  the  holding  of  court, ^*  or 
at  a  certain  day  and  month  of  the  year.^^  The  statutes  are  usually  held 
directory  as  to  the  time  of  drawing,^*  and  where  a  drawing  is  directed 
a  certain  time  before  holding  of  court,  the  period  may  be  either  longer," 
or  shorter,^*  than  the  prescribed  period. 

(II.)  Place.  —  Statutes  sometimes  provide  that  the  drawing  shall  take 
place  in  open  court,^"  in  the  presence  of  the  judge,^"  or  in  the  clerk's 
offiee,^^  but  these  statutes  are  regarded  as  directory  only.^^ 

d.  Who  May  Draw?^  —  Statutes  variously  provide  that  the  jury 
panel  shall  be  drawn  by  the  clerk,^*  or,  in  his  absence,  by  the  deputy 


the  time  of  making  the  order.    Matter 
of  Convers,  18  Mich.  459. 

12.  Stevens  v.  Kieher,  1  How. 
(Miss.)   522. 

13.  State  «.  Pratt,  15  Eich.  L.  (S. 
C.)  47. 

14.  La. — ^State  v.  Aspara,  113  La. 
940,  37  So.  940.  See  State  v.  Eed,  32 
La.  Ann.  819;  Lyon  v.  Commercial 
Ins.  Co.,  2  Bob.  266.  Mass. — Amherst 
V.  Hadley,  1  Pick.  38.  N.  Y.— Powell 
V.    People,    5    Hun    169. 

[a]  Computatioti  of  Time. — Where 
the  statute  provides  that  the  jury 
shall  be  drawn  not  less  than  four- 
teen nor  more  than  twenty  days  be- 
fore holding  each  trial  term,  the  day 
appointed  for  holding  the  term  must 
be  excluded,  and  the  day  of  the  draw- 
ing may  be  included.  People  v.  Bur- 
gess, 153  N.  T.  561,  47  N.  B.  889. 

15.  Colt  V.  Eves,  12  Conn.  243. 

^  16.  See  the  following:  Conn. — Colt 
V.  Eves,  12  Conn.  243.  Fla. — Reeves 
v.  State,  29  Fla.  527,  10  So.  901.  Mo. 
State  V.  Pitts,  58  Mo.  556.  N.  O. 
Moore  v.  Navassa  Guano  Co.,  130  N.  C, 
229,  41  S.  E.  293. 

And  see  generally  the  cases  cited  in 
succeeding  notes,  and  siipra,  III,  B, 
1,  a. 

[a]  Sut  where  monthly  drawings 
are  provided  for  by  the  statute,  they 
must  be  so  made,  and  the  court  can- 
not try  a  case  at  one  term  with  a  panel 
drawn  for  the  preceding  term.  Cov- 
ington &  C.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Smith,  118 
Ky.  74,  80^.  W.  440;  South  Covington 
&  C.  St.  Ey.  Co.  V.  Schilling,  26  Ky. 
L.  Eep.  1,  80  S.  W.  510. 

17.  Ala.— Daughdrill  v.  State,  113 
Ala.  7,  21  So.  378.  Mass. — Amherst  v. 
Hadley,  1  Pick.  38.  Miss.— Cook  v. 
State,  90  Miss.  137,  43  So.  618. 

[a]  "At  Least  Fourteen.  Days." 
■Where  the  statute  prescribes  that  the 
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drawing  must  be  at  least  fourteen  days 
before  the  sitting  of  the  court,  the 
length  of  time  is  in  some  degree  in 
the  discretion  of  the  clerk,  and  this 
discretion  cannot  be  said  to  have  been 
abused  when  the  panel  was  drawn 
fifty-two '  days  before  court  day.  Crane 
V.  Dygert,  4  Wend.   (N.  Y.)   675. 

18.  Babcock  v.  People,  13  Colo.  515, 
22  Pae.  817  (twenty-eight  instead  of 
thirty  days);  State  v.  Pitts,  58  Mo. 
556. 

19.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Colson  V.  State,  51  Ma.  19,  40  So.  183; 
Cook  V.  State,  90  Miss.  137,  43  So. 
618. 

[a]  Wiat  Is  Open  Court. — A  jury 
drawn  while  court  was  in  session,  in 
the  presence  of  the  court  and  its  offi- 
cers, is  in  open  court  whether  it  was 
done  in  the  room  where  the  court 
usually  sits  or  -in  any  other  room  in 
the  courthouse.  State  v.  Millain,  3 
Nev.  409.  As  to  what  is  open  court, 
see  generally  the  title  "Judicial  Of- 
ficers." 

20.  Matter  of  Convers,  18  Mich.  459 
(jury  in  condemnation  proceedings); 
Patterson  v.  State,  48  N".  J.  L.  381,  4 
Atl.  449. 

21.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
State  V.  Green,  43  La.  Ann.  402,  9  So. 
42. 

[a]  Drawing  the  jury  in  an  adjoin- 
ing room  which  opens  into  the  clerk's 
office  and  is  a  part  thereof  is  a  com- 
pliance with  a  statute  designating  the 
place  of  drawing  as  the  clerk's  office. 
State  V.  Green,  43  La.  Ann.  402,  9  So. 
42. 

22.  Moore  V.  Navassa  Guano  Co., 
130  N.  C.  229,  41  S.  E.  293.  See  gen- 
erally supra,  III,  B,  1,  a. 

23.  By  whom  jury  list  selected,  see 
supra.  III,  A,  2. 

24.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
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clerk,^'  by  a  child  under  ten  years,^*  by  the  jury^'  or  county  commis- 
sioners,^® or  by  the  presiding  judge,''®  by  the  judge,  clerk,  and  sheriff,^' 
or  by  the  jury  commission  with  the  assistance  of  the  clerk  of  the  court,*' 
or  sheriff.'^ 

Statute  Mandatory. —  The  statutes  prescribing  who  shall  draw  the 
jury  are  usually  regarded  as  mandatory,*^  and  if  another  acts,  the 
jury  is  illegal.**  The  law  intends  that  the  officer  directed  to  perform 
this  duty  shall  do  so  by  his  own  hand  :*^  he  cannot  delegate  his  author- 


the  following:  Conn. — State  v.  Eosa, 
87  Conn.  585,  89  Atl.  163.  lU.— Mapes 
V.  People,  69  111.  523,  a  de  f  aeto  county 
clerk  may  act.  Ind. — Doolittle  v.  State, 
93  Ind.  272  (the  clerk  alone  draws 
the  names,  and  the  presence  or  assist- 
ance of  any  other  person  is  not  re- 
quired);  Jones  V.  State,  3  Blackf.  37. 
Kan. — State  v.  Bohan,  19  Kan.  28. 
Micli. — Fornia  v.  Frazer,  140  Mich.  631, 
104  N.  W.  147;  People  v.  Labadie,  66 
Mich.  702,  33  N.  W.  806.  Ore.— Hart 
V.  Territory,  1  Ore.  122.  Tex. — Brog- 
den  V.  State,  47  Tex.  Crim.  121,  80 
S.  W.  378;  Pocket  v.  State,  5  Tex.  App. 
552.  Va. — Hoback  v.  Com.,  104  Va. 
871,  52  S.  E.  575.  Wash. — State  ex  rel. 
Murphy  v.  Superior  Court,  82  Wash. 
284,  144  Pac.  32;  State  v.  Payne,  6 
Wash.  563,  34  Pac.  317. 

25.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Mat- 
thews, 26  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,741b.  Conn. 
State  V.  Eosa,  87  Conn.  585,  89  Atl. 
163.  la. — State  v.  Turner,  114  Iowa 
426,  87  N.  W.  287.  N.  Y.— People  v. 
Fuller,  2  Park.  Crim.  16. 

26.  Moore  v.  Navassa  Guano  Co., 
130  N".   C.  229,  41   S.  E.  293. 

27.  Louisville,  H.  &  St.  L.  Ey.  Co. 
V.  Schwab,  127  Ky.  82,  105  S.  W.  110; 
State  V.  Sheppard,  115  La.  942,  40  So. 
363  (without  the  least  suggestion  on 
the  part  of  any  one);  State  v.  Feazell, 
114  La.  533,  38  So.  444. 

[a]  In  Texas  (1)  the  sheriff  may  be 
ordered  by  the  court  to  select  a  num- 
ber of  jurors  when  those  selected  by 
the  jury  commission  have  been  ex- 
hausted (Sewall  V.  State,  67  Tex.  Crim. 
105,  148  S.  W.  569),  (2)  or  where, 
through  inadvertence  or  oversight,  the 
jury  commissioners  have  not  selected 
a  jury  for  the  ensuing  term  (Hurt  v. 
State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  338,  101  S.  W. 
806),  (3)  or  where  the  jury  commis- 
sioners have  not  been  appointed.  Smith 
V.  Bates  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  27  S.  W. 
1044,  28  S.  W.  64.  (4)  But  wherever 
the  statute  with  reference  to  appoint- 
ing  jury  commissioners   has   been   de- 


liberately set  aside,  or  overlooked  or 
disregarded,  it  will  constitute  ground 
for  reversal  of  judgment.  Hurt  v. 
State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  338,  101  S.  W. 
806;  Bickham  v.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim. 
150,  101  S.  W.  210;  White  v.  State, 
45  Tex.  Crim.  597,  78  S.  W.  1066. 

28.  Kennon  v.  Gilmer,  4  Mont.  433, 
2  Pac.  21;  State  v.  Teachey,  138  N.  C. 
587,  50  S.  E.  232;  State  v.  Wilcox,  104 
N.  C.  847,  10  S.  E.  453. 

29.  Morris  v.  State,  146  Ala.  66,  41 
So.  274;  Green  v.  State,  59  Md.  123, 
43  Am.  Eep.  542. 

[a]  By  the  judge,  or  in  his  absence 
by  the  clerk.  Colson  v.  State,  51  Fla. 
19,  40   So.   183. 

30.  Dotson  V.  Statej  62  Ala.  141,  34 
Am.  Eep.  2. 

31.  State  V.  Conway,  35  La.  Ann. 
350. 

As  to  necessity  for  clerk  acting,  see 
infra,  note  38. 

32.  Com.  V.  Chiemilewski,  243  Pa. 
171,  89  Atl.  964. 

[a]  A  sheriff  is  not  disqualified 
from  serving  upon  such  a  commission 
by  the  fact  that  his  name  is  indorsed 
on  the  information  as  a  witness.  Peo- 
ple V.  Summers,  115  Mich.  537,  73  N. 
W.  818. 

33.  State  v.  McGee,  80  Conn.  614, 
69  Atl.  1059;  Moore  v.  Navassa  Guano 
Co.,  130  N.  C.  229,  41  S.  E.  293. 

34.  Fornia  v.  Wayne  Circ.  Judge, 
140  Mich.  631,  104  N.  W.  147;  State 
V.  Austin,  183  Mo.  478,  82  S.  W.  5. 

As  ground  for  challenge  to  array, 
see  infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

35.  State  v.  McGee,  80  Conn.  614,  69 
Atl.  1059;  Fornia  v.  Wayne  Circ.  Judge, 
140  Mich.  631,  104  N.  W.  147;  People 
V.  Labadie,  66  Mich.  702,  33  N.  W. 
806. 

[a]  But  where  the  statute  directs 
that  the  sheriff  shall  draw  the  jury, 
a  deputy  sheriff  may  act  in  his  stead. 
Sturgis  V.  Mt.  Clemens  Sugar  Co.,  184 
Mich.    456,    151    N.    W.    746.      Contra, 
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ity,^°  or  aireet  another  to  draw  the  ballots  in  his  presence.'^     The 
statutes  providing  for  a  drawing  by  several  persons  usually  allow  a 
majority  to  act,  however.'* 
A  de  facto  officer    may  act.'® 

e.  From  What  List  Drawn.^"  —  The  jurors  must  be  drawn  from 
the  list  prescribed  by  law.*^  It  is  proper  to  draw  jurors  for  different 
courts  from  the  same  list.*^  Where  a  new  list  has  not  yet  been  filed, 
the.  jury  must  be  drawn  from  the  old  list.*^ 

f .  In  Whose  Presence  Drawn.  —  Where  the  statute  does  not  require 
it,  the  drawing  need  not  be  secret.**  The  statutes  sometimes  require 
that  the  drawing  be  had  in  the  presence  of  certain  persons,  however,*^ 
such  as  disinterested  witnesses,*"  or  the  sheriff.*^  A  statute  providing 
for  a  drawing  in  the  presence  of  certain  persons  does  not,  however, 
entitle  the  public  to  be  present.*^  Under  some  statutes,  the  drawing  is 
done  by  the  clerk  alone,  and  the  presence  of  anyone  else  is  not  neces- 
sary.*^ 


Pennsylvania  E.  Co.  v.  Heister,  8  Pa. 
445. 

36.  State  v.  MeGee,  80  Conn.  614, 
69  Atl.  1059. 

37.  State  v.  MeGee,  80  Conn.  614, 
69  Atl.   1059. 

Drawing  by  person  other  than  one 
designated  as  grovmd  of  challenge,  see 
mfra,  VII,  E,  b. 

38.  Ala. — Dotson  v.  State,  62  Ala. 
141,  34  Am.  Eep.  2.  La. — State  v. 
Thomas,  50  La.  Ann.  148,  23  So.  250; 
State  V.  Magee,  48  La.  Ann.  901,  19 
So.  933;  State  v.  Wells,  33  La.  Ann. 
1407;  State  v.  Hornsby,  33  La.  Ann. 
1110.  Pa. — Com.  V.  Chiemilewski,  243 
Pa.  171,  89  Atl.  964.  S.  C— State  ». 
Nelson,  80  S.  C.  373,  61  S.  E.  897; 
State  V.  Merriman,  34  8.  C.  16,  12 
S.   E.   619. 

[a]  The  clerk  (1)  is  an  indispen- 
sable member  of  the  majority,  how- 
ever, under  a  statute  making  him  a 
member  of  the  commission  to  do  the 
drawing.  State  v.  Conway,  35  La.  Ann. 
350.  (2)  If  he  has  neglected  to  take 
the  special  oath  before  participating 
in  the  drawing  the  drawing  is  thereby 
vitiated.  State  v.  Williams,  30  La. 
Ann.    1028. 

39.  People  v.  Oonklin,  175  N".  T. 
333,  67  N.  B.  624. 

40.  As  to  jury  list,  see  supra,  III, 
A. 

41.  State  V.  Jenkins,  32  Kan.  477, 
4  Pac.  809,  a  failure  to  do  so  is  a 
ground  for  quashing  the  panel. 

42.  St?ite  V.  Lawrence,  38  Iowa  51. 
N'ecesslty  for  separate  drawings  for 

different  courts,  see  infra,  III,  B,  1,  i. 
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43.  Cargain  v.  Everett,  62  Hun  620, 
16  N.  Y.  Supp.  668,  42  N.  T.  St.  618. 

44.  State  v.  Aspara,  113  La.  940, 
37   So.   883. 

[a]  It  is  immaterial  that  two  dep- 
uty sheriffs  or  criers  were  present  when 
it  appears  that  they  did  not  participate 
in  the  proceeding.  State  v.  Aspara, 
113  La.   940,  37   So.   883. 

45.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

As  to  drawing  by  several  persons, 
see  supra,  III,  B,  1,  d. 

46.  State  v.  Feazell,  114  La.  533,  38 
So.  444. 

47.  Com.  V.  Baranowski,  5  Pa.  Co. 
Ct.  642,  his  absence  is  cause  for  chal- 
lenge to  the  array. 

Sheriff  as  person  to  draw  jury  panel, 
see  supra.  III,  B,  1,  d. 

[a]  Deputy  Sheriff  May  Act. — State 
i:  Aspara,  113  La.  940,  37  So.  883. 
Contra,  State  v.  Payne,  6  Wash.  563, 
34  Pac.  317. 

[b]  Temporary  Absences.  —  Where 
the  statue  directs  that  both  the  sheriff 
and  commissioners  should  be  present, 
it  is  immaterial  that  the  sheriff  from 
time  to  time  left  the  room  where -the 
di'awing  was  done  where  nothing  ma- 
terial was  done  during  his  absence. 
His  absence  cannot  vitiate  the  pro- 
ceedings provided  !he  be  present  at 
the  actual  doing  of  the  business.  Com. 
V.  Lippard,  6  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.)   395. 

48.  State  v.  Merriman,  34  S.  C.  16, 
12  S.  E.  619.  For  present  law  in  South 
Carolina,  see  State  i).  Turner,  63  S-  C. 
548,.  41  S.  E.  778,  however. 

49.  Doolittle  V.  State,  93  Ind.  272. 
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Interested  Persons.  — Under  the  common  law  rule,  only  disinterested 
parties  could  take  part  in  the  drawing  of  the  jury  panel,'"  and  statutes 
do  not  usually  change  this  rule.'^  Persons  interested  cannot  be  repre- 
sented nor  have  any  voice  in  the  drawing  of  the  panel.°^ 

g.  Manner  of  Drawing.  —  An  essential  element  of  the  drawing  of 
jury  panels  is  that  of  selection  by  chance.*'^  The  names  on  the  jury 
list  having  been  written  on  slips  or  ballots,"*  and  deposited  in  the  jury 
wheel  or  box,  or  other  receptacle,""  are  shaken  up  and  then  drawn  out 
one  by  one  by  the  proper  officers  until  the  panel  is  complete."^  No 
names  which  have  been  drawn  can  be  excluded,"^  except  the  names  of 
unqualified  jurors"*  and  jurors  who  have  died  or  removed  their  resi- 
dences.'"^ 

h.  Number  To  Be  Drawn.'"  —  In  the  absence  of  statute,  the  court 
may  fix  the  number  of  jurors  to  be  drawn  and  summoned  ;**  but  gen- 


Clerk  as  proper  person  to  draw  jury- 
panel,  see  supra,  III,  B,  1,  d. 

50.  N.  J. — Peak  v.  State,  50  N.  J. 
L.  179,  12  Atl.  701.  N.  Y.— Wooda  ». 
Rowan,  5  Johns.  133.  N.  C. — People  v. 
Teague,  106  N.  C.  576,  11  S.  B.  665, 
19  Am.  St.  Rep.  547.  Pa. — Munshower 
V.  Patton,  10  Serg.  &  R.  334,  13  Am. 
Dec.  678.  Va. — Patrick  v.  Com.,  115 
Va.  933,  78  S.  E.  628. 

51.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Patrick  v.  Com.,  115  Va.  933,  78  S.  E. 
628. 

[a]  In  South  Carolina,  the  statute 
of  1898  now  makes  the  drawing  public, 
and  no  person  who  desires  to  be  pres- 
ent mav  be  excluded.  State  v.  Turner, 
63  S-  C.  548,  41  S.  E.  778. 

52.  State  v.  Conway,  35  La.  Ann. 
350;.  State  v.  Merriman,  34  S.  C.  16, 
12  S.  B.  619,  no  error  in  refusing  either 
party  or  his  attorney  right  to  be  pres- 
ent and  witness  drawing  in  absence  of 
statute  to  contrary. 

[a]  .  Permission  to  counsel  on  either 
side  to  take  part  in  the  drawing  of 
jurors  would  be  in  disregard  of  both 
common  law  and  statutory  principles. 
Peak  ».  State,  50  N.  J.  L.  179,  12  Atl. 
701;  Patrick  v.  Com.,  115  Va.  933,  78 
S.  E.  628. 

As  ground  for  challenge  to  array, 
see  infra,  VII,  B,  3. 

.53.  Miss. — Cook  v.  State,  90  Miss. 
137,  43  So.  618.  Wash. — State  ex  rel. 
Murphy  v.  Superior  Court,  82  Wash. 
284,  144  Pae.  32;  Mercereau  v.  Maugh- 
lin  Mill  Co.,  53  Wash.  475,  102  Pac. 
232.  Wis. — See  Benaway  v.  Conyne,  3 
Pin.  196,  3  Chand.  214. 

54.  See  supra,  III,  A,  7,  b. 

55.  See  supra,  III,  A,  7,  o. 


56.  Ala. — Morris  v.  State,  146  Ala. 
66,  41  So.  274;  Allen  tj., State,  145  Ala. 
11,  40  So.  660.  Del.— /re  re  Motion  to 
Quash  Panel  of  Petit  Jurors,  5  Penne. 
588,  65  Atl.  769.  Ky.— Stone  v.  Saun- 
ders, 106  Ky.  904,  51  S.  W.  788.  Miss. 
Cook  V.  State,  90  Miss.  137,  43  So.  618. 
Neb.— Neal  v.  State,  32  Neb.  120,  49  N. 
W.  174.  N.  J.— Poulson  v.  Union  Nat. 
Bank,  40  N.  J.  L.  563.  Tex.— Howard 
V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  178  S.  W.  506; 
Pocket  V.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  552. 

[a]  That  the  names  were  not  weU 
shaken  is  immaterial'.  Mapes  v.  Peo- 
ple, 69  111.  523. 

As  to  proper  officers  to  draw,  see 
supra,   III,   B,   1,   d. 

57.  Moore  v.  Navassa  Guano  Co., 
130  N.  C.  229,  41  S.  E.  293;  Anony- 
mous, 1  Browne  (Pa.)   121. 

58.  Lindley  v.  Kindall,  4  Blackf. 
(Ind.)   189. 

Qualifications  of  jurors,  see  infra, 
VII,  7. 

59.  Marlow  v.  State,  49  Fla.  7,  38 
So.  653;  Jones  v.  State,  1  Ohio  Dec. 
(Reprint)   390. 

[a]  Where  the  county  commission- 
ers while  drawing  the  jurors  laid  aside 
the  names  of  several  persons  otherwise 
qualified,  because  they  did  not  know 
whether  they  were  residents  of  the 
county  and  the  list  was  completed  by 
drawing  other  qualified  jurors,  if  an 
irregularity,  it  did  not  affect  the  jur- 
ors so  drawn  and  summoned.  State  v. 
Wilcox,  104  N.  C.  847,  10  S.  E.  453. 

60.  Number  of  jurors,  see  supra,  n, 
B,  2. 

61.  United  States  v.  Insurgents,  2 
Dall.  335,  1  L.  ed.  404,  26  Fed.  Cas. 
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erally  the  statute  limits  the  number  of  names  to  be  drawn,*^  or  fixes 
the  number  to  be  drawn  unless  the  court  orders  a  different  number/* 
Every  party  to  the  suit  or  action  has  the  right  to  have  before  him  a 
full  panel  to  select  the  trial  jury  from,^*  On  the  other  hand  no  more 
than  the  prescribed  number  should  be  drawn.*^  After  the  required 
number  has  been  drawn,  the  officer  is  without  authority  to  add  to  the 
original  panel.°° 

i.  Separate  Drawings  for  Juries  of  Different  Courts.  —  The  jury 
panels  for  two  distinct  courts  may  be  drawn  at  the  same  time;^'  but 
the  clerk  cannot  draw  the  names  and  then  arbitrarily  designate  part 
as  a  panel  for  one  court,  and  the  rest  for  another  court.°^ 

j=  Separate  Drawings  for  Grand  and  Petit  Jurors.  —  The  statutes 
generally  regulate  the  manner  of  drawing  the  grand  and  petit  jury.*^ 


No.  15,443;  United  States  V.  Gardner, 
25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,187. 

62.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
the  following:  Ala. — Carmack  v.  State, 
191  Ala.  1,  67  So.  989;  Evans  v.  State, 
109  Ala.  11,  19  So.  535.  Ky.— Stone  «. 
Saunders,  106  Ky.  904,  51  S.  W.  788. 
S.  C— State  V.  Clyburn,  16  S.  C.  375. 
Tex.— Burfey  v.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  519. 

63.  Fifield  i?.  Chick,  39  Iowa  651. 

64.  lEk — Baker  v.  The  Milwaukee, 
14  Iowa  214.  La. — ^Flower  v.  Living- 
ston, 12  Mart.  (O.  S.)  681.  Mont. 
Kennon  v.  Gilmer,  4  Mont.  433,  2  Pae. 
21. 

Compare  Evans  v.  State,  109  Ala.  11, 
19  So.  535. 

[a]  Where  the  statute  allows  the 
selection  of  a  lesser  number  in  certain 
cases,  the  rule  is  otherwise.  State  v. 
Straub,  16  Wash.  Ill,  47  Pae.  227. 

[b]  Waiver  of  Objection. — The  ir- 
regularity in  drawing  a  less  number 
than  required  will  be  deemed  to  have 
been  waived  where  no  objection  there- 
to is  made.  State  v.  Robertson,  71  Mo. 
446. 

Drawing  of  less  number  as  ground 
for  challenge,  see  infra,  VII,  E. 

65.  Fla. — Colson  v.  State,  51  Fla. 
19,  40  So.  183.  Mich.— Hewitt  v.  Cir- 
cuit Judge,  71  Mich.  287,  39  N.  W.  56. 
Tex.— Burfey  v.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  519; 
Jones  V.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  575,  the 
defendant  cannot  demand,  nor  can  the 
court  order  the  clerk  to  draw  more 
names  than  the  statute  prescribes.  Va. 
Patrick  v.  Com.,  115  Va.  933,  78  S.  E. 
628;  Looney  v.  Com.,  115  Va.  921,  78 
S.  B.  625,  reversible  error  to  do  so. 

[a]  A  general  order  not  made  in 
any  cause,  but  made  on  the  court's 
own  motion  that  thereafter  the  clerk 
skall  draw  a  greater  number  tliau  the 
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statutory  number  is  not  authorized  by 
a  statute  providing  that  the  court 
"for  good  cause  shown  in  any  felony 
easel,"  may  direct  a  drawing  of  a 
greater  number.  Patrick  v.  Com.,  115 
Va.  933,  78  S.  E.  628. 

[b]  Who  May  Object. — That  the 
panel  contained  more  names  than  pre- 
scribed by  statute  is  not  available  to 
the  accused  because  it  is  an  error  in 
his  favor.  The  state  only  can  object. 
Anderson  v.   State,   5  Ark.'  444. 

Drawing  more  than  the  prescribed 
number  as  ground  for  quashing  venire, 
see  infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

66.  Evans  v.  State,  52  N.  J.  L.  261, 
19  Atl.  254. 

67.  Crane  v.  Dygert,  4  Wend.  (N. 
Y.)  675,  not  ground  for  challenge  that 
such  is  done. 

As  ground  for  challenge  to  the  array, 
see  infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

68.  Gardner  ■».  Turner,  9  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  260,  this  being  cause  for  challenge 
to  the  array.  j 

69.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Under  the  California  statute 
there  is  no  distinction  between  the 
selection  of  grand  and  petit  jurors,  but 
the  names  of  all  jurors  are  put  in  the 
same  jury  box.  It  is  therefore  unnec- 
essary for  the  court  in  ordering  jurors 
to  designate  separately  the  number  of 
each  class  of  jurors  required  to  be 
drawn.     People  v.  Crowey,  56  Cal.  36. 

[b]  In  Georgia,  after  the  clerk  un- 
der the  direction  of  the  court  has 
selected  the  grand  jury,  the  persons 
remaining  constitute  the  petit  jurors; 
the  latter  are  not  selected  or  drawn  at 
all,  simply  consisting  of  those  not 
drawn  as  grand  jurors.  Malone  v. 
State,  8  Ga.  408. 
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Uj:.„w.  „  K,  ,„ute  requiring  the  commissioners  to  first  draw  the  requisite 
number  for  grand  jurors,  and  then  the  requisite  number  for  petit  jur- 
ors/" it  is  immaterial  whether  the  grand  or  petit  jury  is  drawn  first 
wljiere  their  qualifications  are  the  same."  And  it  is  not  necessary  that 
there  be  separate  and  successive  drawings/^ 

fc.     Certification,  Recording   and  Publishing  Lists  Drawn. — (i.) 
Certification  and  Recordation.  —  Statutes  requiring  that  the  list  of  jur- 
ors drawn  shall  be  certified  and  recorded^'  are  mandatory/*  although 
it  has  been  held  to  be  too  late  after  verdict  to  raise  the  objection  that 
there  was  no  list  made  out  and  certified.'^ 

The  only  person  who  may  make  the  certificate  is  the  person  desig- 
nated in  the  statute/"  or  his  deputy/'  although  under  some  statutes 
the  deputy  cannot  do  so.'^ 

Where  the  time  within  which  the  certificate  shall  be  made  is  not 
stated  in  the  statute,  it  is  not  too  late  to  make  it  at  the  hearing  of  a 
motioii  to  quash.''^ 

Form.  —  A  literal  adherence  to  the  form  of  certificate  prescribed  is 
not  necessary;^"  but  a  substantial  compliance  is  essential.^^  Under 
some  statutes,  the  certificate  should  state  how  the  drawing  was  actually 
done  and  not  simply  that  it  was  conducted  fairly  and  as  provided 


As  to  drawing  grand  jury,  see  gen- 
erally the  title,   "Grand  Jury." 

70.  Peters  v.  State,  100  Ala.  10,  14 
So.  896  (those  first  drawn  constituting 
the  grand  jury  and  the  others  the 
petit),  following  Wells  v.  State,  94  Ala. 
1,  10  So.  656;  Murphy  v.  State,  86  Ala. 
45,  5  So.  432. 

71.  Dotson  V.  State,  62  Ala.  141,  34 
Am.  Eep.  2. 

72.  Forney  v.  State,  98  Ala.  19,  13 
So.  540;  Murphy  1>.  State,  86  Ala.  45, 
5  So.  432;  Dotson  v.  State,  62  Ala.  141, 
34   Am.   Eep.   2. 

Fact  that  juries  were  drawn  at  same 
time  as  ground  for  challenge,  see  infra, 
VII,  E,  3. 

73.  See   generally  the   statutes. 

74.  Poulson  V.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  40 
N.  J.  L.  563.  See  Coker  v.  State,  7 
Tex.  App.  83,  stating  that  the  court  is 
not  prepared  to  say  that  upon  proper 
objection  it  would  hold  the  statute  as 
mandatory,  in  the  absence  of  a  showing 
of  prejudice. 

Failure  to  comply  with  statute  as 
ground  for  challenge,  see  infra,  VII, 
E,   3. 

75.  Heucke  v.  Milwaukee  CSty  E. 
Co.,  69  Wis. -401,  34  N.  W.  243. 

fa]  The  objection  that  the  list  had 
not  been  made  out  and  certified  is  in 
the  nature  of  a  challenge  to  the  array 
and  cannot  be  made  after  verdict  upon 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,    Heucke  v. 


Milwaukee  City  E.  Co.,  69  Wis.  401, 
34  N.  W.  243. 

As  to  time  for  making  challenges,  see 
infra,  VII,  E. 

76.  Berry  v.  Trunk,  185  Mo.  App. 
495,   172   S.   W.   629. 

77.  United  States  v.  Matthews,  26 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  15,741b;  People  v.  Fuller, 
2  Park.  Crim.   (N.  Y.)   16. 

78.  Berry  v.  Trunk,  185  Mo.  App. 
495,   172   S.   W.   629. 

[a]  Statute  Construed. — That  the 
deputy  clerk  cannot  certify  the  list 
unless  he  has  been  named  by  the  board 
of  commissioners  as  clerk  is  evident 
from  the  statute  which  provides  that 
"in  the  event  of  sickness,  absence,  or 
disability  of  the  clerk  of  the  board, 
the  judge  so  ordering  the  jury  shall 
draw  and  certify"  the  list.  Berry  v. 
Trunk,  185  Mo.  App.  495,  172  S.  W. 
629. 

79.  State  v.  Thomas,  50  La.  Ann. 
148,   23   So.  250. 

80.  Friend  v.  Hamill,  34  Md.  298. 

81.  Friend  v.  Hamill,  34  Md.  298. 
[a]     Substantial  Compliance. — Under 

a  statute  requiring  a  certificate  "that 
said  list  of  names  has  been  duly  se- 
lected in  conformity  with,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  spirit  and  intent  of  this 
Act"  a  certificate  stating  "I  hereby 
certify  that  the  aforegoing  list  of 
names  to  serve  as  jurors  were  selected 
in   conformity  with  acts  of  assembly 
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by  law  ;*^  but  under  other  statutes,  it  is  sufficient  to  certify  generally 
that  the  jurors  were  selected  in  all  respects  as  required  by  law  without 
specifying  the  particulars  of  the  proceeding.^^  Statutes  sometimes 
require  that  the  certificate  show  that  proper  notice  of  the  drawing 
was  given.^* 

(II.)  Publication  and  Filing.  —  Tn  some  jurisdictions  the  list  drawn 
must  be  published,^^  or  filed  in  the  clerk's  office,  subject  to  the  in- 
spection of  the  public  ;^^  and  in  some  jurisdictions,  it  is  mandatory 
that  the  clerk  record  the  names  of  the  jurors  drawn  in  the  order  book 
of  the  court  before  any  venire  shall  issue  thereon.^^ 

1.  Oijections  and  Waiver  Thereof. — (I.)  In  General.  — Objections 
to  irregularities  in  the  manner  of  drawing  the  panel  must  be  made 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law.^^  Generally  the  objections  must 
be  made  by  challenges  to  the  panel,^*  or  by  plea  in  abatement.^"  They 
are  not  available  on  a  motion  for  a  venire  de  novo,®^  or  new  trial  f^ 


in  such  case  made  and  provided  this 
14th  day  of  November,  1868,"  is  a 
substantial  compliance  with  the  stat- 
ute. Friend  v.  Hainill,  34  Md.  298, 
301. 

82.  State  v.  Payne,  6  Wash.  563,  34 
Pac.  317. 

83.  State  v.  Green,  43  La.  Ann.  402, 
9  So.  42;  Poulson  v.  Union  Nat.  Bank, 
40  N.  J.  L.  563. 

84.  State  v.  Thomas,  50  La.  Ann. 
148,   23   So.   250. 

As  to  notice  of  drawing,  see  supra, 
B,  1,  b. 

85.  State  v.  Voorhies,  115  La.  200, 
38   So.   964. 

[a]  Construction  of  Statute. — (1) 
The  provisions  of  a  statute  requiring 
the  publication  of  lists  of  jurors  relate 
only  to  the  original  jurors  drawn  for 
service  at  the  sessions  of  the  court 
regularly  fixed,  and  not  to  the  jurors 
drawn  to  serve  at  special  sessions 
ordered  by  the  judge,  or  for  the  pur- 
poses of  continuous  regular  sessions. 
State  V.  Armstrong,  118  La.  480,  43  So. 
57;  State  v.  Winters,  109  La.  3,  33  So. 
47.  See  State  v.  Wright,  45  ik.  Ann. 
57,  12  So.  129.  (2)  It  does  not  re- 
quire publication  or  posting  for  any 
particular  length  of  time.  State  v. 
Voorhies,  115  La.  200,  38  So.  964. 

86.  State  v.  Vegas,  19  La.  Ann.  105. 
fa]    Where    the    certificate    of    the 

drawing  was  deposited  in  the  clerk's 
ofiSce,  but  not  filed,  it  is  not  an  ir- 
regularity of  such  a  character  as  to 
necessitate  the  annulling  and  setting 
aside  the  general  venire,  or  to  quash 
an    indictment    found    by    the    grand 
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jury.    State  v.  Hall,  44  La.  Ann.  976, 
11  So.  574. 

87.  Mitchell  v.  Denbo,  3  Blackf. 
(Ind.)  259;  Mitchell  v.  Likens,  3 
Blackf.  (Ind.)  258. 

88.  People  v.  Morales,  14  Porto 
Eico  227. 

89.  See  the  following:  Cal.— Peo- 
ple ».  Ah  Lee  Doon,  97  Cal.  171,  31 
Pac.  933.  Fla.— Green  v.  State,  60  Fla. 
22,  53  So.  610.  la.— Buford  &  Co.  v. 
McGetchie,  60  Iowa  298,  14  N.  W.  790. 
La. — State  v.  Da  Eocha,  20  La.  Ann. 
356.  Mich. — ^Eobinson  v.  Mulder,  81 
Mich.  75,  45  N.  W.  505.  Neb.— Brown 
V.  State,  9  Neb.  157,  2  N.  W.  378.  N.  C. 
State  V.  Underwood,  28  N.  C.  96.  P.  R. 
People  v.  Morales,  14  Porto  Eico  227. 
Tex. — Eay  v.  State,  4  Tex.  App.  450. 

As  to  challenges  to  the  array  gener- 
ally,  see  infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

90.  Brown  v.  State,  9  Neb.  157,  2 
N.  W.  378. 

As  to  pleas  in  abatement,  see  the 
title  "Abatement,  Fleas  of." 

91.  Doolittle  V.  State,  93  Ind.  272. 
^ee  generally  the  title  "Venire  de 
Novo." 

92.  Fla.— Green  v.  State,  60  Fla.  22, 
53  So.  610.  N.  D. — Territory  v.  O'Hare, 
1  N.  D.  30,  44  N.  W.  1003,  wherein  ac- 
cused's attorney  knowing  the  irregular- 
ity had  not  brought  it  forth  until  he 
made  his  motion  for  a  new  trial.  Ohio. 
Eyan  v.  State,  10  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  (N.  S.) 
497.  Tex.- McMahon  v.  State,  17  Tex. 
App.  321;  Eay  v.  State,  4  Tex.  App. 
450,  except  in  certain  cases  affecting 
the  qualifications  of  a  particular  juror. 
Wis.— Birchard  v.  Booth,  4  Wis.  67. 
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nor  are  they  available  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment.^^ 

The  greatest  accuracy  and  precision  are  required  in  pleas  setting 
out  irregularities  in  the  selection  or  drawing  of  jurors.^* 

(II.)  Time  of  Objection. —  As  a  general  rule,  objections  to  the  man- 
ner of  drawing  the  jury  must  be  made  at  the  earliest  opportunity,^* 
before  trial,^^  and  the  swearing  of  the  jury,»'  and  generally  at  the 
time  of  the  impaneling  of  the  jury.®^  The  objection  comes  too  late, 
if  made  the  first  time  after  trial,  and  verdict  rendered,'^  or  on  ap- 


See  generally  the  title  "New  Trial." 
But  see  Doolittle  v.  State,  93  Ind.  272, 
holding  an  objection  to  the  manner 
of  selecting  a  juror  is  not  available  on 
appeal  unless  it  is  first  raised  on  motion 
for  new  trial. 

93.  Fla. — Green  v.  State,  60  Fla.  22, 
53  So.  610.  La.— State  v.  White,  35 
La.  Ann.  96;  State  v.  Swift,  14  La. 
Ann.  827.  Tex. — ^McMahon  v.  State,  17 
Tex.  App.  321. 

See  generally  the  title  "Arrest  of 
Judgment." 

94.  Jenkins  v.  State,  35  Fla.  737, 
IS  So.  182',  4S  Am.  Sti  Rep.  267; 
Beeves  v.  State,  29  Fla.  527,  10  So. 
901;  State  v.  Green,  49  La.  Ann.  60,  21 
So.  124. 

[a]  A  statement  of  facts  that  make 
the  irregularity  merely  probable  is  not 
sufSeient.  State  v.  Green,  49  La.  Ann. 
60,  21  So.  124. 

95.  Hallett  v.  Boyer,  114  N.  T. 
Supp.  559. 

[a]  At  Drawing. — The  objection 
that  the  sheriff  instead  of  the  clerk 
drew  the  names  of  the  tales  jurors 
should  be  made  at  the  time  of  the 
drawing  and  such  objection .  comes  too 
late  after  verdict.  State  v.  Dorsey, 
138  La.  410,  70   So.   343. 

[b]  On  First  Day  of  Term. — (1) 
Statutes  sometimes  provide  that  any 
objections  to  thlei  d>:awing  shall  be 
made  on  the  first  day  of  the  term 
(State  V.  Labauve,  46  La.  Ann.  548, 
15  So.  172;  State  v.  Curtis,  44  La.  Ann. 
320,  10  So.  784;  State  *.  Johnson,  31 
La.  Ann.  368;  State  v.  Daniel,  31  La. 
Ann.  91;  State  v.  Vegas,  19  La.  Ann. 
105),  (2)  unless  it  is  shown  that  it 
was  impossible  to  have  known  the 
facts  until  after  the  commencement 
of  the  term.  State  v.  Curtis,  44  La. 
Ann.   320,   10  So.  784. 

[c]  Before  Pleading  to  Indictment. 
State  V.  White,  35  La.  Ann.  96. 

96.  Ala. — Howard  v.  State,  108  Ala. 
571,  18  So.  813.    Fla, — Green  v.  State, 


60  Fla.  22,  53  So.  610.  Ky.— Conti- 
nental Coal  Corp.  v.  Cole's  Admr.,  155 
Ky.  139,  159  S.  W.  668.  La.— State  v. 
Jackson,  36  La.  Ann.  96.  N.  D. — Ter- 
ritory V.  O'Hare,  1  N.  D.  30,  44  N. 
W.  1003. 

97.  Ark.— Brown  v.  State,  12  Ark. 
623.  N.  O.— State  v.  Underwood,  28 
N.  C.  96.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Freeman,  166 
Pa.  332,  31  Atl.  115.  S.  C— State  «. 
Stephens,  11  8.  C.  319.  Va. — Jones 
V.  Com.,  100  Ya.  842,  41  S.  B.  951; 
Suffolk  V.  Parker,  79  Va.  660,  52  Am. 
Bep.  640. 

As  to  swearing  jury,  see  generally 
infra,  VIII. 

98.  McMahon  v.  State,  17  Tex.  App. 
321;  Bay  v.  State,  4  Tex.  App.  450. 

As  to  impaneling  the  jury,  see  gen- 
erally infra,  VII. 

99.  Ark.— Brown  v.  State,  12  Ark. 
623.  CaL — People  v.  Ah  Lee  Doon,  97 
Cal.  171,  31  Pae.  933.  Fla.— Green  v. 
State,  60  Fla.  22,  53  So.  610.  Ga. 
Mitchell  V.  Bradberry,  76  Ga.  15; 
Stewart  v.  State,  66  Ga.  90.  Idaho. 
People  V.  Ah  Hop,  1  Idaho  698.  Ky. 
Continental  Coal  Corp.  v.  Cole's  Admr., 
155  Ky.  139,  159  S.  W.  668.  La.— State 
V.  Jackson,  36  La.  Ann.  96;  State  v. 
Courtney,  28  La.  Ann.  794.  Mass. 
Amherst  v.  Hadley,  1  Pick.  38.  N.  H. 
Wilcox  V.  School  Dist.,  26  N.  H.  303. 
E.  I.— Gates  v.  Union  B.  Co.,  27  E.  I. 
499,  63  Atl.  675.  Tex.— Brill  v.  State, 
1  Tex.  App.  572.  Va. — Bristow  v. 
Cora.,  15  Gratt.   (56  Va.)   634. 

See  also  supra,  the  cases  cited  in 
note  99. 

[a]  In  South  Carolina,  the  statute 
requires  objections  to  the  manner  of 
drawing  the  jury  to  be  made  before 
the  verdict  unless  the  party  making 
them  was  injured  by  the  irregularity. 
State  V.  Johnson,  66  S.  C.  23,  44  S.  B. 
58. 

[b]  After  verdict  the  court  will 
presume  that  the  names  were  drawn 
according  to   law.     State  v.   Williams, 
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peal,^  even  though  the  moving  party  does  not  know  of  the  defect  until 
after  verdict.^ 

(III.)  Waiver.  —  A  party  is  held  to  have  waived  any  defects  or  ir- 
regularities in  the  drawing  of  the  panel  where  he  fails  to  raise  timely 
objections  thereto,^  or  where  he  withdraws  his  objection,*  appears  and 
takes  part  in  the  trial,^  or  where  he  accepts  the  jury,^  without  having 
exhausted  his  peremptory  challenges.'' 

2.  Special  Venire  or  Panel.  —  a.  In  General.  —  In  the  absence  of 
statute  providing  the  pianner  of  obtaining  additional  jurors,  the  parties 
may  proceed  as  at  common  law,*  by  applying  for  a  tales,  upon  which 
bystanders  may  be  summoned.®  The  manner  of  drawing  additional 
jurors  is  generally  regulated  by  statutes,"  which  must  be  followed,*^ 


3  stew.  (Ala.)'  454;  CoUier  v.  State,  2 
Stew.  (Ala.)  388. 

1.  Ala. — Howard  v.  State,  108  Ala. 
571,  18  So.  813;  State  v.  Williams,  3 
Stew.  454;  Collier  v.  State,  2  Stew. 
388.  Idaho. — People  v.  Ah  Hop,  1 
Idaho  698.  Mich. — Robinson  v.  Mul- 
der, 81  Mich.  75,  45  N.  W.  505.  Mont. 
Littrell  v.  "Wilcox,  11  Mont.  77,  27 
Pac.  894.  S.  C— State  v.  Stephens,  11 
S.  C.  319. 

2.  Gormley  v.  Laramore,  40  Ga.  253; 
Mann  v.  Pairlee,  44  Vt.  672. 

3.  Ala. — ^Huguley  v.  State  (Ala. 
App.)',  72  So.  '764.  Ark.— Wells  v. 
State  (Ark.),  16  S.  W.  577.  Fla. 
Green  v.  State,  60  Ma.  22,  53  So.  610. 
Neh.— Brown  v.  State,  9  Neb.  157,  2 
N.  W.  378.  N.  D.— Territory  v.  O'Hare, 
1  N.  D.  30,  44  N.  W.  1003.  Tex.— Me- 
Mahon  V.  State,  17  Tex.  App.  321. 

[a]  A  failure  to  make  the  objec- 
tion until  after  the  jurors  had  been 
examined,  talesmen  drawn  and  sum- 
moned, and  the  jury  sworn  is  a  waiver 
of  any  irregularity  in  the  drawing. 
People  V.  MeArron,  121  Mich.  1,  79  N. 
W.  944. 

4.  Pierson  v.  People,  18  Hun  (N. 
T.)  239. 

5.  Ala.— Smith  v.  State,  1  Ala.  App. 
140,  55  So.  449.  N.  Y.— Hallett  v. 
Boyer,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  559.  R.  I. 
Sprague  v.  Brown,  21  E.  I.  329,  43  Atl. 
636. 

[a]  Pleading  the  general  issue  and 
going  to  trial  is  a  waiver  of  any  de- 
fect in  drawing,  summoning,  or  re- 
turning juries.  Com.  ».  Chauncey,  2 
Ashm.    (Pa.)    90. 

6.  N.  Y. — People  v.  Borgstrom,  178 
N.  T.  254,  70  N".  B.  780.  Tex.— Mc- 
Mahon  v.  State,  17  Tex.  App.  321,  Wis. 
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Plynn  v.  State,  97  Wis.  44,  72  N.  W. 
373. 

7.  State  V.  White,  40  Utah  342,  121 
Pae.  579. 

Effect  of  failure  to  exhaust  peremp- 
tory challenges,  see  infra,  YII,  E. 

8.  Lincoln  v.  Stowell,  73  lU.  246. 

9.  5  Bacon's  Abr.  335  et  seq. 

10.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
State  V.  Weingarth  (Minn.),  159  N. 
W.  789,  construing  act  relating  to  the 
summoning  of  jurors  for  the  city  of 
St.  Paul,  Minn. 

[a]  Selected  by  Lot. — Territory  v. 
Prather,  18  N.  M.  195,  135  Pac.  83. 

[b]  Drawing  Under  Statute  Enacted 
Subsequent  to  Offense. — That  the  jury 
was  drawn  and  summoned  under  a  stat- 
ute passed  after  the  commission  of  the 
offense  is  no  valid  objection  to  a  spe- 
cial venire  in  a  capital  case.  Hawes  v. 
State,  88  Ala.  37,  7  So.  302. 

[c]  In  Georgia,  it  is  a  matter  of 
discretion  for  a  trial  judge  whether 
the  panels  of  jurors  shall  be  filled  by 
waiting  for  the  return  of  jurors  en- 
gaged in  the  trial  of  another  case  or  by 
summoning  tales  jurors.  Benford  v. 
State  (Ga.  App.),  88  S.  E.  747. 

fd]  When  the  proper  officers  have 
failed  to  make  Usts,  the  judge  shall 
select  a  sufficient  number  of  jurors  for 
the  term.  Ky.  Gen.  St.,  §4624;  State 
V.  Allen,  98  Kan.  778,  160  Pac.  795. 

IL  III.— Healy  v.  People,  177  111. 
306,  52  N.  B.  426;  Lincoln  v.  Stowell  73 
111.  246.  N.  M. — Territory  v.  Prather, 
18  N.  M.  195,  135  Pae.  83.  S.  0. 
State  V.  TidweU,  100  S.  C.  248,  84  S, 
E.  778;  State  v.  Briggs,  27  S.  C.  80,  2 
S.    B.    854. 

[a]  Statute  Is  Mandatory. — State 
V,  Edwards,  64  Kan.  455,  67  Pa<j.  834; 
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•until  that  method  is  exhausted,*^  although  it  has  been  held  that  the 
statutes  relating  to  the  writ  of  special  venire  are  directory.^* 

Some  statutes  require  additional  jurors  to  be  drawn  in  the  manner 
provided  for  securing  the  regular  panel,"  while  some  require  the 
names  to  be  drawn  from  the  jury  box,^°  and  if  the  jury  is  still  incom- 
plete, after  the  jury  box  is  exhausted,  the  court  may  issue  an  open 
venire  to  summon  the  jurors  from  the  body  of  the  county  or  district.^" 
Other  statutes  leave  it  to  the  court's  discretion  to  draw  the  names  from 
the  box,^'  or  to  order  them  summoned  from  the  body  of  the  county,^® 


State  V.  Simons,  61  Kan.  752,  60  Pae. 
1052. 

12.  United  States  v.  Clawson,  4 
Utah  34,  5  Pac.  689.  See  United  States 
V.  Bose,  6  Fed.  136. 

13.  Harrelson  v.  State,  60  Tex. 
Crim.  534,  132  S.  W.  783. 

14.  m.— Lincoln  v.  Stowell,  73  HI. 
246.  la. — State  v.  Eockwell,  82  Iowa 
429,  48  N.  W.  721;  State  v.  Green,  20 
Iowa  424. 

Drawing  regular  panel,  see  supra,  III, 
B,  1. 

15.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Ala. — ^Morris  v.  State, 
146  Ala.  66,  41  So.  274;  Allen  v.  State, 
145  Ala.  11,  40  So.  660.  Ariz.— Ter- 
ritory V.  Clanton,  3  Ariz. '  1,  20  Pae. 
94.  La. — State  v.  Ashworth,  139  La. 
590,  71  So.  860;  State  v.  Dorsey,  138 
La.  410,  70  So.  343.  S&e  State  v.  M- 
phonae,  34  La.  Ann.  9.  But  see  State 
V.  Eevells,  35  La.  Ann.  302.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Kiernan,  101  N.  T.  618,  4  N. 
E.  130  {aifirming  36  Hun  642);  Pier- 
son  V.  People,  79  N.  Y.  424,  35  Am.  Eep. 
524.  S.  C— State  v.  Briggs,  27  8.  0. 
80,  2  S.  E.  854.  Utah. — ^United  States 
1).  Clawson,  4  Utah  34,  5  Pac.  689. 
Wash.— State  v.  Gushing,  17  Wash.  544, 
50  Pac.  512.  Wyo. — Carter  v.  Terri- 
tory, 3  Wyo.  193,  18  Pac.  750,  19  Pao. 
443. 

[a]  Where  there  were  two  jury 
•boses  of  names  prepared  by  different 
persons  under  conflicting  statutes,  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the 
names  drawn  from  the  legal  jury  box. 
Edson  V.  State,  134  Ala.  50,  32  So.  308. 

[b]  For  offenses  punishable  by  death 
or  imprisonment  in  penitentiary,  in 
Georgia,  the  court  can  draw  the  tales 
jurors  from  the  jury  boxes  of  the 
county,  and  he  can  therefore  draw 
some  names  from  the  grand  jury  box 
and  others  from  the  petit  jury  box. 
"Woolfolk  V.  State,  85  Ga.  69,  91,  11  S. 
E.  814 


16.  U.  S.— Clawson  v.  U.  S.,  114  U. 
S.  477,  5  Sup.  Ct.  949,  29  L.  ed.  179. 
Utah. — United  States  v.  Clawson,  4 
Utah  34,  5  Pae.  689.  Wyo.— Carter  v. 
Territory,  3  Wyo.  193,  18  Pae.  750,  19 
Pac.  443. 

[a]  In  Louisiana,  the  statute  al- 
lows the  court,  in  criminal  cases  only, 
after  the  list  of  talesmen  drawn  by  the 
commission  is  exhausted  to  order  jurors 
to  be  summoned  from  the  bystanders. 
Bradley  v.  Shreveport  Gas,  E.  L.  &  P. 
Co.,  139  La.  1029,  72  So.  725. 

17.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Oal. — People  v.  Sues- 
ser,  142  Cal.  354,  75  Pac.  1093.  Colo. 
Nesbit  V.  People,  19  Colo.  441,  36  Pae. 
221.  D.  C. — Milano  v.  United  States, 
40  App.  Cas.  379.  Fla. — Mendelhall  v. 
State,  72  So.  202.  Idaho.— State  v. 
Steen,  158  Pac.  499;  State  v.  Barber, 
13  Idaho  65,  88  Pac.  418.  la.— State 
V.  John,  124  Iowa  230,  100  N.  W.  193. 
Ky.— Morgan  v.  Com.,  172  Ky.  684,  189 
S.  W.  943;  Thurman  v.  Com.,  154  Ky. 
555,  157  S.  W.  919.  See  Roberts  v. 
Com.,  94  Ky.  499,  22  S.  W.  845.  Mich. 
People  v.  Jones,  24  Mich.  215.  N.  C. 
State  «."  Smarr,  121  N.  C.  669,  28  S.  E. 
549;  State  v.  Stanton,  118  N.  C.  1182, 
24  S.  E.  536. 

[a]  Drawing  from  the  box  is  com- 
mended, though  the  requirement  of  the 
statute^ is  not  mandatory.  State  v. 
Whitson,  111  N.  C.  695,  16  S.  E.  332; 
State  V.  Brogden,  111  N.  C.  656,  16  S. 
E,  170. 

18.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Cal. — People  v.  Sehorn, 
116  Cal.  503,  48  Pac.  495.  Fla.— Men- 
denhall  v.  State,  72  So.  202;  Jenkins  v. 
State,  35  Pla.  737,  18  So.  182,  48  Am. 
St.  Eep.  267.  Idaho. — State  v.  Steen, 
158  Pac.  499;  State  v.  Barber,  13  Idaho 
65,  88  Pae.  418.  la.— State  e.  John, 
124  Iowa  230,  100  N.  W.  193.  Mont. 
Territory  v.  Eeed,  5  Mont.  92,  1  Pae. 
717.  See  WykoflE  v.  Loeber,'  5  Mont. 
535,  6  Pae.  363. 
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or  to  order  them  summoned  from  bystanders,^®  or  to  order  the  sheriff 
to  select,  them.^"  Some  statutes  authorize  the  judge  or  court  to  make 
out  a  list  of  names  sufficient  to  complete  the  panel,^^  or  to  order  the 
summoning,  without  delay,  of  men  having  the  proper  qualifications,^- 
from  the  bystanders.^' 

In  some  states,  the  court  selects  the  names  either  by  designating  the 
persons  and  directing  the  sheriff  to  summon  them,^*  or  by  directing 
the  sheriff  to  summon  a  panel  and  adopting  that  panel,^^  while  in 
others,  the  sheriff  makes  the  list  and  summons  the  jurors.^* 


[a]  Notwithstanding  the  presence 
of  names  in  the  jury  box,  the  jury  may 
be  completed  by  ordering  the  sheriff 
to  summon  additional  jurors  from  the 
body  of  the  county.  People  v.  Sueaser, 
142  Cal.  354,  75  Pae.  1093;  People  v. 
Sehorn,  116  Cal.  503,  508,  48  Pae.  495; 
People  V.  Burrant,  116  Cal,  179,  195, 
48  Pae.  75. 

[b]  Order  Construed. — An  order  for 
drawing  and  summoning  of  a  jury,  ac- 
cording to.  law,  made  under  a  statute 
authorizing  the  court  to  order  the  jury 
drawn  from  the  county  at  large  or 
from  specified  townships,  is  in  effect 
an  order  that  such  jurors  be  drawn 
from  the  county  at  large  as  specified 
and  directed  by  statute.  People  v. 
Coughlin,  67  Mich.  466,  35  N.  W.  72., 

19.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Colo. — ^Nesbit  v.  Peo- 
ple, 19  Colo.  441,  36  Pae.  221.  Fla. 
Jenkins  v.  State,  35  Fla.  737,  18  So. 
182,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  267.  Ind. — Keyes 
V.  State,  122  Ind.  527,  23  N".  B.  1097; 
Heyl  V.  State,  109  Ind.  589,  10  N.  B. 
916.  Ky. — Morgan  v.  Com.,  172  Ky. 
684,  189  S.  W.  943;  Thurman  V.  Com,. 
154  Ky.  555,  157  S.  W.  919. 

[a]  The  object  in  such  case  is  to 
enable  the  courts  to  proceed  without 
the  delay  occasioned  by  summoning 
those  drawn  from  the  box  and  to  fa- 
cilitate the  business  of  the  court. 
Thurman  v.  Com.,  154  Ky.  555,  157  S. 
"W.  919. 

20.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  Col. — ^People  v.  Sues- 
ser,  142  Cal.  354,  75  Pae.  1093.  D.  0. 
Milano  v.  United  States,  40  App.  Cas. 
379,  except  in  capital  cases.  Mich. 
People  V.  Jones,  24  Mich'.  215.  Utah. 
United  States  v.  Clawson,  4  Utah  34, 
5   Pae.   689. 

21.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
State  V.  May,  172  Mo.  630,  72  S.  W. 
918;  State  v.  Sansone,  116  Mo.  1,  22 
S.  W.  617;   Williams  v.  Com.,  85  Va. 
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607,  8  S.  E.  470;  Waller  v.  Com.,  84  Va. 
492,  5  S.  E.   364. 

[a]  How  List  Made. — Inasmuch  as 
the  statute  does  not  prescribe  how  the 
judge  shall  acquire  the  information 
upon  which  he  makes  his  order  for  ad- 
ditional jurors,  the  judge  need  not  in 
the  first  instance  make  out  the  list 
from  his  own  memory,  and  there  is  a 
substantial  compliance  when  he  directs 
the  officer  to  summon  a  certain  number 
of  qualified  jurors  by  a  written  order, 
and  after  their  appearance  the  judge 
makes  inquiry  a?  to  their  qualifications, 
and  then  makes  the  list  and  orders 
the  officer  to  finally  summon  them. 
State  V.  Sansone,  116  Mo.  1,  22  S.  W. 
617. 

[b]  Application  to  Special  Juries. 
The  fact  that  the  jurjr  ordered  was  a 
special  jury  does  not  render  the  statute 
inapplicable,  but  it  must  be  given  a 
more  liberal  construction,  and  held  to 
apply  to  special  and  regular  juries 
alike,  that  being  the  evident  intent  of 
the  legislature.  State  v.  May,  172  Mo. 
630,  72  S.  W.  918. 

22.  McEIvoy  ■».  State,  9  Neb.  157; 
Dodge  V.  People,  4  Neb.  220;  Emery 
V.  State,  101  Wis.  627,  78  N.  W.  145. 

23.  la. — State  v.  Rockwell,  82  Iowa 
429,  48  N.  W.  721.  Va.— Robinson  v. 
Com.,  88  Va.  900,  14  S.  E.  627;  Will- 
iams V.  Com.,  85  Va.  607,  8  S.  B.  470; 
Waller  v.  Com.,  84  Va.  492,  5  S.  E.  364. 
Wis.— Emery  v.  State,  101  Wis.  627, 
78  N.  W.  145. 

[a]  The  judge  need  not  furnish  the 
list  of  names  in  this  event.  Robinson 
V.  Com.,  88  Va.  900,  14  S.  E.  627;  Will- 
iams V.  Com.,  85  Va.  607,  8  S.  E.  470; 
Waller  v.  Com.,  84  Va.  492,  5  S.  B. 
364. 

Eason  v.  State,  6  Baxt.  (Tenn.) 


24. 
431. 

25, 
431. 


Eason  v.  State,  6  Baxt.  (Tenn.) 


26.    Cavanah  v.  State,  56  Miss.  299, 
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In  some  jurisdictions,  the  court  may  order  talesmen  summoned 
without  a  writ,  or  it  may  issue  a  special  venire.^^ 

b.  Order  and  Proceedings  To  Ohtain.  —  A  special  venire  may  be 
ordered  on  the  court's  own  motion,^*  or  on  timely  motion  by  the 
party  desiring  it.^^  The  motion  should  be  made  sufficiently  early  to 
summon  the  jury  and  have  it  ready  to  be  impaneled  when  the  case 
is  called  for  trial.^"  Under  some  statutes  an  order  for  a  special 
venire  may  be  made  .at  a  term  previous  to  the  trial  term,^^  and  in 
vacation.^2  The  presence  of  the  accused  is  not  required  when  the 
order  for  a  special  venire,^^  or  an  order  directing  the  clerk  to  issue 
a  mandate  to  the  sheriff,^*  is  made;  but  it  is  otherwise  when  an 
order  is  made  fixing  the  day  of  trial  and  directing  the  summoning 
of  special  jurors.^^ 


[a]  Mode  of  Selection. — ^Where  the 
sheriff  with  the  aid  of  his  deputy  and 
by  the  examination  of  the  registra- 
tion books  of  the  county  and  the  per- 
sonal assessment  roll,  selected  seven 
names  from  each  supervisor's  district 
and  gave  them  to  his  bailiffs  to  be  sum- 
moned, there  can  be  no  objection  to 
his  method  of  selection  in  the  absence 
of  prejudice  or  bad  faith.  West  11.  State, 
SO  Miss.  710,  32  So.  298. 

[b]  Inquiries  as  to  Qualifications. 
Where  there  was  an  order  of  the  court 
that  the  sheriff  summon  from  an  ad- 
joining county  seventy  qualified  citi- 
zens thereof,  there  was  no  impropriety 
in  the  sheriff  inquiring  of  weU  in- 
formed persons  as  to  fit  and  qualified 
persons  for  him  to  summons.  Braf- 
ford  V.  Com.,  13  Ky.  L.  Eep.  154,  16 
S.  W.  710. 

27.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
State  V.  Edwards,  64  Kan.  455,  67  Pae. 
834;  State  V.  Buchanan,  Wright  (Ohio) 
233,  238. 

[a]  Neither  party  can  prescribe  to 
the  court  which  method  it  shall  pursue. 
State  V.  Buchanan,  Wright  (Ohio)  233, 
238.  But  see  State  v.  Simons,  61  Kan. 
752,  60  Pae.  1052,  under  express  stat- 
ute. 

[b]  In  capital  cases,  vacancies 
should  be  filled  from  bystanders  unless 
a  special  venire  containing  names  se- 
lected by  the  presiding  judge  is  de- 
manded. Bach  V.  State,  38  Ohio  St. 
664;  MeHugh  v.  State,  38  Ohio  St.  153. 

[c]  How  Names  Selected. — Where  it 
became  necessary  to  summon  seven 
talesmen  and  summary  application  had 
been  made  to  the  court  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant  to  issue  a  venire  there- 
for, the  court  complied  with  the  stat- 
ute  in    issuing   a   venire   for    the   re- 


quired number  of  names  selected  by 
him  of  his  own  motion  and  knowledge, 
the  names  not  having  been  drawn  from 
the  box,  or  otherwise  selected  by  tha 
clerk  and  sheriff  or  either  o£  them. 
In  such  case  it  is  for  the  court  to  se- 
lect the  persons  as  well  as  to  deter- 
mine the  number  to  be  named.  Dayton 
V.  State,  19  Ohio  St.  584. 

28.  People  v.  Considine,  105  Kich. 
149,  63  N.  W.  196. 

[a]  When  an  entire  regular  panel 
is  in  attendance  and  free  from  duty, 
the  court  cannot  on  its  own  motion, 
over  objection,  order  a  special  panel. 
MoDaniel  v.  Railway  Co.,  88  Tenn.  542, 
13  S.  W.  76. 

29.  Rose  V.  St.  Charles,  49  Mo.  509; 
McDaniel  v.  Railway  Co.,  88  Tenn.  542, 
13   S.  W.  76. 

30.  Rose  V.  St.  Charles,  49  Mo.  509. 
[a]    Where  the  motion  is  not  made 

until  the  day  of  trial  the  court  may  in 
its  discretion  refuse  it.  State  v.  Leabo, 
89  Mo.  247,  1  S.  W.  288. 

31.  Roberts  1?.  State,  30  Tex.  App. 
291,  17  S.  W.  450. 

32.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Statute  Construed. — ^Under  a 
statute  authorizing  the  judge  either  be- 
fore or  during  the  term  to  order  drawn 
additional  jurors,  he  may  make  the 
order  in  vacation.  State  ■».  Giudice, 
170  Iowa  731,  153  N.  W.  336. 

33.  Mabry  v.  State,  50  Ark.  492,  8 
S.  W.  823;  Colson  v-  State,  51  Fla.  19, 
40  So.  183.    See  also  infra,  IV,  B,  3,  d. 

34.  Milton  v.  State,  134  Ala.  42,  32 
So.  653. 

35.  Stoball  V.  State,  116  Ala.  454, 
23  So.  162;  Hurd  v.  State,  116  Ala.  440, 
22  So.  993.  See  also  Hall  v.  State,  40 
Ala.  698;  Henry  v.  State,  33  Ala.  389. 
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In  ordering  a  special  venire,  the  court  may  direct  the  sheriff  to 
summon  men  with  certain  qualifications.'®  And  it  may  direct  the 
summoning  of  men  from  certain  localities,'^  as  from  some  adjoining 
county,'^  or  remote  locality,'®  M'hen  it  is  satisfied  that  it  will  be  im- 
practicable to  obtain  a  jury  free  from  bias  in  the  county  where  the 
cause  is  pending.*"  The  order  may  designate  the  names  of  those  to 
be  summoned.*^  Statutes  sometimes  require  the  court  to  fix  the  num- 
ber of  the  special  venire.*^  But  the  order  need  not  set  out  the  nature 
of  the  indictment  to  be  tried.*' 

The  order  should  be  entered  on  the  minutes;**  but  a  temporary 
delay  in  so  doing  is  not  prejudicial  to  the  accused.*^ 

c.  Drawing.*^  —  The  box  used  need  not  be  that  used  and  pro- 
vided for  in  the  drawing  of  ordinary  juries.*'  The  statutes  vary  as 
to  who  shall  draw  the  names  from  the  box,  some  requiring  the  names 
to  be  drawn  by  the  judge  in  open  court,**  and  some  provide  for  a 


36.  state  v.  Cody,  119  N.  C.  908,  26 
S.  E.  252,  56  Am.  St.  Eep.  692;  Jack- 
son K.  Pool,  91  Tenn.  448,  451,  19  S. 
"W.  234. 

Qualifications  of  jurors  generally, 
see  infra,  VII,  F. 

37.  State  v.  Eosa,  87  Conn.  585,  89 
Atl.  163;  Webb  v.  Shelton  (Okla.),  158 
Pac.    1128. 

38.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Massie  ».  Com.,  18  Ky.  L.  Eep.  367, 
36  S.  W.  350. 

39.  Boll  V.  Van  Eiper,  3  N.  J.  L. 
511;  Waller  v.  Com.,  84  Va.  492,  5  S. 
E.  364;  Lawrence  v.  Com.,  81  Va.  484; 
Chahoon  «.  C»m.,  21  Gratt.  (62  Va.) 
822 

40.  Roberts  v.  Com.,  94  Ky.  499,  22 
S.  W.  845;  Brafford  v.  Com.,  13  Ky. 
L.  Kep.  154,  16  S.  W.  710. 

41.  Jackson  v.  Pool,  91  Tenn.  448, 
451,  19  8.  W.  234;  Hannum  v  State,  90 
Tenn.  647,  18  S.  W.  269;  Cliugan  v. 
East  Tenn.,  etc.  R.  Co.,  2  Lea  (Tenn.) 
726;  Eason  v.  State,  6  Baxt.  (Tenn.) 
431. 

42.  Mayo  v.  State  (Ala.  App.),  73 
So.  141. 

[a]  Statute  Is  Mandatory. — ^Mayo  v. 
State   (Ala.  App.),  73  So.  141. 

As  to  number  drawn  and  summoned, 
see  infra,  III,  B,  2,  d. 

43.  White  v.   State,   16  Tex.  206. 

44.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
English  V.  State,  34  Tex.  Crim.  190,  30 
S.  W.  233. 

[a]  May  Be  Made  After  Return. 
In  a  capital  case  where  it  appeared 
that  the  order  for  a  special  venire  had 
not  been  entered  upon  the  minutes 
though  entered  upon  the  court  docket. 
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it  was  not  error  after  the  return  of 
the  writ  to  inake  the  minutes  of  the 
court  to  conform  to  the  order.  English 
V.  State,  34  Tex.  Crim.  190,  30  S.  W. 
233. 

45.  Hawes  v.  State,  88  Ala.  37,  7  So. 
302. 

46.  As  to  drawing  regular  panel, 
see  siepra.  III,  B,  1. 

47.  Lee  v.  State,  45  Miss.  114  (hold- 
ing it  to  be  no  disqualification  that 
the  clerk  used  jury  box  No.  2  instead 
of  No.  1,  both  being  empty);  Pocket 
Vi  State,  5  Tex.  App.  552,  a  cigar  box 
with  any  kind  of  a  lid  may  be  used. 

[a]  An  order  directing  additional 
names  to  be  drawn  from  the  box  "con- 
taining the  names  of  trial  jurors  for 
said  court ' '  contemplates  that  the  names 
shall  be  drawn  from  box  number  one 
which  is  the  box  of  ordinary  supply 
and  containing  the  names  of  all  trial 
jurors,  primarily  liable  to  serve  at  the 
term.  People  v.  Kiernan,  101  N.  T. 
618,  4  N.  E.  130,  affirming  36  Hun  642, 
3  N.  T.  Crim.  247. 

48.  Godau  v.  State,  179  Ala.  27,  60 
So.  908;  Morris  v.  State,  146  Ala.  66, 
41  So.  274;  Allen  v.  State,  145  Ala.  11, 
40  So.  600;  Scott  v.  State,  141  Ala.  39, 
37  So.  366;  Huguley  v.  State  (Ala. 
App.),  72  So.  764;  Colson  v.  State,  51 
ria.  19,  40  So.  183. 

[a]  Distinction  Between  Presiding 
Judge  and  Court. — (1)  A  recital  that 
the  court  drew  the  names  from  the  box 
does  not  show  aflirmatively  that  the 
presiding  judge  did  the  drawing.  Scott 
v.  State,  141  Ala.  39,  37  So.  366.  (2) 
This  distinction  has  since  been  abro- 
gated by  statute,  however,  in  Alabama. 
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drawing  by  the  clerk  of  court,*'  or  by  a  child  under  ten  years  of  age.''" 
The  names  should  be  drawn  out  of  the  box  one  at  a  time  ;^^  but  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  names  drawn  be  called  aloud,  it  being 
sufficient  if  the  names  drawn  are  handed  to  the  clerk  with  a  direction 
that  he  allow  the  defendant  and  his  attorney  to  see  them  and  make 
a  list  of  them.^^ 

The  party  drawing  the  names,  has  no  authority  or  discretion  to 
reject  the  name  of  any  person  who  meets  the  legal  requirements,^^ 
unless  authorized  by  statute.^*  The  presence  of  the  accused  is  not 
required  when  the  special  venire  is  drawn  from  the  box.°° 

d.  Number  Drawn?^  —  The  number  of  jurors  to  be  drawn  on  a 
special  venire  is  usually  prescribed  by  the  statutes,^^  which  are  man- 
datory,^* though  within  the  limits  prescribed  by  the  statute,  the  court 
has  a  discretion  as  to  the  number.^^    Under  some  statutes,  the  court 


Godau  V.  State,   179   Ala.   27,   60   So. 
908. 

[b]  Delegation  of  Authority. — The 
presiding  judge  must  perform  the 
manual  act  of  drawing  the  names,  and 
he  cannot  authorize  anyone  else  to  do 
it  under  his  direct  supervision.  Scott 
V.  State,  141  Ala.  39,  37  So.  366. 

49.  Pocket  V.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  552. 

50.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
N.  C.  Bevisal,  1905,  §1974. 

51.  See  State  v.  Walsh,  44  La.  Ann. 
1122,  11  So.  811. 

[a]  Effect  of  Omission. — ^But  the 
fact  that  the  oficer  drawing  took  out 
a  handful  of  slips  and  counted  150 
and  returned  the  remainder,  while  ir- 
regular, does  not  nullify  the  panel  of 
tales  jurors  thus  drawn.  State  v. 
Walsh,  44  La.  Ann.   1122,  11   So.  811. 

52.  Parnell  v.  State,  129  Ala.  6,  29 
So.  860. 

■     53.    Finnett  v.   State,   12   Ala.  App. 
237,  67  So.  768. 

54.  State  v.  Cluff  (Utah),  158  Pae: 
701,  holding  the  statute  authorizes  the 
rejection  of  jurors  in  distant  parts  of 
the  county  and  not  readily  accessible. 

55.  Ala. — ^Eagland  v.  State,  125  Ala. 
12,  27  So.  983;  Stoball  v.  State,  116  Ala. 
454,  23  So.  162;  Hurd  v.  State,  116  Ala. 
440,  22  So.  993.  Fla. — Colson  v.  State, 
51  Fla.  19,  40  So.  183.  Tex.— Pocket 
V.  Stete,  5  Tex.  App.  552. 

56.  Number  of  jurors  drawn  on  a 
regular  panel,   see  supra,  III,  B,  1,  h. 

57.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

58.  Wright  v.  State  (Ala.  App.),  72 
So.  564;  Linggold  v.  State,  10  Ala. 
App.  57,   65  So.  304. 

[a]  Correcting  Errors. — ^If  by  any 
error  or  inadvertence  a  less  number  is 


drawn,  the  court  has  the  power  to  cor- 
rect the  error  ;^  and  there  can  be  no 
proper  distinction  between  drawing  the 
less  number  by  error  and  a  drawing 
which  results  in  adding  to  the  organized 
panel  of  petit  jurors  less  than  the  num- 
ber of  fifty  persons.  Wilkins  v.  State, 
112   Ala.   55,   21   So.   56. 

[b]  Waiver  of  Objection. — ^An  ob- 
jection that  the  court  directed  the 
summoning  of  fifty  additional  jurors 
when  the  statute  provided  for  twenty- 
four  only  is  waived  when  made  for  the 
first  time  after  conviction.  Bronson 
V.  People,  32   Mich.   34. 

59.  Ala.— Hunt  v.  State,  135  Ala.  1, 
33  So.  329;  Wilkins  v.  State,  112  Ala.  ' 
55,  21  So.  56;  Clarke  v.  State,  87  Ala. 
71,  6  So.  638;  Hubbard  v.  State,  72 
Ala.  164;  Blevius  v.  State,  68  Ala.  92; 
Linggold  V.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  57,  65 
So.  304.  N.  C— See  State  v.  Brog- 
den.  111  N.  0.  656,  16  S.  E.  170.  Tex. 
Beard  v.  State,  41  Tex.  Crim.  173,  53 
S.  W.  348;  Hall  v.  State,  28  Tex.  App. 
146,  12  S.  W.  739.  Wis.— Bounds  v. 
State,  57  Wis.  45,  14  N.  W.  865. 

[a]  Determination  by  Clerk  or 
Sheriff. — Within  the  statutory  limits, 
the  matter  of  the  number  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  court,  and  not  by  the 
clerk  nor  the  sheriff,  and  not  by  ac- 
cident or  chance.  Linggold  v.  State, 
10  Ala.  App.  57,  65  So.  304.  See  Har- 
rison V.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  558. 

fb]  Where  the  statute  prescribes  a 
niinimutn,  any  number  in  excess  thereof 
is  discretionary  with  the  court.  Hall 
V.  State,  28  Tex.  App.  146,  12  S.  W. 
739. 

[c]  Where  the  jurors  are  to  be  sum- 
moned  from   a   list    furnished   by    the 
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may  order  as  many  additional  jurors  as  it  may  deem  necessary.*" 
3.  In  Territorial  and  Federal  Courts.  —  Where  a  territory  has 
made  no  provision  for  the  selection  and  drawing  of  jurors  for  causes 
arising  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States,  the 
rule  of  the  common  law  will  prevail,*^  and  the  United  States  marshal 
must  summon  the  jurors,*^  from  the  body  of  the  district  at  large.*' 
The  acts  of  congress  prescribing  the  manner  of  obtaining  juries  in 
the  federal  courts  require  that  the  state  practice  shall  be  followed  as 
near  as  may  be.**  A  strict  adherence  to  the  state  regulations  is  not 
required,  however ;  a  substantial  conformity,  and  that  only  as  far  as 
practicable  is  all  that  is  necessary.*^ 

IV.  PROCURING  AND  COMPELLING  ATTENDANCE  OP  JUR- 
ORS. —  A.  DeiInitions.  —  The  writ  of  venire  facias  is  merely  a  pre- 
cept to  the  sheriff  to  summon  a  jury  according  to  a  list  of  names,  or 
panel  annexed.** 

B.  Pkocuring  Attendance  Generally.  —  1.  In  General.  —  At 
common  law,  some  precept  to  the  sheriff  or  a  writ  of  venire  facias  was 


judge  the  number  to  be  placed  on  this 
list  is  not  limited  or  fixed  by  the  law, 
except  as  to  a  minimum,  and  the  list 
may  and  should  contain  more  than 
such  minimum.  Snodgrass  v.  Com.,  89 
Va.,  679,  17  S.  E.  238;  Mitchell  v. 
Com.,  33  Gratt.  (74  Va.)  845. 

60.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following  cases:  Ga. — Eobinson  v. 
State,  109  Ga.  506,  34  S.  E.  1017.  la. 
State  V.  Giudice,  170  Iowa  731,  153  N. 
W.  336.  N.  Y.— Colt  V.  People,  1  Park. 
Grim.  611.  N.  C. — State  v.  Brogden, 
111  N.  C.  656,  16  S.  E.  170,  in  a  capital 
case.  Ohio. — Dayton  v.  State,  19  Ohio 
St.  584.  Pa.— Com.  v.  Twitchell,  1 
Brewst.  551. 

61.  United  States  «.  Beebe,  2  Dak. 
292,  11  N.  W.  505. 

62.  U.  S. — Qawson  v.  United  States, 
114  U.  S.  477,  5  Sup.  Ct.  949,  29  L. 
ed.  179.  See  Clinton  v.  Englebrecht, 
13  "Wall.  434,  20  L.  ed.  659.  Colo. 
Beery  v.  United  States,  2  Colo.  186. 
Dak. — ^United  States 'v.  Beebe,  2  Dak. 
292,  11  N.  "W.  505.  Idaho.— United 
States  V.  Kuntze,  2  Idaho  480,  21  Pae. 
407. 

63.  Beery  v.  United  States,  2  Colo. 
186;  United  States  v.  Kuntze,  2  Idaho 
480,  21  Pac.  407. 

64.  United  States  v.  Shackleford,  18 
iffow.  (U.  S.)  588,  15  L.  ed.  495;  Uni- 
ted States  V.  Woodruff,  4  McLean  105, 
28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,758  (as  to  the 
mode  of  selecting  the  jurors);  United 
States  V.  Dow,  Taney's  Dec.  34,  25  Fed. 
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Cas.    No.    14,990.      See    generally    the 
title,  "United  States  Courts." 

[a]  Necessity  for  Express  Adop- 
tion of  State  Practice. — The  practice 
01  the  state  courts  in  summoning  jur- 
ies, whether  statutory  or  otherwise, 
does  not  become  the  practice  of  the 
United  States  courts  until  expressly 
adopted  by  them.  Alston  v.  Manning, 
Chase  460,  1  Fed.  Cas.  No.  266.  See 
also  Pointer  v.  United  States,  151  U. 
S.  396,  14  Sup.  Ct.  410,  38  L.  ed.  208; 
United  States  v.  Shackleford,  18  How. 
588,  15  L.  ed.  495;  Silsby  v.  Foote,  14 
How.  218,  14  L.  ed.  394;  United  States 
V.  Richardson,  28  Fed.  61,  69;  United 
States  V.  Woodruff,  4  McLean  105,  28 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,758;  United  States  v. 
Tallman,  10  Blatchf.  21,  28  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,429;  United  States  v.  Eeed,  .2 
Blatchf.  435,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,134; 
United  States  v.  Insurgents,  2  Dall. 
335,  1  L.  ed.  404,  26  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,443;  United  States  v.  Dow,  Taney's 
Dec.  34,  25  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,990;  Uni- 
ted States  V.  Collins,  1  Woods  499,  25 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,837. 

65.  United  States  v.  Insurgents,  2 
Dall.  335,  1  L.  ed.  404,  26  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  15,443;  United  States  v.  Tallman, 
10  Blatchf.  21,  28  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,429, 
what  is  practicable  defined. 

66.  Bird  v.  State,  14  Ga.  43;  State 
V.  McElmurray,  3  Strobh.  (S.  C.)   33. 

fa]  For  other  defiuitous,  see  the 
following:  U.  S, — ^Brewer  v.  Jacobs, 
22  Fed.  217;  United  States  v,  Antz,  16 
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necessary  to  summon  the  jury,  except  in  some  courts/'  This  course 
of  proceeding  has  generally  been  changed  by  statutes,'^  which  have 
either  abolished  the  writ  entirely/^  or  have  substituted  other  writs 
known  variously  as  a  venire,  an  order,  precept,  summons  or  process,'" 
which  are  usually  necessary  in  both  civil  and  criminal  cases.'^ 
Under  the  practice  in  some  jurisdictions,  however,  an  order  of  the 
court  for  drawing  and  summoning  the  jurors  is  all  that  is  required, 
no  venire  being  necessary.'^ 

2.  Compliance  With  Statute.  —  Statutes  relative  to  the  procuring 
of  the  attendance  of  jurors  are  merely  directory,  and  a  substantial 
compliance  therewith  is  sufficient;'*    trivial    departures    therefrom, 


Fed.  119.  Ala.— Posey  v.  State,  73 
Ala.  490.  Va. — ^Perry's  Case,  3  Gratt. 
(44  Va.)   602. 

67.  See  cases  cited  infra,  this  note. 

[a]  The  sheriflE  did  not  summon  un- 
der the  venire  facias,  but  simply  re- 
turned it  ■with  the  juror's  names  un- 
der the  Action  that  the  jurors  would 
not  come;  thereupon  a  new  process, 
called  the  habeas  corpora  juratorium  was 
issued,  and  if  the  jurors  did  not  come, 
a  compulsory  process  called  the  dis- 
tringas followed.  U.  S. — ^Brewer  v. 
Jacobs,  22  Fed.  217.  Ga. — ^Bird  v.  State, 
14  Ga.  43.  N.  Y.— S«e  McGuire  v. 
People,  2  Park.  Crim.  148.  Pa.— Will- 
iams V.  Com.,  91  Pa.  493,  500. 

68.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Statutes  Betroactive. — A  stat- 
ute changing  the  mode  of  summoning 
jurors  applies  to  all  eases  tried  there- 
after, though  the  offense  was  commit- 
ted before  its  passage.  So,  where  a 
venire  facias  issued  under  the  former 
law  is  annulled  by  a  later  law,  another 
may  be  issued  and  a  new  jury  sum- 
moned consistent  with  the  new  law. 
Perry's  Case,  3   Gratt.   (44  Va.)    602. 

69.  People  v.  Ferris,  1  Abb.  Pr.  N. 
S.  (N.  Y.)  193;  People  v.  Cummings,  3 
Park.  Crim.  (N.  Y.)  343.  See  People 
V.  McKay,  18  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  212;  Mc- 
Guire V.  People,  2  Park.  Crim.  (N.  Y.) 
148,  under  earlier  statutes. 

70.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

71.  IT.  S.  V.  Antz,  16  Fed.  119;  State 
V.  Dozier,  2  Speers  (S.  C.)'  211.  See 
Clinton  v.  Englebrecht,  13  Wall  (TT. 
S.)  434,  20  L.  ed.  659.  Contra,  Bird  v. 
State,  14  Ga.  43. 

[a]  A  venire  (1)  Is  not  required  in 
each  particular  case  (Barr  v.  People, 
103  111.  110;  People  v.  Justices  of  Gen- 
eral Sessions,  20  Johns.  [N.  Y.]  310, 
[a  general  venire  to  summons  jurors 
for  the  trial  of  all  the  causes  to  be 


tried  during  the  term  being  sufficient]), 
(2)  although  such  was  the  ancient 
practice.  Brewer  v.  Jacobs,  22  Fed. 
217,  242.  (3)  The  ancient  practice  of 
issuing  the  writ  in  every  separate  ease 
was  changed  by  a  statute  of  Geo.  II, 
c.  25.  Brewer  v.  Jacobs,  22  Fed.  217, 
242. 

[b]  In  a  felony  case  a  venire  is 
essential  in  Virginia.  Barker  v.  Com., 
90  Va.  820,  20  S.  E.  776;  Myers  v. 
Com.,  90  Va.  785,  20  S.  E.  152;  Jones 
V.  Com.,  87  Va.  63,  12  S.  E.  226;  Vaw- 
ter  V.  Com.,  87  Va.  245,  12  S.  E.  339; 
Spurgeon  v.  Com.,  86  Va.  652,  10  S.  E. 
979;   Hall  v.  Com.,  80  Va.  555. 

fc]  But  where  the  court  names  cer- 
tain jurors  at  the  request  of  a  party 
and  they  enter  the  box  ready  for  serv- 
ice as  jurors,  the  failure  to  issue  a 
formal  venire  is  no  substantial  error, 
as  a  venire  operates  only  to  compel  the 
attendance  of  jurors.  Trembly  v.  State, 
20  Kan.  116. 

72.  U.  S.— United  States  v.  Eeed,  2 
Blatchf.  435,  27  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,134. 
La. — State  v.  Folke,  2  La.  Ann.  744; 
Lyon  V.  Commercial  Ins.  Co.,  2  Rob. 
266.  Mo.— -Samuels  v.  State,  3  Mo.  68. 
Tenn. — Bennett  v.  State,  Mart.  &  Y. 
133.  Can. — Milmore  v.  Woodstock,  38 
N.  Bruns.  133. 

[a]  Form  of  Order. — Under  a  stat- 
ute which  provides  that  the  court  may 
direct  the  sheriff  to  summon  jurors,  it 
is  und«»btedly  sufficient  if  the  direc- 
tion bo  given  by  an  order  made  of 
record  to  stand  as  a  general  order,  by 
a  writ  under  seal  of  court  called  a 
venire  facias,  by  an  order  under  the 
hands  and  seals  of  the  judges  or  by  a 
bare  command  ore  tonus.  Samuels  v. 
State,  3  Mo.  68. 

73.  Ala.— Bales  v.  State,  63  Ala  30. 
ni.— Healy  v.  People,  177  111.  306,  52 
N.  B.  426.     la.— State  v.  Wilson,  144 
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which  are  not  prejudicial,  will  not  be  deemed  reversible  error/* 
3.  Issuance  of  Process.  —  a.  Necessity  for  Court  Order.  —  Where 
an  order  directing  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of  venire  for  jury  is  re- 
quired, such  order  should  be  made;^^  but  where  the  writ  regular  in 
all  respects  was  issued  by  the  proper  ofQcer  under  seal  of  court,  and 
no  objection  by  motion  or  challenge  is  made,  it  will  be  presumed 
that  the  proper  order  was  made." 

b.  Who  May  Issue.  —  Statutes  variously  provide  that  the  precept 
or  process  directing  the  sheriff  to  summon  the  jury  shall  be  issued  by 
the  court,"  the  clerk  of  the  court,'^  or  by  the  district  attorney  or 
corresponding  officer.'' 

c.  Time  of  Issuance.  —  An  order  to  the  sheriff  to  summon  the  jury 
cannot  be  made  until  after  the  jury  has  been  drawn;*"  and  in  a  civil 
case,  a  venire  cannot  issue  until  the  defendant  has  appeared.*^  Statutes 
providing  for  the  time  of  issuance  of  a  venire  are  directory  only.*^ 


N.  W.  47.  Miss. — Gavigan  v.  State,  55 
Miss.  533;  Head  v.  State,  44  Miss.  731. 
Mo. — State  v.  Lrehman,  182  Mo.  424,  81 
S.  W.  1118,  103  Am.  St.  Eep.  670,  66 
L.  K.  A.  490;  State  v.  Riddle,  179  Mo. 
287,  78  S.  W.  606;  State  v.  Jackson, 
167  Mo.  291,  66  S.  W.  938;  State  v. 
Matthews,  88  Mo.  121.  N.  Y.— Peo- 
ple V.  JPerris,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.)  193. 
Okla. — Wadsworth  v.  State,  9  Okla. 
Grim.  84,  130  Pae.  808.  Pa. — Com.  v. 
Nye,  240  Pa.  359,  87  Atl.  585;  Com.  v. 
Zillafrow,  207  Pa.  274,  56  Atl.  539. 
Tex. — Pauska  v.  Daus,  31  Tex.  67; 
Franklin  «;.'  State,  34  Tex.  App.  625, 
31  S.  W.  643;  Jackson  v.  State,  30  Tex. 
App.  664,  18  S.  W.  643;  Roberta  v. 
State,  30  Tex.  App.  291,  17  S.  W.  450; 
Murray  v.  Stat«,  21  Tex.  App.  466,  1 
S.  "W.  522,  3  S.  W.  104.  Can.— Ross  v. 
B.  C.  Electric  Ey.  Co.,  7  Brit.  Col. 
394. 

[a]  Strict  Compliance  Becommended. 
See  People  v.  Davis,  73  Cal.  355,  15 
Pac.  8. 

74.  Ala.— Bales  v.  State,  63  Ala.  30. 
lU.— Healy  v.  People,  177  111.  306,  52 
N.  E.  426.  Miss.— Head  v.  State,  44 
Miss.  731.  Mo. — State  v.  Matthews,  88 
Mo.  121;  State  v.  Knight,  61  Mo.  373. 
Ohio. — ^Forsythe  v.  State,  6  Ohio  19. 
Tex.— Franklin  v.  State,  84  Tex.  Crim. 
625,  31  8.  W.  643;  Jackson  v.  State,  30 
Tex.  App.  664,  18  S.  W.  643;  Murray 
V.  State,  21  Tex.  App.  466,  1  S.  W. 
522. 

75.  See  Peri  v.  People,  65  HI.  17. 

76.  Peri  v.  People,  65  111.  17. 

77.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Stamey    v.    Barkley,    211    Pa.    313,    60 
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Atl.  991;  Wilson  v.  Com.,  86  Va.  666, 
10  S.  E.  1007. 

78.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Conn. — Hart  v.  Tallmadge,  2  Day  381, 
2  Am.  Dec.  105,  the  issuing  of  the 
venire  is  the  act  of  the  court  per- 
formed through  the  clerk.  HI. — Sie- 
bert  V.  People,  143  111.  571,  32  N.  E. 
431.  Me.— State  v.  Smith,  67  Me.  328. 
Mich. — ^Dickson  v.  Judge,  136  Mich. 
479,  99  N.  W.  405.  Pa.— Stamey  v. 
Barkley,  211  Pa.  313,  60  Atl.  991.  S.  C. 
State  V.   McElmurray,   3   Strobh.   33. 

That  the  clerk  is  party  to  suit  as 
ground  for  challenge,  see  infra,  VII,  E. 

79.  People  v.  McKay,  18  Johns.  (N. 
Y.)  212;  McGuire  i>.  People,  2  Park. 
Crim.   148. 

[a]  The  precept  issued  by  the  dis- 
trict attorney  is  neither  the  common 
law  venire  nor  a  substitute  therefor 
because  no  return  thereon  is  required. 
See  MeCann  v.  People,  3  Park.  Crim. 
272;  People  v.  Cummings,  3  Park. 
Crim.  343;  People  v.  Robinson,  2  Park. 
Crim.  235.  As  to  necessity  for  re- 
turn generally,  see  -infra,  IV,  B,  7,  a. 

80.  Soniat  v.  Supple,  48  La.  Ann. 
296,  19  So.  128. 

81.  Wills  V.  McDole,  5  N.  J.  L.  501; 
Sutton  V.  Coleman,  2  N.  J.  L.  134. 

82.  Me.— State  v.  Smith,  67  Me. 
328.  S.  C— State  v.  McElmurray,  3 
Strobh.  33.  Tex.— Roberts  v.  State,  30 
Tex.  App.  291,  17  S.  W.  450.  Va.. 
Wash  V.  Com.,  16  Gratt.  (57  Va.)   530. 

[a]  A  venire  issued  after  the  time 
named  in  the  statute,  but  in  full  time 
for  service  by  the  proper  ofSeer  is 
valid.     State  v.  Smith,  67  Me.  828. 
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d.  Presence  of  Accused.  —  Inasmueli  as  the  practice  of  summoning 
a  special  jury  for  each  case  has  generally  been  abolished,  the  statute 
do?s  not  contemplate  the  defendant's  presence  when  the  order  for 
the  venire  is  made.^* 

e.  Alias  Writ.  —  In  a  proper  ease  an  alias  writ  of  venire  may 
issue.** 

4.  Who  May  Serve  the  Writ.  —  a.  In  General.  —  No  person  can 
summon  a  jury  except  those  designated  by  law;*^  but  the  party  may 
waive  the  objection  that  the  writ  is  not  served  by  the  proper  ofScer 
by  a  failure  to  make  timely  objection,*^  or  by  his  conduct.*'  It  does 
not  devolve  upon  the  party  asking  the  venire  to  procure  its  service.** 

Statutes  provide  that  the  writ  shall  be  served  by    the    sheriff,*^ 


[b]  Time  of  Summoning  Jury  for 
Special  Term. — Whether  a  jury  for  a 
special  term  is  ordered  to  be  summoned 
before  or  after  the  beginning  of  the 
special  term  is  immaterial.  White  v. 
Com.,  120  Ky.  178,  85  S.  W.  753. 

[c]  Where  the  statute  forbids  the 
summoning  of  a  jury  at  a  probate  term, 
a  district  judge  has  no  power  to-  sum- 
mon a  jury  at  the  time  fixed  for  hold- 
ing the  regular  probate  term  of  court. 
State  V.  Doyall,  13  La.  Ann.  418. 

[d]  A  venire  is  issued  in  sufficient 
time  where  issued  on  August  3rd  for 
a  trial  beginning  the  week  of  October 
12th,  where  it  is  only  required  to  be 
issued  thirty  days  before  date  on 
which  jurors  are  to  attend.  Stamey  v. 
Barkley,  211  Pa.  313,  60  Atl.  991. 

83.  State  v.  Barrington,  198  Mo.  23, 
95  S.  W.  235.  See  Hannum  v.  State, 
90  Tenn.  647,  18  S.  W.  269,  where  it 
was  held  that  if  erroneous  to  order 
summoned  a  special  panel  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  defendant  it  was  not  re- 
versible error,  and  was  cured  where  a 
second  judge  ordered  the  same  panel 
returned  at  a  continued  date  in  the 
presence  of  the  defendant  and  his  coun- 
sel.   See  also  supra,  III,  B,  2,  b. 

[a]  Where  the  practice  is  to  sum- 
mon a  special  jury  for  each  case,  the 
order  for  the  venire  is  a  material  step 
in  the  progress  of  the  trial,  and  the 
defendant's  presence  is  necessary  when 
the  order  is  made.  Osborn  v.  State, 
24  Ark.  629;  Brown  v.  State,  24  Ark. 
620.  For  present  law  in  Arkansas,  see 
cases  cited  supra,  this  note. 

84.  See  Davis  v.  State,  25  Ohio  St. 
369. 

[a]  A  return  of  "not  found"  is 
equivalent  to  a  return  that  the  jurors 
were  "absent  from  the   county"  and 


is  ground  for  the  issuance  of  an  alias 
venire.  Davis  v.  State,  25  Ohio  St. 
369. 

[b]  The  defendant  is  not  entitled 
to  an  aUas  writ  for  jurors  not  found, 
where  it  appears  that  diligent  effort 
was  made  to  summon  all.  Gillum  v. 
State,  62  Miss.  547;  Eodriguez  v.  State, 
23  Tex.  App.  503,  5  S.  W.  255;  Os- 
borne V.  State,  23  Tex.  App.  431,  5  S. 
W.  251. 

85.  Mass. — Com.  v.  Justices  of  Court, 
5  Mass.  434.  Nev. — State  v.  Mc- 
Namara,  3  Nev.  70.  N.  Y. — Cooper  v. 
Bissell,  16  Johns.  146;  People  ex  rel. 
McLane  v.  Whitney,  22  Misc.  224,  49 
N.  Y.  Supp.  589.  Tex.— Todd  v.  State, 
69  Tex.  Crim.  610,  155  S.  W.  220. 

[a]  A  special  constable  may  be  ap- 
pointed for  the  purpose.  State  v.  Ar- 
thur, 39  Iowa  631. 

[b]  By  Commissioner  of  Jurors. — See 
Kenny  v.  People,  31  N.  T.  330. 

[c]  Effect  on  Conviction  of  Service 
by  Another. — ^A  conviction  by  jurors 
properly  drawn  and  impaneled  will  not 
be  disturbed  because  the  venire  wa6 
served  by  the  sheriff  instead  of  one  of 
the  police.  People  v.  Williams,  24  Mich. 
156,  9  Am.  Eep.  119. 

86.  Harriman  v.  State,  2  Cr.  Gr. 
(Iowa)  270;  Kennedy  v.  Com.,  14  Bush 
(Ky.)  340,  by  failure  to  object  until 
after  verdict. 

87.  Boykin  v.  People,  22  Colo.  496, 

45  Pac.  419. 

88.  Moslander  v.  Hays,  2  N.  J.  L. 
161. 

89.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Ala. — ^Bradberry  v.  State,  156  Ala.  74, 

46  So.  968.  Colo. — ^Burnside  v.  People, 
39  Colo.  485,  90  Pac.  97.  Ga.— Con- 
ner V.  State,  25  Ga.  515,  71  Am.  Dee. 
184.      la. — State    v.    Arthur,    39    Iowa 
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or  his  deputy.^"  The  accused  has  no  legal  right  to  have  the  jurors 
summoned  by  tie  sheriff  himself  in  preference  to  a  competent  deputy.®^ 

Delegation  of  Authority. —  The  person  designated  by  law  to  summon 
the  jury  cannot  delegate  his  authority .^^ 

b.  Where  Sheriff  Is  Disqualified.  —  (I.)  In  General.  —  The  statutes 
generally  provide  for  service  of  the  venire  by  another  where  the 
sheriff  or  the  ofScer  designated  by  law  is  for  any  reason  disqualified 
from  serving  it.®*     The  person  usually  designated  is  the  coroner,®* 


631.  Mass. — Com.  v.  Justices  of  Court, 
5  Mass.  434.  Mich. — Dickson  v.  Plielan, 
136  Mich.  479,  99  N.  W.  405.  Mo. 
State  V.  Matthews,  88  Mo.  121.  N.  J. 
Hugg  V.  Kille,  7  N.  J.  L.  435;  State 
V.  Johnson,  1  N.  J.  L.  219.  N.  Y. 
Cooper  V.  Bissell,  16  Johns.  146. 

90.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Ala. — ^Bradberry  v.  State,  156  Ala.  74, 
46  So.  968.  Colo. — Burnside  v.  People, 
39  Colo.  485,  90  Pae.  97;  Smith  v. 
People,  39  Colo.  202,  88  Pae.  1072.  Oa. 
Conner  v.  State,  25  Ga.  515,  71  Am. 
Dec.  184.  la. — State  v.  Arthur,  39  Iowa 
631.  Mass.-^Com.  v.  Justices  of  Court, 
5  Mass.  434.  Miss.— Kelly  v.  State,  3 
Smed.  &  M.  518.  N.  Y.— Trustees  v. 
Patchen,  8  Wend.  47.  *  Okla.— Saun- 
ders V.  State,  4  Okla.  Crim.  264,  111 
Pae.  965,  Ann.  Cas.   1912B,  766. 

[a]  Service  in  Part  by  Sheriff. — ^A 
sheriff  in  person  need  not  make  service 
of  the  writ  directed  to  the  sheriff  or 
any  constable  of  the  county.  All  the 
service  could  be  made  by  the  sheriff's 
deputies,  their  returns  made  to  him 
and  he  make  a  return  to  the  court,  or 
it  could  b6  made  in  part  by  him  and 
his  deputies,  and  in  part  by  the  con- 
stable. If  the  writ  required  amend- 
ment it  should  be  made  by  the  sheriff. 
Hull  V.  State,  50  Tex.  Crim.  607,  100 
S.  W.  403. 

[b]  Manner  of  Appointing  Deputies. 
It  is  not  necessary  that  the  deputies 
shall  be  formally  appointed  in  writing 
by  the  sheriff.  It  is  suflicient  to  show 
that  the  jurors  hav&  been  notified  to 
appear  by  some  person  professing  to 
act  for  the  sheriff.  Gillum  v.  State,  62 
Miss.  547.  See  also  State  v.  Toland, 
36  S.  C.  515,  15  8.  E.  599,  holding 
that  where  a  deputy  sheriff  is  named 
to  summon  some  of  the  jurors  his  ap- 
pointment need  not  be  indorsed  upon 
the  venire. 

[c]  De  Facto  Deputy. — Jurors  at- 
tending and  serving  who  were  sum- 
moned by  a  de  facto  deputy  are  lawful 
jurors,  although  the  deputy's  appoint- 
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ment  was  never  approved,  and  he  had 
not  taken  the  oath  of  ofSee.  State  v. 
McGraw,  35  S.  C.  283,  14  S.  E.  680. 

[d]  A  deputy,  who  is  a  minor,  may 
summon  the  jurors.  State  v.  Toland, 
36  S.  C.  515,  15  S.  E.  599. 

[e]  A  bailiff  acting  under  authority 
of  the  sheriff  is  his  deputy  pro  hae 
vice.  Westmoreland  v.  State,  45  Ga. 
225;  Conner  v.  State,  25  Ga.  515,  71 
Am.  Dec.  184. 

[f ]  A  bailiff  who  is  a  deputy  sher- 
iff also  may  act.  Smith  v.  People,  39 
Colo.  202,  88  Pae.  1072. 

[g]  Constable  Cannot  Act.  —  (1) 
Where  the  statute  designates  the  sher- 
iff or  one  of  his  deputies,  a  constable 
cannot  summons  the  jury.  Com.  v. 
Justices,  5  Mass.  435.  (2)  And  the 
converse  is  equally  true.  People  ex  rel. 
McLane  v.  Whitney,  22  Misc.  224,  49 
N.  Y.  Supp.  589. 

91.  Smith  V.  People,  39  Colo.  202,  88 
Pao.  1072;  Saunders  v.  State,  4  Okla. 
Crim.  264,  111  Pae.  965,  Ann.  CSas. 
1912B,  766. 

92.  Ayres  v.  Novinger,  8  Pa.  412. 
See  McMasters  v.  Carothers,  1  Pa.  324. 

[a]  A  deputy  sheriff  cannot  deputize 
another  to  summon  the  jury.  McMas- 
ters V.  Carothers,  1  Pa.  324. 

93.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  The  defendant  camiot  object  to 
the  person  other  than  the  sheriff  desig- 
nated by  the  court,  the  selection  by 
the  court  being  deemed  a  guaranty  of 
his  fitness.  Porman  v.  Com.,  86  Ky. 
605,  6  S.  W.  579. 

94.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Cal.— People  v.  Fellows,  122  Cal.  233, 
54  Pae.  830;  People  v.  Ebanks,  117  Cal. 
652,  49  Pae.  1049,  40  L.  R.  A.  269. 
la. — Gollobitsch  v.  Eanibon,  84  Iowa 
567,  51  N.  W.  48;  Minott  v.  Vineyard, 
11  Iowa  90.  Mass. — Barre  Tpk.  Corp.< 
V.   Appleton,   2   Pick.   430. 

[a]  The  statute  applies  to  criminal 
and  civil  cases  alike.  State  v.  Hardin, 
46  Iowa  623,  26  Am.  Eep.  174;  Har- 
riman  v.  State,  2  G.  Gr.   (Iowa)   270. 
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■who  possessed  this  power  at  common  law  as  well.''  Under  some 
statutes  the  court  may  appoint  the  coroner  or  another  disinterested 
person.'®  Some  statutes  provide  for  the  appointment  of  an  elisor 
where  the  sheriflE,''  or  both  the  sheriff  and  coroner,'^  are  disqualified, 
or  if  there  is  no  coroner.'"  The  person  appointed  may  with  the  con- 
sent of  court  appoint  an  assistant.^ 

(II.)    Grounds  of  Disqualification.  —  The    officer    serving    the    venire 
must  be  free  from  bias,  interest,  prejudice,  and  partiality.^    If  he  is 


[b]  Where  Sheriff  Unable  To  Act. 
The  act  authorizing  the  coroner  to  act 
when  the  sheriff  is  a  party  and  per- 
form his  duties  whenever  he  may  be 
incompetent  merely  authorizes  him  to 
act  when  the  sheriff  is  temporarily  in- 
competent, and  not  when  the  sheriff  is 
unable  to  act.  State  v.  Monk,  3  Ala. 
415. 

[c]  A  bailiff  cannot  serve  the  writ 
where  the  sheriff  is  disqualified  under 
a  statute  providing  for  service  by  the 
coroner.  And  if  a  venire  is  directed 
to  a  bailiff  the  court  will  presume  he 
was  not  a  deputy  sheriff.  Burnside 
V.  People,  39   Colo.  485,   90  Pac.   97. 

95.  Ala. — State  v.  Monk,  3  Ala. 
415.  N.  J.— Dewit  v.  Decker,  9  N.  J. 
L.  148.  Pa.— Com.  i).  Mallini,  214  Pa. 
50,  63  Atl.  414.  Eng.— Co.  Litt.  158a; 
Eex  V.  Smith,  2  Shower  288,  89  Eng. 
Eeprint  944;  Eex  v.  Dolby,  1  Dow.  & 
By.  145. 

96.  Phillips  V.  State,  29  Ga.  105. 
[a]     EaiUff  may  be  appointed  under 

this  statute.     Phillips  v.  State,  29  Ga. 
105. 

97.  State  V.  Barber,  13  Idaho  65,  88 
Pac.  418;  Allen  v.  Com.,  11  Ky.  L. 
Eep.  555,  12  S.  W.  582. 

98.  People  v.  Fellows,  122  Cal.  233, 
54  Pac.  830;  People  v.  Sehorn,  116 
Cal.  503,  48  Pac.  495;  People  v.  Young, 
108  Cal.  8,  13,  41  Pac.  281.  See  Bruner 
V.  Superior  Court,  92  Cal.  239,  28  Pac. 
341;  People  v.  Welch,  49  Cal.  174; 
Burnside  v.  People,  39  Colo.  485,  90 
Pac.  97. 

[a]  Objection  to  Coroner  by  Implica- 
tion.— Where  in  his  affidavit  stating  the 
sheriff  to  be  prejudiced  against  him, 
the  accused  prays  that  the  court  ap- 
point an  elisor  to  summon  the  jury 
there  is  manifested  by  implication  an 
,  objection  against  the  coroner  and  the 
court  properly  appointed  an  elisor.  Har- 
riman  v.  State,  2  G.  Gr.   (Iowa)  270. 

99.  Pacheco  v,  Hunsacker,  14  Cal. 
120,  124, 


1.  Forman  v.  Com.,  86  Ky.  605,  6 
S.  W.  579. 

2.  Conn.'— Quinebaug  Bank  v.  Tar- 
box,  20  Conn.  510.  Idaho. — State  v. 
Jordan,  19  Idaho  192,  112  Pac.  1049. 
Mich. — People  v.  Felker,  61  Mich.  114, 
28  N.  W.  83.  N.  J.— Vanauken  v. 
Beemer,  4  N.  J.  L.  364.  Okla. — Koontz 
V.  State,  10  Okla.  Crim.  553,  139  Pac. 
842;,Harjo  v.  United  States,  1  Okla. 
Crim.  590,  98  Pac.  1021,  20  L.  E.  A. 
(N.  S.)  1013.  Can.— Murchison  v. 
Marsh,  4  N.  Bruns.  608. 

As  ground  of  challenge  to  array,  see 
infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

[a]  That  the  sheriff  exercised  much 
diligence  in  pursuing  and  arresting  the 
defendant  is  no  ground  for  alleging 
that  the  sheriff  was  prejudiced.  State 
V.  Jeffries,  210  Mo.  302,  109  S.  W. 
614. 

[b]  That  the  olEcer  may  be  sub- 
jected to  an  action  for  damages  for  an 
illegal  levy  in  an  attachment  suit  does 
not  disqualify  him,  as  the  protection 
of  the  attachment  bond  makes  him 
wholly  disinterested.  H.  T.  Simon 
Gregory  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  McMahan, 
61  Mo.  App.  499. 

_  [c]  Offer  pf  Reward. — The  objec- 
tion that  the  sheriff  who  summoned  thg 
jury  might  have  been  influenced  by 
a  reward  offered  for  the  arrest  and  con- 
viction of  the  defendant  is  no  ground 
for  a  new  trial  where  each  juror  swore 
he  had  no  prejudice  against  the  ac- 
cused, was  otherwise  competent  to 
serve,  and  was  not  objected  to.  Arm- 
strong V.  Com.,  15  Ky.  L.  Eep.  344,  22 
S.  W.  750,  23  S.  W.  654. 

[d]  Belatiousbip  to  parties  as 
ground  of  disqualification,  see:  Ga. 
Brown  v.  State,  14  Ga.  App.  21,  80  S. 
E.  26;  Kelly  v.  State,  14  Ga.  App.  20, 
80  S.  E.  24.  Pa. — Munshower  v.  Pat- 
ton,  10  Serg.  &  E.  334,  13  Am.  Dec. 
678.  Wis. — State  v.  Cameron,  2  Pinn. 
490,  2  Chand.  172.  Can.— Wetmore  v. 
Levy,  10  N.  Bruns.  ISO. 
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a  party  to  the  suit,  he  cannot  summon  the  jury.'  Nor  can  he  do  so 
•where  he  is  the  prosecuting  witness.*  But  the  fact  that  the  officer 
has  knowledge  of  facts  which  would  be  against  the  accused  if  called 
upon  to  testify  as  a  witness  will  not  disqualify  him,'  Nor  is  he  dis- 
qualified merely  because  he  was  subpoenaed  as  a  witness,^  or  because 
he  was  examined  as  a  witness  in  the  preliminary  examination/  or 
because  he  made  the  information  upon  which  the  accused  was  ar- 
rested, where  he  made  the  information  upon  information  and  belief 
by  virtue  of  his  office,^  or  because  he  caused  the  charge  against  the 
accused  to  be  raised  to  a  higher  grade.^  The  test  of  the  officer's 
qualifications  to  summon  a  jury  is  whether  he  would  be  qualified  to  sit 
as  a  juror  in  the  case.^" 

As  to  Deputies. —  The  venire,  cannot  be  served  by  a  deputy  if  the 
sheriff  is  for  some  reason  disqualified  to  make  the  service.^^    So  also. 


3.  Cal. — ^Paeheco  v.  Hunsaeker,  14 
Cal.  120.  Ind. — Cowgill  v.  Worden,  2- 
Blaekf.  332.  la. — GoUobitsch  v.  Eani- 
bon,  84  Iowa  567,  51  N.  W.  48.  N.  Y. 
Woods  V.  Eowan,  5  Johns.  133.  Pa. 
Munshower  v.  Patton,  10  Serg.  &  E. 
334,  13  Am.  Dee.  678;  Legaux  v.  Wells, 
4  Yeates  43.  S.  D. — Jones  v.  Wood- 
■wartli,  24  S.  D.  583,  124  N.  W.  844, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912A,  1134.  Can.— Mellon 
V.  Kings,  33  N.  Bruna.  8,  wherein  it 
was  held  cause  for  challenge  to  the 
array  that  the  sheriff  was  a  taxpayer 
of  the  defendant  municipality.  But 
see  Harris  v.  McKenzie,  3  Nova  Scotia 
242,  holding  it  no  ground  for  chal- 
lenging the  jury  that  the  sheriff  was 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  suit. 

[a]  Statute  Mandatory. — A  statute 
providing  that  the  coroner  shall  serve 
all  process  when  the  sheriff  is  a  party 
is  mandatory,  and  if  the  court's  at- 
tention is  called  to  the  fact  that  the 
sheriff  has  summoned  a  jury  in  such 
a  case,  it  must  dismiss  the  venire  and 
issue  a  new  one  directed  to  the  cor- 
oner. General  Film  Co.  v.  McAfee,  58 
Colo.  344,  145  Pae.  707. 

As  to  service  by  coroner  where  sher- 
iff disqualified,  see  generally  supra, 
IV,  B,  4,  b,  (I): 

[b]  Party  in  Interest  But  Not  of 
Becord. — ^Bven  though  the  sheriff  be 
not  a  party  of  record,  if  it  appears 
that  he  is  a  party  in  interest  the  cor- 
oner will  be  ordered  to  summon  the 
tales  jurors.  People  v.  Tweed  No. 
Four,  50  How.  Pr.  (N.  Y.)  286. 

As  ground  for  challenge  to  the  array, 
see  infra,  VII,  E. 

4.  State  V.  Powers,  136  Mo.  194,  37 
S.  W.  936.    Compme,  Forrester  v.  State, 

Vol,  XVJ 


73  Tex.  Crim.  61,  163  S.  W.  87,  where- 
in the  sheriff  was  the  assaulted  party, 
and  the  court  held  that  the  fact  that 
he  was  an  important  witness  would  not 
disqualify  him  from  serving  the  process. 
There  was,  however,  nothing  in  the 
record  to  show  that  the  sheriff  had  sum- 
moned any  of  the  jurors. 

5.  Sullivan  v.  State,  75  Wis.  650, 
44  N.  W.  647. 

6.  Com.  V.  Zillafrow,  207  Pa.  271,  56 
Atl.  539. 

7.  People  V.  Slater,  119  Cal.  620,  51 
Pac.  957,  it  is  no  ground  fer  a  chal- 
lenge to  the  panel  where  he  testified 
that  he  was  without  bias. 

8.  Clark  v.  Com.,  123  Pa.  555,  16 
Atl.  795. 

9.  Mabry  v.  State,  50  Ark.  492,  8 
S.  W.  823. 

10.  See  the  following:  Cal. — ^People 
V.  Eyan,  108  Cal.  581,  41  Pae.  451; 
People  V.  Coyodo,  40  Cal.  586.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Ferris,  1  Abb.  Pr.  (N.  S.) 
193.  N.  D.— State  v.  Kent,  4  N.  D. 
577,  62  N.  W.  631,  27  L.  E.  A.  686. 
S.  D.— State  v.  Hall,  16  S.  D.  6,  91 
N.  W.  325,  65  L.  E.  A.  151. 

[a]  Where  there  is  no  opinion  as  to 
■whether  the  homicide  was  justifiable, 
the  mere  opinion  on  the  part  of  the 
ofScer  that  the  defendant  had  com- 
mitted the  crime  will  not  disqualify  him 
where  it  was  not  denied  that  the  ac- 
cused did  the  killing.  People  v.  Eyan, 
108  Cal.  581,  41   Pac.  451. 

11.  Idaho. — State  v.  Barber,  13 
Idaho  65,  88  Pae.  418.  la.— GoUo- 
bitsch V.  Eanibon,  84  Iowa  567,  51 
N.  W.  48.  Tenn.— See  Clapp  v.  State, 
94  Tenn.  186,  30  S.  W.  214. 

Service  hy  coroner  where  sheriff  dis- 
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the  deputy  may  for  some  reason  be  disqualified  from  serving." 
(III.)  Manner  of  Obtaining  Substitute. —  "Where  the  officer  designated 
to  summon  the  jurors  is  disqualified,  the  court  may  designate  a  sub- 
stitute at  the  instance  of  either  party,^'  or  on  its  own  motion."  The 
application  of  the  party  therefor  should  be  made  before  the  venire 
has  been  served, ^^  and  before  the  trial  commences  ;^°  it  comes  too  late 
after  verdict,^'  or  in  arrest  of  judgment.^^ 

Some  statutes  vest  a  discretion  in  the  court  to  determine  whether 
the  sheriff  is  disqualified;^^  but  others  make  it  the  duty  of  the  clerk 
to  issue  the-  process  to  the  coroner  where  the  statutory  affidavit  is 
filed.^"  Where  the  statute  does  not  prescribe  how  the  court  shall 
ascertain  the  prejudice  or  bias  of  the  officer,  the  form  and  sufficiency 


qualified,  see  supra,  IV,  B,  4,  b,  (I), 
[a]  The  fact  that  the  coroner  was 
also  a  deputy  under  the  sheriff  _  who 
was  disqualified  to  summon  the  jurors 
did  not  disqualify  him  from  summon- 
ing the  jurors.  Milmore  v.  Woodstock, 
38   N.  Bruns.    (Can.)    133. 

12.  Barre  Tpk.'  Corp.  v.  Appleton,  2 
Pick.  (Mass.)  430,  holding  that  if  one 
deputy  is  interested  and  so  disqualified, 
other  deputies  in  same  county  were 
disqualified  also. 

[a]  Relationship  Doubtful.  —  Where 
the  alleged  relationship  of  the  deputy 
sheriff  who  summoned  the  jury  to  the 
deceased  is  very  doubtful  it  is  not  re- 
versible error  that  he  summoned  the 
jury  in  a  prosecution  for  murder.  Com. 
V.  Manfredi,  162  Pa.  144,  29  Atl.  404. 

13.  Johns  V.  Com.  (Ky.),  3  S.  W. 
369. 

14.  Allen  v.  Com.,  11  Ky.  L.  Eep. 
555,  12  S.  W.  582.  But  see  Healy  v. 
People,  177  HI.  306,  52  N.  E.  426, 
holding  that  Eev.  St.,  1874,  ch.  78, 
§§12  and  13,  does  not  authorize  the 
court  to  clothe  a  special  bailiff  with 
power  to  select  and  summon  a  special 
venire  unless  one  of  the  parties  ob' 
jeets  to  the  exercise  of  such  power  by 
the  sheriff. 

15.  State  V.  Jeffries,  210  Mo.  302, 
109  S.  W.  614,,  should  not  wait  till  the 
jurors  are  in  court. 

[a]  Tardy  Affidavit. — ^Where  the  af- 
fidavit in  support  of  the  application 
was  not  made  until  after  the  venire 
had  been  served  by  the  sheriff,  and 
there  is  an  entire  absence  of  any 
showing  that  the  jurors  summoned 
were  objectionable,  there  is  no  error 
in  denying  the  request  to  have  the 
coroner  summon  the  jury.  Peck  v. 
Farnham,  24  Colo.  141,  49  Pae.  364. 

16.  Daniel  v.   Frost,    63    Qa.,    697; 


Samuels  v.  State,  3  Mo.  68;  Vierling 
V.  Stifel  Brewing  Co.,  15  Mo.  App. 
125. 

17.  Ga. — Daniel  v.  Frost,  62  Ga.  697. 
la. — Harriman  v.  State,  2  G.  Gr.  270. 
Ky. — Kennedy  v.  Com.,  14  Bush  340. 

[a]  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  based 
on  the  disqualification  of  the  sheriff 
will  not  be  granted '  where  it  is  not 
shown  that  the  defendant  was  injured 
and  no  previous  objection  was  made. 
Webster  v.  State,  47  Fla.  108,  36  So. 
584.  See  also  Vierling  v.  Stifel  Brew. 
Co.,  15  Mo.  App.  125  (holding  the  ob- 
jection cannot  be  made  by  motion  for 
new  trial) ;  and  generally  the  title 
"New  Trial." 

18.  Harriman  v.  State,  2  G.  Gr. 
(Iowa)  270;  Samuels  v.  State,  3  Mo. 
68;  Vierling  v.  Stifel  Brewing  Co.,  15 
Mo.  App.  125.  See  generally  the  title 
"Arrest  of  Judgment." 

19.  State  V.  Hultz,  106  Mo.  41,  16 
S.  W.  940;  State  v.  Mathews,  98  Mo. 
119,  10  S.  W.  30,  11  S.  W.  1136;  State 
V.  Hall,  16  S.  D.  6,  91  N.  W.  325,  65 
L.  E.  A.  151.  See  Hanna  v.  People, 
86  111.  243,  holding  that  where  the  de- 
fendant objects  to  the  sheriff  serving 
a  special  venire  because  of  his  rela- 
tionship to  the  prosecuting  attorney, 
the  court  should  appoint  a  special  bail- 
iff to  fill  the  panel. 

20.  General  Film  Go.  v.  McAfee,  58 
Colo.  344,  145  Pac.  707;  Litch  v.  Peo- 
ple, 19  Colo.  App.  433,  75  Pac.  1083. 

[a]  Bight  To  File  Counter-Af^davlts. 
The  fact  that  the  party  filed  a  motion 
supported  with  an  afidavit  does  not 
authorize  the  adverse  party  to  file 
counter-affidavits  or  authorize  the  court 
in  its  discretion  to  deny  the  motion 
where  tjie  statute  does  not  provide 
"where  it  shall  appear,"  etc.,  but 
provides  that  when  the  affi,davit  is  filed, 
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of  the  evidence  is  within  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  ;^*  and  the 
decision  of  the  court  will  not  be  reversed  on  appeal  except  for  an  abuse 
of  such  discretion,^^ 

5.  Form  and  Sufficiency  of  Writ  or  Process.^'  —  a.  In  General. 
The  venire  or  order  for  the  summoning  of  the  jurors  must  conform 
to  any  requirements  prescribed  in  the  statutes  regulating  such 
process.^*  It  should  issue  in  the  name  of  the  state.^°  At  common 
law,^''  and  under  some,^'  but  not  all  statutes,^*  the  venire  must  be 
under  the  seal  of  the  court. 

b.  Direction  of  Writ.  —  The  venire  should  usually  be  directed  to 
the  sheriff, ^^     It  is  irregular  where  directed  to  "any  constable"  in 


the  clerk  shall  direct  the  process  to 
the  coroner.  Litch  v.  People,  19  Colo. 
App.  433,'  75  Pac.  1083. 

21.  State  V.  Jeffries,  210  Mo.  302, 
109  8.  "W.  614;  State  v.  Hultz,  106  Mo. 
41,  16  8.  W.  940. 

[a]  Oharactei  of  Proof  Necessary. 
The  unsupported  affidavit  of  the  ac- 
cused is  not  sufficient  evidence  to  set 
aside  the  sheriflE  and  obtain  service 
by  another.  The  evidence  necessary 
ought  to  be  competent  evidence  of  acts, 
declarations,  bias  or  other  circum- 
stances showing  impartiality.  McCand- 
less  V.  Com.,  170  Ky.  301,  185  S.  W. 
1100. 

-  [b]  A  verified  application  (1)  of  the 
prosecuting  attorney  that  the  sheriff 
and  coroner  were  biased  and  prejudiced 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  is  sufficient 
to  authorize  the  court  to  appoint  an 
elisor.  State  v.  Hultz,  106  Mo.  41,  16  S. 
W.  940.  (2)'  But  the  court  is  not  bound 
by  the  affidavit  as  conclusive,  and  has 
some  discretion  in  the  matter,  and  this 
discretion  will  not  be  disturbed  unless 
there  has  been  an  abuse  thereof.  State 
v.  Mathews,  98  Mo.  119,  10  S.  W.  30, 
11  8.  "W.  1136;  State  v.  Leabo,  89  Mo. 
247,  1  8.  W.  288;  H.  T.  Simon  Gregory 
Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  McMahan,  61  Mo. 
App.  4'99. 

22.  State  v.  Mathews,  98  Mo.  119, 
10  8.  "W.  30,  11  S.  W.  1136;  State  v. 
Leabo,  89  Mo.  247,  1  8.  W.  288;  State 
V.  Hall,  16  S.  D.  6,  91  N.  W.  325,  65 
L.  E.  A.  151. 

23.  See  generally  the  tile  "Pro- 
cess." 

24.  Fowler  v.  State,  100  Ala.  96,  14 
So:  860.  See  Stewart  v.  State,  98  Ala. 
70,  13  So.  319;  Lewis  v.  State,  51  Ala. 
1,    substantial    compliance    sufficient. 

Form  of  venire,  see  9  Standard  Pboc. 
752. 

25.  White   v.    Com.,    6   Binn.    (Pa.) 
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179,  6  Am.  Dee.  443;  State  v.  Hill,  19 
8.  C.  435;  State  v.  Gilreath,  19  S.  C. 
603. 

26.  N.  J. — Howell  v.  Robertson,  6 
N.  J.  L.  142,  want  of  seal  cause  for 
reversal  of  judgment.  N.  Y. — People 
V.  McKay,  18  Johns.  212.  S.  C— State 
V.  Williams,  1  Eieh.  L.  188. 

[a]  A  venire  not  under  seal  is  no 
writ  and  no  authority  to  the  sheriff  to 
summon  the  jury.  State  v.  Dozier,  2 
Speers  (8.  C.)  211. 

[b]  Sufficiency  of  Seal. — See  State 
V.  Thayer,  4  Strobh.  (S.  C.)  286;  State 
V.  McElmurray,  3  Strobh.  (8.  C.)  33; 
Cordova  v.  State,  6  Tex.  App.  207. 

[c]  Where  Court  Has  No  Seal. — The 
precepts  for  courts  of  oyer  and  term- 
iner may  issue  under  the  private 
seals  of  the  judges  appointing  such 
courts,  no  seals  being  required  for  the 
courts  themselves.  White  v.  Com.,  6 
Binn.   (Pa.)i  179,  6  Am.  Dec.  443. 

27.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Minn.  Eev.  Laws,  1905,  §5265. 

[a]  Under  statute  requiring  all  ju- 
dicial process  issued  to  be  under  seal, 
the  writ  must  be  sealed.  State  v.  Mc- 
Elmurray, 3  Strobh.    (S.  C.)   33. 

28.  Ala. — Powell  v.  State,  25  Ala. 
21;  Maher  v.  State,  1  Port.  265,  26 
Am.  Dec.  379.  Mo. — State  v.  Marshall, 
36  Mo.  400.  N.  H.— State  v.  Bradford, 
57  N.  H.  188.  Tenn.— Bennett  v.  State, 
Mart.  &  Y.  133. 

29.  IVCicli. — ^Dickson  v.  Judge,  136 
Mich.  479,  99  N.  W.  405.  N.  J.— Hugg 
V.  Kille,  7  2Sr.  J.  L.  435.  Pa.— Com.  v. 
Miller,  4  Phila.  210. 

As  to  who  may  serve  writ,  see  supra, 
TV,  B,  4. 

[a]  The  statute  Is  mandatory,  and 
the  clerk  cannot  direct  it'  to  the  super- 
intendent of  police.  Dickson  v.  Judge, 
136  Mich.  479,  99  N.  W.  405. 

[b]  The   direction   of  the   writ   to 
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addition  to  the  sheriff  and  should  not  be  so  directed.** 

c.  Mandatory  Clause.  —  The  eommon-la-w  venire  commands  the 
sheriff  to  cause  to  come  a  certain  number  of  jurors." 

d.  Description  of  Jurors  To  Be  Summoned.  —  The  writ  usually 
directs  the  sheriff  to  summon  the  jurors  from  a  list  or  panel  annexed 
thereto.^2  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  names  of  the  jurors  be  embodied 
in  the  writ,^'  it  being  sufficient  if  they  are  arranged  in  lists  below  the 
signature.^*  The  fact  that  the  name  of  a  juror  appeared  twice  in 
the  venire  through  mistake  is  a  mere  informality.^^  So  also  a  mistake 
in  the  names  of  jurors  in  the  venire  is  not  a  fatal  error.^^  A  venire 
for  a  petit  jury  should  not  contain  a  panel  for  a  grand  jury.^' 


the  coroner  without  a  showing  that  the 
sheriff  was  incompetent  is  -  a  fatal  de- 
fect which  is  not  cured  by  verdict. 
Hugg  V.  Kille,  7  N.  J.  L.  435. 

[c]  To  What  Sheriff. — A  statute  re- 
quiring "all  original,  mesne  and  final 
process"  to  be  directed  to  "any  sheriff 
of  the  state  of  Alabama"  does  not 
apply  to  a  venire  facias.  State  v. 
Stedman,  7  Port.   (Ala.)  495. 

30.  Jackson  v.  State,  30  Tex.  App. 
664,  18  S.  W.  643;  Suit  v.  State,  30 
Tex.  App.  319,  17  S.  W.  458. 

As  ground  of  challenge,  see  infra, 
VII,  E. 

31.  United  States  v.  Antz,  16  Fed. 
119,  125. 

[a]  That  the  order  reads  "I  com- 
mand you  to  summon"  instead  of 
"you  are  hereby  commanded  to  sum- 
mon" is  immaterial.  State  v.  Cole,  9 
Humph.    (Tenn.)    626. 

[b]  The  command  Included:  "First, 
the  selection  of  the  names,  which  was 
left  to  sheriff's  discretion,  from  the 
body  of  the  county,  from  the  class 
of  men  who  were  by  law  qualified; 
secondly,  the  summoning  of  the  persons 
thus  selected;  and  thirdly,  a  return  of 
the  writ  with  his  doings  under  it, 
whereby  'he  returned  and  delivered  in' 
the  jury  to  the  court."  United  States 
V.  Antz,  16  Fed.  119,  125. 

32.  State  v.  McElmurray,  3  Strobh. 
(S.  C.)  33;  Colemail  v.  Com.,  84  Va. 
1,  3  S.  E.  878. 

[a]  Where  the  list  Is  not  so  fur- 
nished, a  venire  is  invalid.  Spurgeon 
V.  Com.,  86  Va.  652,  10  S.  E.  979. 

[b]  In  Alabama  (1)  when  the  order 
directing  the  sheriff  to  summon  a  jury 
sets  a  day  for  trial  within  the  week, 
the  practice  is  to  put  on  the  list  or- 
dered to  be  summoned  only  the  names 
of  such  of  the  drawn  and  summoned 
jurors  for  the  week  as  are  in  attend- 


ance when  the  order  is  made.  Posey 
V.  State,  73  Ala.  490.  <2)  But  when 
the  trial  and  order  occur  in  different 
weeks,  the  statute  is  conformed  to 
when  the  jurors  summoned  for  the  'par- 
ticular week  are  made  a  part  of  the 
venire.  Dick  v.  State,  87  Ala.  61,  6 
So.  395;  Morrison  v.  State,  84  Ala.  405, 
4  So.  402.  See  also  Jackson  v.  State, 
77  Ala.  18;  Floyd  v.  State,  55  Ala.  61. 

[c]  List  Prepared  After  Sumpion- 
ing. — ^Where  the  court  ordered  the  sum- 
moning of  additional  jurors,  and  upon 
their  appearance  in  court  reduced  the 
list  thereof  to  writing,  it  was  held  a 
substantial  compliance  with  the  statute. 
State  V.  Sansone,  116  Mo.  1,  22  S.  W. 
617. 

[d]  Jury  From  Another  County. 
Where  a  venire  facias  is  directed  to 
the  sheriff  of  another  county  to  sum- 
mon a  jury,  a  list  need  not  be  fur- 
nished to  him.  Clark  v.  Com.,  90  Va. 
360,  18  S.  E.  440. 

[e]  Indorsement  of  Names. — A  stat- 
ute prescribing  that  jurors  may  be 
summoned  by  reading  the  venire  with 
the  indorsement  thereon  of  his  having 
been  summoned  does  not  necessitate 
that  the  clerk  or  selectmen  shall  cer- 
tify the  drawing  on  the  venire.  The 
indorsement  may  be  made  by  the  offi- 
cer serving  the  writ.  Com.  v.  Begse, 
143  Mass.  80,  8  N.  E.  878. 

33.  State  v.  Stokely,  16  Minn.  282 
(the  statute  requires  the  sheriff  to 
summon  the  "persons  so  drawn"  by 
the  commissioners) ;  State  v.  McElmur- 
ray, 3  Strobh.  (S.  C.)  33. 

34.  State  v.  McElmurray,  3  Strobh. 
(S.  0.)  33. 

35.  McCarty  v.  State,  26  Miss.  299. 

36.  Kimbrell  v.  State,  130  Ala.  40, 
30  So.  454,  not  ground  for  quashing 
writ. 

37.  Forsythe  v.  State,  6  Ohio  19,  as 
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Number  of  Jurors.  —  At  common  law  the  venire  facias  to  the  sheriff 
directed  the  sheriff  to  return  only  twelve  men  to  serve  on  the  petit 
jypyss    rpjig  statutes  now  regulate  this  matter.'^ 

Qualifications  of  Jurors.40  —  The  statutory  qualifications  of  the  jurors 
need  not  be  inserted  in  the  venire,*^  although  it  is  correct  to  do  so.*'' 
If  an  unauthorized  qualification  which  excludes  a  class  of  persons 
eligible  by  law  is  inserted,  the  venire  may  be  quashed.*^ 

Trom  Whence  Summoned.  —  At  common  law,  it  was  required  that  the 
writ  order  the  jurors  to  be  summoned  from  the  vicinage  ;**  but  under 
statute,  the  jurors  are  directed  to  be  summoned  from  the  county  at 
large,  usually  called  the  body  of  the  county.*^ 

e.  Date  Betumahle.^^  —  The  writ  may  be  made  returnable  on  the 
same  day  it  issued,*^  but  it  is  usual  to  make  the  writ  returnable  on 
the  first  day  of  the  term  in  which  the  court  sits,**  or  any  day  during 


they  must  be  separately  summoned. 

Summoning  grand  jurors,  see  10 
Standard  Pboc.  619,  et  seq. 

38.  Com.  D.  Eaton,  8  Phila.  (Pa.) 
428,   [1869]   Leg.  Int.  68. 

Number  of  jury,  see  supra,  U,  B,  2. 

39.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
supra,  III,  B,  1, '  h. 

[a]  Statute  Construed. — A  statute 
providing  for  the  manner  of  drawing 
a  jury  panel  which  directs  that  if 
there  is  no  jury,  the  court  shall  order 
a  venire  to  issue  for  twelve  competent 

,  jurors,  contemplates  that  the  court  may 
issue  a  venire  for  a  greater  number 
in  case  it  decrees  a  greater  number  is 
needed.  Tunker  v.  Marshall,  65  111. 
App.  667. 

[b]  In  a  capital  case,  a  venire 
facias  which  commands  the  sheriff  to 
summon  a  different  number  of  jurors 
than  that  prescribed  by  statute  is  void. 
Jones  V.  Com.,  100  Va.  842,  41  S.  E. 
951;  Spnrgeon  v.  Com.,  86  Va.  652,  10 
S.  E.  979.  See  Baker  v.  The  Milwaukee, 
14  Iowa  214. 

As  ground  for  challenge  to  panel, 
see  infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

40.  As  to  qualifications  of  jurors 
generally,  see  infra,  VII,  P. 

41.  Sharp  v.  Hendrickson,  3  N.  J. 
L.  685;  Cox  v.  Haines,  3  N.  J.  L.  687; 
State  V.  Alderson,  10  Terg.  (Tenn.)  523; 
Cornwell  v.  State,  Mart.  &  T.  (Tenn.) 
147. 

[a]  It  is  sufiiclent  if  the  writ  di- 
rects "good  and  lawful"  men  to  be 
summoned.  Sharp  v.  Hendrickson,  3 
N.  J.  L.  685;  Bartow  v.  Murry,  2  N.  J. 
L.  97;  State  v.  Alderson,  10  Terg. 
(Tenn.)    523. 

42.  Sharp  v.  Hendrickson,  3  N,  J.  L. 
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685;  Bartow  v.  Murry,  2  N.  J.  L.  97. 

43.  Wash  V.  Com.,  16  Gratt.  (57 
Va.)  530.  See  Jackson  v.  Pool,  91 
Tenn.  448,  451,  19  S.  W.  234. 

44.  Grand  Bapids  v.  Grand  Bapids  & 
I.  E.  E.  Co.,  58  Mich.  641,  26  N.  W. 
159;  Matter  of  Converse,  18  Mich.  459; 
Shaffer  v.  State,  1  How.  (Miss.)  238. 

[a]  The  "vicinage"  may  be  limited 
by  statute  to  the  municipality  instead 
of  the  county  at  large.  Grand  Bapids 
V.  Grand  Bapids  &  I.  E.  E.  Co.,  58 
Mich.  641,  26 'N.  W.  159. 

45.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Mich, — Houghton  Common  Council  v. 
Huron  Copper  Min.  Co.,  57  Mich.  547, 
24  3Sr.  W.  820.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Mal- 
lon,  3  Lans.  224.  Pa. — Com.  v.  ZiUa- 
frow,  207  Pa.  274,  56  Atl.  539;  Com. 
V.  Valsalka,  181  Pa.  17,  24,  37  Atl.  405; 
White  V.  Com.,  6  Binn.  197,  6  Am.  Dec. 
443. 

Failure  to  do  so  as  ground  of  chal- 
lenge, see  infra,  VII,  E. 

46.  As  to  date  returnable,  see  gen- 
erally i7ifra,  IV,  B,  7,  b. 

47.  Shaffer  v.  State,  1  How.  (Miss.) 
238;  1  Chitty's  C.  L.  508,  513;  4  Hawk. 
P.  O.  376,  377;  Cro.  Car.  315. 

[a]  Clerical  Error  in  Flxiug  Date. 
Where  the  order  for  the  summoning  of 
the  jurors  directs  that  they  appear  "at 
the  next  term  of  the  court,"  but  the 
exact  day  is  also  designated,  being  a 
day  at  the  term  at  which  the  order 
was  made,  the  words  "at  the  next  term 
of  the  court"  will-  be  treated  as  a 
clerical  misprision.  Peters  v.  State,  100 
Ala.  10,  14  So.  896. 

48.  Beach  v.  Fulton  Bank,  7  Cow. 
(N.  Y.)  509;  Potter  v.  Shackleford,  3 
Brev.  (8.  C.)  487. . 
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such  ferm.**    The  parties  may  waive  the  provision  o£  the  statute  as 
to  the  date  of  return  by  consent.^*" 

f .  Teste.  —  The  omission  of  the  clerk  to  sign  the  writ,^^  or  to  desig- 
nate his  ofSee  after  his  name'^  does  not  invalidate  the  writ.  The 
venire  need  not  bear  teste  of  the  chief  justice,^^  or  the  signature  of 
the  attorney  general.^* 

g.  Indorsements.^^  —  The  omission  of  the  sheriff  to  indorse  the  fact 
of  entry  in  his  office,  does  not  invalidate  the  venire.^^ 

h.  Amendment.^''  —  The  venire  may  be  amended  ;^^  but  where  the 
writ  has  served  its  purpose,  a  motion  to  quash  dispenses  with  the 
necessity  of  amendment.'^ 

6.  Executing  the  Writ  of  Process.  —  a.  Time  of  Execution.  —  The 
sheriff  cannot  summon  the  jurors  until  the  panel  has  been  drawn;*" 
bat  thereafter  the  time  of  summoning  jurors  is  generally  immaterial.*^ 
The  jurors  need  not  be  summoned  before  the  list  thereof  is  served  on 
the  defendant.*^  They  may  be  summoned  before  the  issuance  of  the 
venire.*^ 

b.  Number  of  Jurors  To  Be  Summoned.^*  —  Notwithstanding  the 
fact,  that  at  common  law,  and  under  some  statutes,  the  venire  facias 


[a]  VTliere  Time  of  Holding  Court 
Is  Changed. — A  venire  facias  return- 
able to  a  certain  day  is  rendered  valid 
ty  an  act  of  the  legislature  altering 
the  time  of  holding  the  court  and  de- 
claring the  same  to  he  good  for  the 
day  so  fixed,  although  different  from 
the  day  on  which  it  was  returnable. 
Potter  V.  Shackleford,  3  Brev.  (S.  C.) 
487. 

49.  Shaffer  v.  State,  1  How.  (Miss.) 
238. 

50.  Fiero  V.  Eeynolds,  20  Barb.  (N. 
T.)   275. 

51.  Hale  v.  State,  72  Miss.  140,  16 
So.  387. 

52.  State  V.  Cole,  9  Humph.  (Tenn.) 


State  v.   Bradford,    57    N.    H. 


626. 

53, 
188 

5'4.  State  v.  Gilreath,  19  S.  C.  603; 
State  V.  Hill,  19  S.  C.  435. 

55.  As  to  necessity  for  indorsing 
appointment  of  deputy  serving  the  writ, 
see  sv/pra,  IV,  B,  4,  a. 

56.  State  v.  Clayton,  11  Eieh.  L. 
(S.  C.)   581. 

57.  Amendment  of  process  general- 
ly, see  the  title  "Process." 

58.  Miss. — Hale  v.  State,  72  Miss. 
140,  16  So.  387.  N.  Y. — Beach  v.  Ful- 
ton Bank,  7  Cow.  509,  or  a  new  one 
made  and  filed  nunc  pro  tunc.  Pa. 
Com.  V.  Chiemilewski,  243  Pa.  171,  89 
Atl.  964;  Com,  V.  Smith,  16  Pa.  Co.  C*. 
568,  577. 


[a]  A  seal  may  be  supplied  by 
amendment.  Jackson  ex  dem.  Culver 
V.  Brown,  4  Cow.   (N.  Y.)   550. 

[b]  Teste. — ^Any  clerical  mistakes 
or  irregularities  in  the  teste  may  be 
corrected  by  amendment.  People  v. 
Justices  of  General  Sessions,  20  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  310;  Com.  v.  Chiemilewski,  243 
Pa.  171,  89  Atl.  964. 

[a]  The  signature  of  the  clerk  may 
bo  supplied.  Hale  v.  State,  72  Miss. 
140,  16  So.  387. 

[b]  Annexation  of  the  panel  to  the 
distringas  instead  of  the  venire  ia 
amendable.  Hill  v.  Hill,  1  N.  J.  L. 
261,  1  Am.  Dec.  206. 

59.  Hale  v.  State,  72  Miss.  140,  16 
So.  387. 

60.  State  v.  Williams,  5  Port.  (Ala.) 
130. 

61.  Cal.— Thrall  v.  Smiley,  9  Cal, 
529.  Me.— State  v.  Smith,  67  Me.  328. 
Miss. — ^Johnson  v.  State,  33  Miss.  363. 
Ohio.— Hurley  v.  State,  6  Ohio  399. 
Tex. — ^Roberts  v.  State,  30  Tex.  App. 
291,  17  S.  W.  450. 

62.  State  v.  Chambers,  45  La.  Ann. 
36,  11  So.  944. 

As  to  serving  list  of  juiors  drawn 
on  the  defendant,  see  infra,  Y. 

63.  Samuels  v.  State,  3  Mo.  68; 
State  V.  Crosby,  Harp.  (S.  C.)  90. 

64.  Number  of  jurors,  see  generally 
supra,  II,  B,  2. 
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directs  the  return  of  twelve  men,^^  the  practice  is  to  return  more  on 
the  panel.*^  Where  the  statute  or  precept  fixes  a  minimum  number 
of  jurors  to  be  summoned  and  returned,  the  officer  may  summon 
more;*'  but  it  has  been  held  that  a  return  of  a  lesser  number  than 
prescribed  by  statute  is  fatal  to  the  constitution  of  the  court.®^ 

c.  WJio  May  Be  Summoned.  —  The  sheriff  must  summon  only  those 
persons  whose  names  were  drawn  ;*^  but  a  difference  in  the  name  of 
a  juror  drawn  and  the  juror  served  is  not  ground  for  discarding 
him,'"  or  for  a  new  trialj'^  or  for  arresting  judgment,'^  especially 
where  there  is  no  mistake  as  to  the  identity  of  the  person/'  So  also, 
the  fact  that  one  is  summoned  having  the  same  name  as  the  person 
drawn  is  not  ground  for  a  new  trial  where  such  person  was  competent 
to  act  and  such  fact  was  not  known  until  after  verdict  and  discharge 
of  the  jury/*    The  same  is  true  when  one  other  than  the  person  drawn 


65.  See  swpra,  IV,  B,  5,  d. 

66.  Mass. — Hosmer  v.  Warner,  15 
Gray  46;  Fitehburg  B.  Co.  v.  Boston 
&  M.  E.,  3  Gush.  58.  Pa.— Com.  v. 
Eaton,  8  PMla.  428.  R.  I. — Barber  v. 
James,  18  E.  I.  798,  31  Atl.  264. 

67.  United  States  v.  Fries,  3  Dall. 
515,  9  Fed.  Gas.  ISTo.  5,126;  United 
States  V.  Insurgents,  2  Dall.  335,  1  L. 
ed.  404,  26  Fed.^  Cas.  No.  15,443;  PraU 
V.  Feet's  Curator,  3  La.  274. 

68.  Donaldson  v.  Com.,  95  Pa.  21. 

69.  Com.  V.  Valsalka,  181  Pa.  17,  37 
Atl.   405. 

70.  Untreinor  v.  State,  146  Ala.  26, 
41  So.  285.  See  McHugh  v.  State,  42 
Ohio   St.   154. 

[a]  A  mistake  (1)  in  the  middle 
name  or  initial  of  the  juror  is  im- 
material if  the  right  man  is  summoned 
and  the  mistake  is  not  ground  for  dis- 
carding him.  Ala. — ^Martin  v.  State, 
144  Ala.  8,  40  So.  275.  Ga.— Pool  v. 
Callahan,  88  Ga.  468,  14  S.  E.  867; 
Williams  v.  State,  69  Ga.  11;  Judge  t". 
State,  8  Ga.  173.  N.  C— State  v.  Mills, 
91  N.  C.  581.  (2)  It  is  otherwise,  how- 
ever, where  it  is  doubtful  whether  per- 
son drawn  and  person  summoned  is 
same,  due  to  such  a  mistake.  Martin 
V.  State,  144  Ala.  8,  40  So.  275. 

[b]  Misnomer  In  Christian  Name. 
The  court  cannot  excuse  ex  mero  motu 
one  of  the  regular  jurors  of  the  week 
for  a  misnomer  as  to  his  Christian 
name,  where  he  has  not  been  adjudged 
incompetent  or  disqualified,  nor  asked 
to  be  excused.  Such  act  of  the  court 
•will  be  presumed  to  be  prejudicial  to 
the  defendant.  Sullivan  «.  State,  102 
Ala.  135,  15  So.  264,  48  Am.  St.  Bep. 
22. 
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[c]    The  addition  of  the  word  "Jr." 

does  not  constitute  a  variance.  Un- 
treinor V.  State,  146  Ala.  26,  41  So. 
285;  Teague  v.  State,  144  Ala.  42,  40 
So.  312. 

As  a  ground  for  challenge,  see  infra, 
VII,  E. 

71.  McHugh  V.  State,  42  Ohio  St. 
154;  Swope  v.  Donnelly,  7  Pa.  Dist. 
448,  21  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  167.  See  generally 
the  title  "New  Trial." 

72.  Munshower  v.  State,  56  Md. 
514. 

Objections  to  formation  of  trial  jury 
as  grounds  for  arrest  of  judgment,  see 
generally  2  Standard  Peoc.  1024,  et 
seq. 

73.  Md. — Munshower  v.  State,  56 
Md.  514;  Horsey  v.  State,  3  Har.  & 
J.  2.  Tex. — Valigura  v.  State,  69  Tex. 
Crim.  320,  153  S.  W.  856.  Eng.— The 
Case  of  a  Juryman,  12  East  231,  104 
Eng.  Eepriut  90;  Eoe  v.  Devys,  Cro. 
Car.  563,""  79  Eng.  Eeprint  1084. 

[a]  Presumption  of  Non-identity  Re- 
butted.— Where  the  name  of  the  person 
summoned  failed  to  correspond  exact- 
ly with  any  name  on  the  jury  list  but 
very  nearly  corresponds,  any  prima 
facie  presumption  that  the  juror  sum- 
moned is  not  one  of  those  selected  is 
rebutted  by  proof  that  there  is  no  per- 
son of  the  exact  name  appearing  on 
the  list.  Com.  v.  Valsalka,  181  Pa.  17, 
37  Atl.  405. 

74.  Mann  v.  Pairlee,  44  Vt.  672.  See 
generally  the  title  "New  Trial." 

[a]  It  is  otherwise  if  the  person 
summoned  is  not  legally  competent  to 
act.    Mann  v,  Fairlee,  44  Vt.  672. 
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is  summoned  and  the  accused  knowing  that  fact  accepts  him.^* 

The  exemption  or  disqualification  of  a  particular  juror  does  not 
relieve  the  sheriff  of  his  duty  to  summon  him  as  this  is  a  questicm  for 
the  eourt,'^  and  the  juror  may  waive  his  privilege.'^ 

The  person  substituted  for  a  sheriff  who  is  disqualified  may  summon 
any  or  all  of  the  panel  previously  summoned  by  such  officer.^* 

Interference  With  Selection. —  It  is  improper  for  anyone  to  request 
the  sheriff  to  discriminate  in  favor  of  or  against  any  class  of  persons 
eligible  to  jury  duty.^^ 

d.  Manner  of  Summoning.  —  The  statutes  regulating  the  manner 
of  serving  and  summoning  persons  drawn  to  serve  as  jurors  are  di- 
rectory merely,*"  and  any  irregularity  in  the  manner  of  summoning 
is  immaterial  so  long  as  the  jurors  actually  appear;*^  but  it  is  other- 
wise if  a  few  only  appear. ^^  In  any  event  such  irregularity  is  cured 
by  verdict.*^ 

Statutes  usually  provide  that  service  may  be  had  by  giving  the 
jurors  persenal  notice,**  or  by  leaving  a  notice  in  writing  at  the 
residence  with  some  one  residing  there.*^    Some  statutes  require  that 


75.  State  v.  Brinte,  4  Penne.  (Del.) 
551,  58  Atl.  258. 

76.  Ezell  V.  State,  102  Ala.  161,  15 
So.  810;  Eeberts  v.  State,  68  Ala.  515; 
State  V.  Teland,  36  S.  C.  515,  15  S.  E. 
599;  State  v.  Merriam,  34  S.  C.  16,  12 
S.  B.  619. 

As  to  qualifications  of  jurors,  see 
infra,  VII. 

77.  State  v.  Toland,  36  S.  C.  515,  15 
S.  E.  599;  State  v.  Merriam,  34  S.  C. 
16,  12  S.  E.  619. 

78.  State  v.  Weeden,  133  Mo.  7,  34 
S.  W.  473  (it  is  error  for  the  court 
to  call  the  regular  panel  summoned  by 
the  sheriff  and  not  summoned  by  the 
substitute);  State  v.  Wiley,  109  Mo. 
439,  19  S.  W.  197.  See  ala9  Smith  v. 
State,  4  Neb.  277. 

79.  Babcock  v.  People,  13  Colo.  515, 
22  Pac.  817. 

[a]  But  it  is  not  error  to  make  a 
request  when  a  panel  is  ordered  that 
the  sheriff  summon  good  and  lawful 
men  where  the  direction  of  the  writ 
is  to  summon  suoh  persons.  Babcock 
V.  People,  13  Colo.  515,  22  Pac.  817. 

80.  Com.  V.  Nje,  240  Pa.  359,  87 
Atl.  585;  Com.  v.  Zillafrow,  207  Pa. 
274,  56  Atl.  539. 

81.  Ga. — Judge  v.  State,  8  6a.  173, 
it  is  no  objection  to  a  juror  who  ap- 
peared and  answered  that  the  summons 
was  left  at  his  residence  and  not 
served  on  him  personally.  N.  J. — Mar- 
tin V.  Steele,  3  N.  J.  L.  718.  S.  C. 
State   v.   Tidwell,    100    S.    C.   248,    84 


S.  E.   778;   State  v.  Crosby,  Harp.  90. 

[a]  Waiver  of  Objection. — Where  a 
juror,  being  present  in  the  courtroom, 
was  not  summoned  by  venire  but  was 
called,  accepted,  and  sworn,  objection 
could  not  be  made  thereafter  to  the 
manner  of  his  appearing.  State  v.  An- 
derson, 26  S.  C.  599,  2  S.  E.  699. 

Irregular  summoning  as  affecting 
right  to  compel  juror's  attendance,  see 
infra,  IV,  D. 

82.  Clay  v.  State,  40  Tex.  Grim.  593, 
51  S.  W.  370,  holding  that  a  service 
made  by  mail  was  tantamount  to  no 
service  at  all  where  only  sixteen  jurors 
out  of  sixty  summoned  by  mail  ap- 
peared. 

83.  Martin  v.  Steele,  3  N.  J.  L.  718. 
[a]     Where   there  is  no  showing  of 

prejudice  a  verdict  will  not  be  dis- 
turbed merely  for  an  irregularity  and 
informality  in  the  summoning,  draw- 
ing and  impaneling  of  the  jurors.  State 
V.  Matthews,  88  Mo.  121;  State  v. 
Ward,  74  Mo.  253;  State  v.  Knight,  61 
Mo.   373;   State  v.  Breen,  59   Mo.  413. 

84.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Godau  V.  State,  179  Ala.  27,  60  So. 
908;  Clay  v.  State,  40  Tex.  Crim.  593, 
51  S.  W.  370;  Charles  v.  State,  13  Tex. 
App.  658. 

85.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Godau  V.  State,  179  Ala.  27,  60  So. 
908. 

[a]  At  House  or  Usual  Place  of 
Abode. — Where  the  return  states  that 
the  service  of  the  summons  was  made 
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the  sheriff  summon  each  juror  by  reading  the  venire  to  Him.*®  If  the 
jnrors  lappear,  it  is  a  sufficient  summoning  to  mail  written  notices  to 
them  ;*^  but  the  better  practice  is  to  personally  serve  them.^^ 

In  summoning  jurors  in  a  capital  ease  the  sheriff  or  officer  serving 
the  venire  cannot  interrogate  the  persons  summoned  as  to  their 
scruples  on  capital  punishment  or  as  to  their  opinions  of  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  the  accused.^^ 

e.  Effect.  —  Wheii  the  sheriff  has  once  summoned  the  jurors  his 
powers  cease,  and  he  cannot  legally  discharge  a  person  summoned  and 
summon  another  in  his  stead  ;^''  but  the  fact  that  he  does  so  will  not 
invalidate  a  verdict  in  the  absence  of  a  showing  of  actual  injury  or 
prejudice  from  the  misconduct.^^ 

7.  Betum.  —  a.  In  General.  —  It  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  who 
serves  the  writ,  both  at  common  law  and  under  statute,  to  make  a 
return  of  his  proceedings  under  the  writ.*^ 

Presumption.  —  A  due  summoning  and  return  of  the  jurors  will  be 
presumed  in  a  proper  case.°* 

b.    Time  of.  —  The  venire  should  be  returned  on  the  return  day 


\>y  leaving  the  same  "at  his  house 
or  usual  place  of  residence,"  it  is 
sufficient.  State  v.  Toland,  36  S.  C. 
515,  15  S.  E.  599. 

[b]  Contents  of  Notice. — The  fail- 
ure of  the  sheriff  to  state  in  his  notice 
summoning  jurors  that  they  were  to 
serve  in  the  court  of  oyer  and  term- 
iner is  no  reason  for  setting  aside  a 
conviction  for  murder.  Com.  v.  John- 
son, 213  Pa.  432,  62  Atl.  1064. 

86.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Conn. — Maples  v.  Park,  17  Conn.  333. 
Mass. — Com.  v.  Besse,  143  Mass.  80,  8 
N.  E.  878.  S.  C— State  v.  Toland,  36 
S.  C.  515,  15  S.  E.  599. 

,  [a]  It  wHl  he  presumed  that  the 
sheriff  read  the  venire  to  the  juror 
where  his  return  did  not  state  that 
fact.  State  v.  Toland,  36  S.  C.  515,  15 
S.  E.  599. 

87.  N.  Y.— People  v.  Burgess,  153 
N.  Y.  561,  47  N.  E.  889.  Pa.— Com. 
V.  Nye,  240  Pa.  359,  87  Atl.  585.  S.  0. 
State  V.  Tidwell,  100.  S.  C.  248,  84  S.  E. 
778. 

88.  State  v.  Tidwell,  100  S.  C.  248, 
84  S.  E.  778;  State  v.  Crosby,  Harp. 
(S.  C.)  90;  Cordova  v.  State,  6  Tex. 
App.  207,  even  where  the  statute 
authorizes  service  by  leaving  notice  at 
the  juror's  residence. 

89.  Com.  V.  Nye,  240  Pa.  359,  87 
Atl.  585. 

90.  Trustees  v.  Patohen,  8  Wand.  (N. 
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T.)  47.     See  State  v.  Shuck,  38  Wash. 
270,  80  Pac.  444. 

91.  Bennett  v.  Matthews,  40  How. 
Pr.  (N.  Y.)  428. 

92.  Collins  v.  State,  31  Ela.  574,  12 
So.  906;  Eolland  v.  Com.,  82  Pa.  306, 
322,  22  Am.  Eep.  758;  Eaton  v.  Com., 
6  Binn.  (Pa.)  447. 

[a]  Failure  to  return  (1)  and  file 
the  precept  is  sufficient  cause  to  re- 
verse the  judgment  (McGuire  v.  People, 
2  Park.  Grim.  [N.  Y.]  148.  But  see 
Eolland  v.  Com.,  82  Pa.  306,  322,  22 
Am.  Eep.  758,  holding  supplying  the 
return  is  but  an  amendment  of  the  rec- 
ord which  may  be  done  even  after  writ 
of  error  or  certiorari  and  that  the 
court  would  hesitate  to  reverse  upon 
this  ground).  (2)  But  it  is  not  ground 
for  nonsuit  of  the  plaintiff,  since  an- 
other venire  may  issue.  Blanchard  v. 
Eichley,  7  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  198;  Day  v. 
Wilber,  2  Caines   (N.  Y.)  134. 

93.  Hudson  v.  State,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.) 
317. 

[a]  Where  a  record  does  not  state 
that  the  jury  had  been  returned  by 
virtue  of  a  venire,  but  stated  that 
"whereupon  came  the  jurors  of  the 
jury,  to-wit,  etc.,  twelve  good  and  law- 
ful men,  who  were  elected,  tried  and 
sworn,  etc.,"  it  is  sufficient  from 
which  to  presume  that  the  jury  had 
been  returned  according  to  law.  Hud- 
son i;.  State,  1  Blackf.  (Ind.)  317. 


JURIES  AND  JUBOBS 


999 


thereof,^*  unless  sooner  executed,  when  it  may  be  returned  earlier.'' 
If,  however,  the  writ  has  not  been  completely  executed,  as  where  all 
the  jurors  have  not  been  served,  a  return  before  return  day  is  pre- 
mature.®* 

Statutes  sometimes  prescribe  the  time  !for  return  ;®^  buli  such 
statutes  are  generally  held  to  be  directory  merely,®^  and  if  the  officer 
has  made  a  premature,^^  or  a  tardy^  return,  the  remedy  of  the  party 
is  not  by  motion  to  quash  the  venire. 

c.  Form  and  Sufficiency.  —  The  return  may  be  made  upon  the 
venire  itself,*  or  upon  a  separate  paper.^  It  should  show  a  full  com- 
pliance with  the  directions  of  the  venire,*  show  the  date  and  manner 
of  executing  the  writ,^  and  set  out  the  names  of  the  jurors  summoned," 


94.  Hale  v.  State,  10  Ala,  App.  22, 
64  So.  530. 

As  to  date  returnable,  see  supra,  TV, 
B,  5,  e, 

95.  Hale  v.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  22, 
64  So.  530. 

96.  Hale  v.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  22, 
64  So.  530. 

97.  See  generally  the  statutes. 

[a]  Betum  (10  must  he  made  either 
hefore  or  on  the  opening  day  of  court. 
State  V.  Toland,  36  S.  C.  515,  15  S.  E. 
599.  (2)  If  not  filed  untU  the  day 
of  sentence,  the  court  will  award  a 
new  trial.  State  v.  Vegas,  19  La.  Ann. 
105.  (3)  Where  the  return  shows  it 
was  made  on  the  day  court  convened 
it  will  be  presumed  it  was  made  before 
10  a.  m.,  the  usual  hour  for  opening 
court.  State  v.  Toland,  36  8.  C.  515, 
15  S.  E.  599. 

[b]  The  return  of  an  extra  panel 
of  jurors  drawn  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  term  is  in  time  if  made 
before  the  court  overrules  a  challenge 
to  the  array  of  the  extra  panel.  Peo- 
ple V.  Lammerts,  164  N.  T.  137,  58  N. 
E.  22. 

98.  Mo  wry  v.  Starbuek,  4  Cal.  274; 
State  V.  Squaires,  2  Nev.  226,  the  only 
object  of  the  statute  is  to  give  the 
parties  a  chance  to  inspect  the  panel. 

[a]  Substantial  Compliance.' — Where 
the  statute  directed  that  the  venire 
should  be  returned  "forthwith,"  it  was 
a  substantial  compliance  where  it  was 
returned  the  next  day  at  one  o'clock. 
Palmer  v.  Highway  Comr.,  49  Mich. 
45,  12  N.  W.  903. 

[b]  No  Prejudice  Shown. — ^Where  a 
writ  returnable  at  10  a.  m.  was  not 
actually  returned  until  2:45  p.  m.  there 
was  no  prejudice  where  the  special 
venire  had  been  served  on  the  defend- 
ant one  f uU  day  before  the  trial.  Eyan 


V.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  35  S.  W.  288. 

99.  Hale  v.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  22, 
64  So.  530;  State  v.  Gut,  13  Minn. 
341. 

[a]  Semedy. — If  an  officer  makes  a 
return  before  he  has  served  all  the 
jurors  and  before  return  day,  the 
remedy  of  the  party  is,  on  his  ar- 
raignment or  at  some  other  appropriate 
time,  to  have  the  officer  make  proof 
that  those  not  served  and  returned 
as  not  in  the  county,  will  probably  re 
turn  before  the  regular  return  day,  and 
to  move  on  such  showing  for  a  post- 
ponement of  the  arraignment  until  that 
regular  return  day,  and  to  require  the 
sheriff  in  the  meantime  to  continue  in 
his  effort  to  serve  those  jurors.  Hale 
V.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  22,  64  So.  530. 

1.  State  V.  Payne,  6  Wash.  563,  34 
Pac.  317. 

2.  People  V.  McKay,  18  Johns.  CN. 
T.)   212. 

3.  Com.  V.  Smith,  2  Serg.  &  E.  (Pa.) 
300,  where  a  return  made  on  a  separate 
paper  signed  by  the  deputy  sheriff  un- 
der each  of  the  panels  of  the  jurors 
was  held  to  be  sufficient. 

4.  Eaton  v.  Com.,  6  Binn.  (Pa.)  447. 
As  to  directions  of  writ,  see  supra, 

rV,'B,  5,  b. 

5.  Ga. — Bird  v.  State,  14  Ga.  43. 
IMich. — ^People  v.  Jones,  24  Mich.  215. 
Pa. — Eaton  V.  Com.,  6  Binn.  447. 

[a]  From  Body  of  County. — Though 
the  precept  itself  fails  to  command 
that  the  jurors  be  summoned  from  the 
body  of  the  county,  the  return  must 
show  that  they  were  in  fact  so  sum- 
moned. White  V.  Com.,  6  Binn.  (Pa.) 
179,  6  Am.  Dec.  443. 

6.  Bird  v.  State,  14  Ga.  43. 

[a]  In  case  of  the  omission,  of  the 
name  of  a  juror  who  had  actually  been 
summoned,  the  juror  may  be  impaneled 
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and  their  residences.''  It  should  set  out  the  names  of  the  jurors  not 
summoned,^  together  with  a  statement  of  the  reasons  why  they  were 
not  summoned,®  and  the  diligence  used  in  attempting  to  procure  service 
on  the  latter.^" 

"Where  the  officer  is  required  to  summon  jurors  with  certain  qualifica- 
tions he  must  show  that  those  summoned  possessed  the  qualifications 
prescribed.^^  It  is  immaterial  that  the  return  is  informal  so  long 
as  it  shows  a  compliance  with  the  statute.^^ 

Signature  of  Officer.  —  The  officer  who  served  the  writ  should  sign 
the  return.^* 

d.    Amendment.  —  A  return  may  be  duly  amended"  upon  leave 


on  making  oath  that  he  had  been  sum- 
moned.   In  re  Patterson,  6  Mass.  486. 

Mistake  in,  name  as  ground  of  chal- 
lenge, see  infra,  VII,  E. 

7.  Jones  v.  State,  104  Ala.  30,  16 
So.  135,  residence  should  be  given  by 
name  of  city  or  town  fully  written 
cut. 

8.  Bird  v.  State,  14  Ga.  43. 

9.  Bird  v.  State,  14  Ga.  43. 

10.  Brown  v.  State  (Tex.  Criin.),  65 
S.  W.  912;  Clay  v.  State,  40  Tex.  Crim. 
593,  51  S.  W.  370;  Charles  v.  State,  13 
Tex.  App.  658; 

[a]  Particularity  Required.  —  The 
sheriff  need  not  specifically  state  that 
he  went  to  the  house  of  the  juror,  or 
his  office,  or  place  of  business,  or  how 
much  time  he  spent  in  searching  for 
him.  Ordinarily  it  is  only  necessary 
to  state  that  he  made  search  where 
the  juror  was  likely  to  be  found  and 
failed  to  find  him.  Furlow  v.  State, 
41  Tex.  Crim.  12,  51  S.  W.  938. 

[b]  He  IS  excused  when  he  recites 
such  facts  as  would  render  any  amount 
of  diligence  on  his  part  unnecessary, 
as  where  he  sets  out  that  a  juror  was 
and  had  been  absent  and  was  a  resi- 
dent of  another  county  for  the  past 
two  years.  Coleman  v.  State,  48  Tex. 
Crim.  343,  88  S.  W.  238. 

[c]  Contents  of  Motion  To  Quasb. 
On  a  motion  to  quash  a  special  venire 
because  of  the  failure  of  the  return 
to  show  due  diligence  in  summoning 
unserved  jurors,  the  motion  must  show 
that  the  jurors  summoned  were  not 
sufficient  to  enable  the  defendant  to 
obtain  a  fair  and  impartial  jury.  Parker 
V.  State,  33  Tex.  Crim.  Ill,  21  S.  W. 
604,  25  S.  W.  967.  ' 

11.  People  V.  Brighton,  20  Mich.  57. 

12.  State  V.  Gut,  13  Minn.  341; 
Haight  V.  HoUey,  3  Wend.  (N.  T.) 
258,   in   civil   cases   under   statute   no 
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defects   in   the  return  will  affect    the 
judgment. 

[a]  A  mere  verbal  error  is  im- 
material, and  where  the  jurors  are  in 
attendance,  it  is  not  material  how  they 
were  summoned.  State  v.  Gut,  13  Minn. 
341. 

[b]  Dissimilarity  in  the  name  of  the 
juror  as  stated  on  the  list  and  in  the 
return  which  may  rest  on  typographical 
errors  is  not  ground  for  reversal.  Peo- 
ple v.  O'Brien,  88  Cal.  483,  26  Pac. 
362. 

13.  Mass. — Com.  V.  Parker,  2  Pick. 
550.  N.  J. — O'Hagan  v.  Crossman,  50 
N.  J.  L.  516,  14  Atl.  752.  Pa.— Com. 
V.  Chauncey,  2  Ashm.  90;  Com.  v.  Green, 
1  Ashm.  289;  Dewar  v.  Spence,  2  Whart. 
211,  30  Am.  Dec.  241;  Com.  v.  Miller, 
4  Phila.  210. 

[a]  Where  there  are  two  sheriffs 
the  return  may  be  made  in  the  name 
of  both,  even  though  the  one  not  exe- 
cuting the  process  was  a  party  to  the 
action.  Eich  v.  Player,  2  Shower 
286,  89  Eng.  Reprint  943. 

[b]  Official  Description. — ^An  objec- 
tion that  the  constable  added  to  his 
name  the  words  "constable  of  the 
town"  instead  6f  "constable  of  the 
town  of  Mexico,"  as  in  the  direction 
of  the  writ,  amounts  to  nothing.  Pel- 
lows'  Case,  5  Greenl.   (Me.)   333. 

14.  Com.  V.  Chauncey,  2  Ashm.  (Pa.) 
90,  on  court's  own  motion. 

[a]  To  Show  Who  Were.  Not  Sum- 
moned.— Where  the  return  showed  that 
one  hundred  and  fifty  men  had  been 
summoned,  the  court  may  allow  an 
amendment  to  show  who  were  actually 
summoned  and  who  were  not,  with  the 
reasons  therefor.  State  v.  Whitt,  113 
N.  C.  716,  18  8.  E.  715. 

[b]  Date  of  service  may  be  sup- 
plied by  amendment  on  payment  of 
the  costs  of  bringing  the  officer  into 
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of  court,"  irr  its  diseretion,^^  upon  timely  application  tHerefor.**  But 
after  the  return  of  the  panel,  the  officer  cannot  strike  out  names  of 
jurors  summoned  but  failing  to  appear,  and  substitute  others  there- 
for,^^  although  it  has  been  held  that  this  is  not  such  an  irregularity 
as  will  invalidate  the  proceedings.^" 

e.  Waiver  of  Defects.  —  Under  some  statutes,  a  party  waives  all 
errors  and  defects  relative  to  the  return  of  the  jury  by  going  to  trial 
on  the  merits.^" 

f.  Conclusiveness.  —  At  common  law,  the  return  of  the  officer  is 
conclusively  true  in  the  particular  caae;^^  but  under  the  statutes,  it 
is  regarded  as  prima  facie  true  only." 

8,  Filing  List  of  Jurors  Summoned.^'  —  Statutes  requiring  that 
the  sheriff  file  in  court  a  list  of  persons  summioned  by  him  are  di- 
rectory only.^* 

9.  Objections.  —  Objections  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  venire  must 
be  made  in  the  trial  court.^^  A  fatal  defect  in  the  venire  may  be 
ground  for  a  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  although  not  previously 
objected  to  f^  but  objections  involving  mere  irregularities  in  the  writ 
must  be  made  before  a  verdict  has  been  -returned,^'  and  under  some 
statutes,  before  the  jury  is  impaneled  and  sworn.^* 


couit.      Anonymous,    1    Pick.    (Mass.) 
196. 

15.  Ala. — Rampey  v.  State,  83  Ala. 
31,  3  So.  593;  Gray  v.  State,  55  Ala. 
86.  Mass.— Com.  v.  Krathofski,  171 
Mass.  459,  50  N.  E.  1040.  Miss.— Logan 
V.  State,  53  Miss.  431.  N.  J.— Berry 
V.  Williams,  21  N.  J.  L.  423,  wherein 
the  sheriff  added  the  name  of  a  juror 
omitted  from  the  panel.  Pa. — In  re 
Mullin's  Appeal,  2  Sad.  158,  5  Atl.  738; 
Com.  V.  Miller,  4  Phila.  210.  Tex. 
Franklin  v.  State,  34  Tex.  Grim.  625, 
31  S.  W.  643;  Williams  v.  State,  29 
Tex.  App.  89,  14  S.  W.  388;  Powers 
V.  State,  23  Tex.  App.  42,  5  S.  W. 
153;  Murray  v.  State,  21  Tex.  App. 
466,  1  S.  W.  522,  3  8.  W.  104. 

16.  State  V.  Whitt,  113  N.  C.  716,  18 
S.   E.    715. 

17.  Logan  v.  State,  53  Miss.  431. 

[a]  By  the  Prosecuting  Attorney. 
Eodriguez  v.  State,  23  Tex.  App.  503, 
5  S.  W.  255. 

[b]  After  a  motion  to  quash  the 
special  venire  has  been  made,  an  amend- 
ment may  be  allowed.  Eenfro  v.  State, 
42  Tex.  Crim.  393,  56  S.  W.  1013. 

[e]  Any  time  during  the  term,  the 
court  may  allow  an  amendment.  Gray 
V.  State,  55  Ala.  86. 

18.  Lyon  v.  Tharp,  3  N.  J.  L.  463. 

19.  In  re  Mullin's  Appeal,  2  Sad. 
158,  5  Atl.  738. 

20.  Fife  V.  Com.,  29  Pa.  429. 


[a]  The  omlssiou  of  the  sheriff's 
name  to  the  return  is  a  defect  relative 
to  the  return,  which  may  be  waived. 
Com.  V.  Smith,  2  Serg.  &  B.  (Pa.) 
300. 

21.  Logan  v.  State,  53  Miss.  431. 

22.  Hale  v.  State,  10  Ala.  App.  22, 
64  So.  530;  Logan  v.  State,  53  Miss. 
431. 

23.  As  to  filing  of  list  of  jurors 
drawn,  see  supra,  III,  B,  1,  k. 

As  to  jury  list,  see  supra,  III,  A. 
As  to  serving  list  on  defendant,  see 
vnfra,  V. 

24.  Johnson  v.  State,  59  N.  J.  L. 
535,  37  Atl.  949;  Johnson  v.  State,  59 
N.  J.  L.  271,  35  Atl.  787. 

25.  Organ  v.  State,  26  Miss.  78; 
Brantley  v.  State,  13  Smed.  &  M. 
(Miss.)  468,  or  they  are  not  available 
on  error. 

26.  State  v.  Stephens,  11  S.  C.  319. 
Contra,  Johnson  v.  Cole,  2  N.  J.  L.  266, 
holding  an  objection  that  a  venire  ^is 
without  seal  comes  too  late  after  ver- 
dict. The  objection  should  be  made 
on  the  return. 

27.  Ark. — Brown  v.  State,  12  Ark. 
623.  S.  C— State  v.  Stephens,  11  S.  C. 
319;  State  v.  Coleman,  8  8.  C.  237. 
Tex.— Perry  v.  State  (Tex.  Crim.),  45 
8.  W.  566. 

28.  Ala. — Bell  v.  Killcrease,  11  Ala. 
685.  Miss. — Gavigan  v.  State,  55  Miss. 
533.     Pa.— Jewell  v.  Com.,  22  Pa.  94. 
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Want  of  Venire.  —  Where  a  venire  is  essential,  an  objection  to  a  want 
thereof  may  be  made  in  arrest  of  judgment.^'  Objection  on  such 
ground  may  be  made  for  the  first  time  on  appeal.^" 

To  the  Summoning.  —  If  any  omission  or  irregularity  in  the  summon- 
ing or  drawing  of  the  jury  is  not  corrected  when  pointed  out  by  the 
defendant,  it  is  error,^^  but  such  objections  cannot  be  raised  for  the 
first  time  on  a  motion  for  new  trial,^^  or  on  appeal.^^  Statutes  some- 
times provide  that  no  irregularity  in  drawing,  summoning  or  im- 
paneling, of  jurors  shall  be  sufficient  to  set  aside  the  verdict  unless 
objection  was  made  before  swearing  of  the  jurors.^* 

C.  Peocuhing  Attendance  op  Special  Venirembn.^^  —  1,  Issu- 
ance of  Special  Venire.'^  —  The  statutes  generally  provide  when  the 
venire  for  additional  jurors  shall  be  issued.'^  Where  the  record  does 
not  positively  show  the  issuance  of  the  special  venire,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  a  special  venire  was  regularly  issued  where  it  appears  that 
an  order  therefor  was  obtained  and  the  jurors  attended.^^ 

2.  Form  of  Special  Venire.^'  —  A  special  venire  may  be  entitled 
as  of  the  cause  in  which  it  is  issued;*"  but  it  is  not  required  that  it 


See  Com.  v.  Chiemilewski,  243  Pa.  171, 
89  Atl.  964;  Com.  v.  Smith,  2  Serg.  & 
E.  300. 

As  to  impaneling  jnry,  see  infra, 
VII. 

As  to  swearing  jury,  see  infra,  VIII. 

29.  State  v.  Dozier,  2  Spears  (S.  C.) 
211,  on  the  authority  of  People  v.  Mc- 
Kay, 18  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  212.  Contra, 
Bird  V.  State,  14  Ga.  43. 

As  to  necessity  of  venire,  see  supra, 
IV,  B,  1. 

30.  Myers  v.  Com.,  90  Va.  785,  20 
So.  152,  because  at  common  law  the 
record  must  affirmatively  show  compli- 
ance with  all  essential  formalities  in  a 
felony  case  in  order  to  constitute  a 
conviction  by  due  process  of  law.  But 
see  State  v.  Williams,  3  Stew.  (Ala.) 
454,  holding  that  although  it  is  neces- 
sary that  the  record  contain  enough 
to  show  a  legal  conviction,  after 
gen\eral  issue  pleaded,  no  objection  can 
be  made  which  reaches  the  venire 
facias. 

31.  People  V.  Coffman,  24  Cal.  230. 

[a]  Objection  tbat  oSLcei  is  dis- 
qualified comes  too  late  if  made  after 
the  jury  is  completed  and  sworn.  Mor- 
gan V.  Com.,  172  Ky.  684,  189  S.  W. 
943. 

32.  Cal.— People  v.  Coffman,  24  Cal. 
230.  Miss. — Jackson  v.  State,  55  Miss. 
530.  Mo. — State  v.  Sansone,  116  Mo. 
1,  22  S.  W.  617. 

See  generally  the  title  "New  Trial." 
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33.  Smith  v.  State,  88  Ala.  73,  7 
So,  52. 

34.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Spurgeon  v.  Com.,  86  Va.  652,  10  S.  E. 
979,  decided  before  the  statute. 

35.  Procuring  attendance  of  jurors 
generally,  see  supra,  IV,  B. 

36.  Issuance  of  process  to  summon 
jurors   generally,   see  supra,  IV,  B,  3. 

37.  See   generally   the   statutes. 

[a]  During  the  Term. — State  v.  Tid- 
well,  100  S.  C.  248,  84  S.  E.  778. 

[b]  Before  or  During  the  Term. 
State  V.  Giudice,  170  Iowa  731,  153  N. 
W.  336;  State  v.  John,  124  Iowa  230, 
100  N.  W.   193. 

38.  State  v.  Perry,  44  N.  C.  330. 

39.  .  Form  and  sufficiency  of  venire 
generally,  see  supra,  IV,  B,  5. 

40.  Wood  V.  State,  92  Ind.  269. 

[a]  "No  material  injury  can  be 
done  by  giving  the  title  of  the  cause, 
and  where  there  is  no  substantial  in- 
jury there  can  be  no  reversal."  Wood 
V.  State,  92  Ind.  269. 

[b]  Omission  of  Court. — If  the  spe- 
cial venire  shows  the  style  and  num- 
ber of  the  case,  and  distinctly  states 
that  the  persons  named  were  to  be 
summoned  before  a  designated  court  at 
a  certain  time,  it  is  sufficient,  even 
though  in  its  preliminary  recitals  it 
omitted  the  name  of  the  court  or 
county  in  which  the  case  was  pending. 
Murray  v.  State,  21  Tex.  App.  466,  1 
8.  W.  522, 

[c]  Tbe  omission  of  the  name  of 
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do  so."  It  should  be  directed  to  the  sheriff,*^  and  should  state  the 
number  of  jurors  to  be  summoned  ;*^  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  specify 
the  names  of  the  jurors,**  or  state  that  the  case  in  which  it  is  issued 
is  a  capital  ease,*^  or  that  it  shall  state  the  nature  of  the  offense,*^ 
or  the  name  of  the  person  whose  death  is  charged.*^ 

Amendment. —  A  special  venire  may  be  amended;*'  but  the  officer 
into  whose  hands  the  writ  has  been  placed  for  service  cannot  make 
any  alteration  in  the  names  of  the  persons  to  be  summoned.*® 

3.  Service  of  Writ.  —  The  general  rules  applicable  to  serving 
venires,*"  and  as  to  the  qualifications  of  the  officer  serving  the  same,^^ 
apply  in  the  case  of  a  special  venire.*^  It  is  the  duty  of  the  officer 
serving  a  special  venire  to  summon  all  the  jurors  named  in  the 
writ;*^  but  a  failure  to  serve  all  is  not  ground  for  a  new  trial.** 
Some  statutes  require  a  special  oath  to  be  taken  by  the  officer  where 
it  is  necessary  to  summon  jurors  who  have  not  been  selected  by  the 
jury  commissioners.**     It  is  not  necessary,   however,    that    the    pre- 


a  joint  defendant  on  -whom  there  was 
no  service  does  not  render  the  venire 
inBuf&cient.  Hutchins  v.  Fitch,  4  Johns. 
(N.  T.)    222. 

[d]  Effect  of  Erroneous  Description 
of  Action. — That  the  venire  described 
the  action  as  "civil"  instead  of 
"criminal"  is  a  matter  of  form  and 
not  of  substance,  and  is  no  ground  for 
challenge  to  the  panel.  State  v.  Ner- 
boyig,  33  Minn.  480,  24  Pac.  321. 

41.  Loeffner  v.  State,  10  Ohio  St. 
598 

42.  Healy  v.  People,  177  ni.  306,  52 
N.  E.  426;  Com.  v.  Zillafrow,  207  Pa. 
271,  56  Atl.  539. 

43.  State  v.  Stokely,  16  Minn.  282. 
[a]     For  What  Number  Issued. — The 

special  venire  must  be  issued  for  the 
number  provided  for  in  the  order.  Hun- 
ter V.  State,  34  Tex.  Crim.  599,  31  S. 
W.  674. 

44.  State  v.  Stokely,  16  Minn.  282. 

45.  Harrelson  v.  State,  60  Tex.  Crim. 
534,  132  S.  W.  783. 

46.  Harrelson  v.  State,  60  Tex.  Crim. 
534,  132  S.  W.  783. 

47.  Loeffner  v.  State,  10  Ohio  St. 
598. 

48.  Caldwell  v.  West,  21  N.  J.  L. 
411;  Suit  V.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  319, 
17  S.  W.  458. 

[a]  As  to  Date. — ^Where  the  order 
for  the  return  of  the  writ  was  dated 
May  22,  189 — ,  the  court  could  permit 
it  to  be  amended  to  read  1891.  Suit 
V.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  319,  17  S.  W. 
458.  1 

[b]  The  tarn  q.uam  clause  may  be 


supplied   by  amendment.     Caldwell  V. 
West,  21  N.  J.  L.  411. 

49.  Williams  v.  State,  29  Tex.  App. 
89,  14  S.;  W.  388,  if  he  does  so,  writ 
will  be  quashed. 

[a]  Where  no  injury  is  shown  and 
the  party  did  not  exhaust  his  peremp- 
tory challenges,  a  new  trial  will  not 
be  granted  by  reason  of  the  alteration 
in  the  names  of  the  jurors  by  the  of^- 
cer.  Williams  v.  State,  29  Tex.  App. 
89,  14  S.  W.  388. 

50.  Executing  venire  generally,  see 
supra,  IV,  B,  6. 

51.  As  to  who  may  serve  venire  gen- 
erally, see  supra,  TV,  B,  4. 

52.  Burnside  v.  People,  39  Colo.  485, 
90  Pac.  97;  Smith  v.  People,  39  Colo. 
202,  88  Pac.  1072. 

53.  Taylor  v.  State  (Miss.),  30  So. 
657;  Lo^an  v.  State,  53  Miss.  431; 
King  V.  Hunt,  4  B.  &  Aid.  430,  6  B.  C. 
L.  547,  106  Eng.  Eeprint  994. 

54.  Taylor  v.  State  (Miss.),  30  So. 
657;  Logan  v.  State,  53  Miss.  431.  See 
generally  the  title  "New  Trial." 

55.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Wyers  v.  State,  22  Tex.  App.  258,  2 
S.  W.  722;  Hicks  v.  State,  5  Tex.  App. 
488,  both  holding  that  where  it  ap- 
pears that  prescribed  oath  was  not 
taken,  judgment  of  conviction  will  be 
reversed. 

[a]  Time  of  Objection. — An  objec- 
tion that  the  officer  who  summoned  the 
jury  was  not  sworn  must  be  made  be- 
fore trial  and  comes  too  late  after 
verdict.  Newman  v.  Dodson,  61  Tex. 
91. 
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scribed  oath  he  administered  to  the  sheriff  every  time  he  is  ordered 
to  summon  additional  jurors,^*  it  being  sufficient  if  he  has  been  sworn 
early  in  the  term,^'  especially  where  the  attention  of  the  officer  is 
again  called  to  his  duties  under  the  oath  taken.^^ 

Under  statutes  in  some  jurisdictions,  the  court  may  appoint  any 
proper  person  to  serve  a  special  venire.^^ 

D.  Proceedings  To  Compel  Attendance  of  Juboes.  —  The  duty  of 
any  venireman  summoned  to  appear  in  obedience  to  the  venire,^"  or 
to  make  a  reasonable  excuse  for  not  doing  so,°^  may  be  enforced  by 
attachment.*^  It  is  generally  within  the  discretion  of  the  court,  how- 
ever, whether  or  not  to  attach  a  juror  who  fails  to  appear  in  answer 
to  the  venire."^  In  the  absence  of  a  statute  expressly  requiring  it 
the  court  may  refuse  to  compel  the  attendance  of  absent  jurors,** 


56.  Blanton  v.  Mayes,  72  Tex.  417, 
10  S.  W.  452;  Shaw  v.  State,  32  Tex. 
Crim.  155,  22  S.  W.  588;  Habel  v.  State, 
28  Tex.  App.  588,  13  S.  W.  1001. 

[a]  The  oath  of  office  is  sufficient, 
so  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  swear  the 
BheriflE  in  ordering  him  to  summon  a 
special  venire.  Fowler  v.  State,  71  Tex. 
Crim.   1,   158  S.  W.   1117. 

57.  Blanton  v.  Mayes,  72  Tex.  417, 
10  S.  W.  452;  Deon  v.  State,  37  Tex. 
Crim.  506,  40  S.  W.  266;  Habel  v.  State, 
28  Tex.  App.  588,  13  S.  W.  1001. 

58.  Blanton  v.  Mayes,  72  Tex.  417, 
10  S.  W.  452;  Shaw  v.  State,  32  Tex. 
Crim.  155,  22  S.  "W.  588. 

59.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Carroll  County  v.  Durham,  219  III.  64, 
76  N.  E.  78  (holding  that  the  fact 
that  the  court  appointed  a  person  who 
was  a  constable  makes  no  difference  as 
to  his  power  and  duties,  nor  as  to  his 
compensation);  Com.  v.  Carson,  3  Phila. 
(Pa.)  219. 

[a]  Waiver  of  Objection  by  Failurei 
To  Challenge. — Where  the  court  ordered 
a  United  States  marshal  to  summon  a 
talesman,  and  the  defendant  objected 
thereto  because  the  sheriff  was  pres- 
ent, but  did  not  challenge  the  juror 
so  summoned,  any  error  committed  was 
without  prejudice  to  tihe  defendant. 
Meeker  v.  Gardella,  1  Wash.  139,  23 
Pae.  837. 

60.  Bobbins  v.  Gorham,  25  N.  T.  588, 
aUirming  26  Barb.  586. 

[a]  In  case  a  person  exempted  from 
jury  service  is  summoned  he  must  nev- 
ertheless appear  and  show  his  exemp- 
tion to  the  court.  He  cannot  rely  on 
his  exemption  and  refuse  to  appear. 
People  V.  Holdridge,  4  Lans.  (N.  Y.) 
511. 

Vol.  XVI 


61.  Eobbins  «.  Graham,  25  N.  T.  588, 
a-ffirming  26  Barb.  586. 

[a]  A  defendant  who  objects  to  the 
esicusing  of  jurors  (1)  may  have  an 
attachment  in  order  to  verify  or  dis- 
prove the  ground  of  excuse.  Kennedy 
V.  State,  19  Tex.  App.  618;  Thompson 
V.  State,  19  Tex.  App.  593.  (2)  De- 
fendant cannot  complain  that  the  court 
suspended  the  proceedings  in  sending 
for  a  juror  who  had  been  given  leave 
of  absence  by  the  court  to  which  he 
had  objected.  Coleman  v.  State,  59 
Miss.  484. 

62.  See  generally  the  cases  cited 
throughout  this  section. 

[a]  Only  in  special  venire  cases 
does  the  statute  permit  attachment  or 
other  process  to  be  issued  for  special 
veniremen  who  do  not  appear.  For- 
rester V.  State,  73  Tex.  Crim.  61,  163  S. 
W.  87. 

63.  Cal.— People  v.  Collins,  105  Cal. 
504,  39  Pac.  16.  La.— State  v.  Ballerio, 
11  La.  Ann.  81.  Miss. — ^Boles  v.  State, 
24  Miss.   445. 

[a]  "The  attendance  or  non-at- 
tendance of  jurors,  before  they  are  im- 
paneled, the  punishment  of  them  for 
non-attendance,  and  their  discharge 
from  attendance  on  grounds  of  per- 
sonal excuse,  we  understand  to  be  mat- 
ters between  the  court  and  jurors,,  and 
with  which  the  parties  cannot  of  right 
interfere."  Bond  v.  State,  23  Ohio 
St.   349.  ' 

64.  Ala. — Johnson  v.  State,  47  Ala. 
9,  except  where  the  juror  summoned 
is  in  jail,  then  it  is  error  for  the  court 
to  refuse  to  send  for  him  when  mo- 
tion has  been  made  by  the  defendant. 
Miss.— Hale  ii.  State,  72  Miss.  140,  16 
So.   387,  distinguishing  Boles  v.  State, 
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especially  when  bystanders  can  be  summoned  in  their  places,*^ 
or  where  there  are  enough  jurors  in  attendance  to  complete  the  jury.°° 
Statutes,  however,  sometimes  make  it  obligatory  upon  the  court  to 
compel  the  attendance  of  absent  jurors.'^  The  court  cannot  compel 
the  attendance  of  persons  not  legally  summoned.^* 

The  application  for  an  attachment  may  be  made  by  either  party  to  the 
proceeding,*^  before  going  to  trialJ"  After  the  trial  has  begun,  how- 
ever, it  cannot  be  interrupted  by  requiring  attachments  for  absent 
jurors/^  But  the  power  to  act  summarily  is  not  limited  to  the  time 
while  the  suit  is  pending/^  Statutes,  however,  sometimes  require  that 
the  application  be  made  when  the  juror  fails  to  appear  and  answer 
to  his  name/^  If  an  attachment  is  not  demanded  within  the  time 
limited  by  statute,  the  party  is  deemed  to  have  waived  his  right 
thereto/*  The  court  need  not!  sulspend  the  proceedings  until  an 
attachment  can  be  served  f^  it  is  discretionary  with  the  court  whether 


24  Miss.  445,  which  was  decided  under 
a  statute  which  was  later  amended. 
N.  Y.— Foster's  Case,  13  Abb.  Pr.  (N. 
S.)   372. 

[a]  Absentees  summoned  but  not 
residents  of  county  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  attend.  Furlow  v.  State,  41 
Tex.  Grim.  12,  51  S.  W.  938. 

65.  Curtis  V.  Com.,  87  Va.  589,  13 
^.  E.  73. 

66.  La. — State  v.  Ballerio,  11  La. 
Ann.  81.  Md. — Johns  v.  State,  55  Md. 
350.  Miss. — ^Boles  v.  State,  24  Miss. 
445. 

[aj  Where  Juror  Wto  Appeared  Is 
Absent. — 'No  distinction  is  made  be- 
tween the  default  of  a  juror  who  has 
not  appeared,  and  one  who  after  ap- 
pearing in  court  was  absent  when 
called.  In  either  ease,  if  a  sufficient 
number  of  the  panel  are  present,  the 
jury  will  be  completed  from  them,  un- 
less the  court,  in  its  discretion,  should 
defer  the  trial  to  bring  in  the  default- 
ing juror  by  attachment.  State  v. 
Lovenstein,  9  La.  Ann.  313. 

[b]  Even  where  the  application 
was  made  in  due  time  the  court  may 
refuse  attachments  where  there  is  a 
sufficient  number  of  jurors  present  to 
form  the  panel.  State  v.  Saunders,  37 
La.  Ann.  389;  State  v.  Eountree,  32  La. 
Ann.  1144;  State  v.  Breaux,  32  La. 
Ann.  222;  State  v.  Shonhausen,  26  L>a. 
Ann.  421;  State  v.  Ballerio,  11  La.  Ann. 
81. 

67.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Pennell  v.  Pereival,  13  Pa.  197;  Cahn 
i:  State,  27  Tex.  App.  709,  11  S.  W. 
723. 

[a]  Where  a  juror  fails  to  appear 
after  being  sworn  the  court  must  either 


compel  his  attendance  or  dismiss  the 
jury  and  impanel  another,  and  can- 
not dispense  with  the  attendance  of 
the  defaulting  juror  and  swear  andther 
in  his  place  without  the  consent  of  the 
parties.  Pennell  v.  Pereival,  13  Pa. 
197. 

68.  Per  Curiam  Opinion,  1  Browne 
(Pa.)  200;  Furlow  v.  State,  41  Tex. 
Crim.  12,  51  S.  W.  938;  Rodriguez  v. 
State,  23  Tex.  App.  503,  5  S.  W.  255. 

69.  State  v.  Miller,  53  Iowa  84,  4 
N.  W.  838;  Sinclair  v.  State,  35  Tex. 
Crim.  130,  32  S.  W.  531. 

70.  State  v.  Saunders,  37  La.  Ann. 
389.  , 

71.  State  V.  Harp,  133  La.  1007,  63 
So.  500;  State  v.  Washington,  37  La. 
Ann.  828;  State  v.  Saunders,  37  La. 
Ann.  889;  State  v.  Farrer,  35  La.  Ann. 
315. 

72.  Bobbins  n.  Gorham,  25  N.  Y.  588, 
afirmimg  26  Barb.  586,  it  may  be  had 
after  the  termination  of  the  suit  in 
which  the  default  occurred. 

73.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Sinclair  v.  State,  35  Tex.  Crim.  130,  32 
S.  W.  531;  Jackson  v.  State,  30  Tex. 
App.  664,  18  S.  W.  643. 

74.  State  v.  Miller,  53  Iowa  84,  4 
N.  W.  838;  Sinclair  v.  State,  35  Tex. 
Crim.  130,  32  S.  W.  531;  Hudson  v. 
State,  28  Tex.  App.  323,  13  S.  W.  388; 
Jackson  v.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  664,  18 
S.  W.  643;  Kennedy  v.  State,  19  Tex. 
App.  618. 

75.  Cal. — People  v.  Collins,  105  Cal. 
504,  39  Pac.  16.  la. — State  v.  Harris, 
64  Iowa  287,  20  N.  W.  439.  Tex.— Deon 
V.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  506,  40  S.  W. 
266;  Shaw  V.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  155, 
22  8.  W.  588. 
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or  not  to  w;ait  for  the  return  of  the  attachment.'* 

Summary  Proceeding.  —  The  proceeding  to  punish  a  defaulting  juror 
is  a  summary  one.'' 

A  reasonable  notice  to  appear  and  show  cause  must  be  given  before 
the  defaulting  juror  can  be  fined  for  contempt.'* 

Collection  of  Fine.  — Where  not  authorized  by  statute,  the  fine  can- 
not be  collected  by  execution  against  the  body  of  the  juror.'^ 

V.  SERVING  LIST  OP  JURORS  ON  DEPENDANT.  ^  A.  In 
General.  —  The  right  of  a  person  charged  with  an  offense  to  have  a 
list  of  the  jurors  summoned  to  try  his  ease  is  purely  statutory;  it 
does  not  exist  unless  the  statute  so  provides.*"  Statutes  so  providing 
have  been  enacted  in  several  jurisdictions,  however.*^  The  statutes 
are  generally  regarded  as  mandatory,*^  and  a  strict  compliance  there- 


76.  state  v.  Miller,  53  Iowa  84,  4 
N.  W.  838. 

77.  Bobbins  v.  Gorham,  25  N.  Y. 
588,  affirming  26  Barb.  586. 

78.  State  V.  HoUinshead,  16  JST.  J. 
L.  539. 

79.  State  V.  HoUinshead,  16  N.  J.  L. 
539  ' 

80.  Green  v.  State,  38  Ark.  304; 
Wright  V.  State,  35  Ark.  639;  Benton 
V.  State,  30  Ark.  328. 

81.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
the  following:  TJ.  S. — Stewart  v.  Uni- 
ted States,'  211  Fed.  41,  127  C.  C.  A. 
477.  Ala. — Levy  v.  State,  48  Ala.  171; 
Chaney  v.  State,  31  Ala.  342;  Bill  v. 
State,  29  Ala.  34;  Bone  v.  State,  8  Ala. 
Ajip.  59,  62  So.  455.  Colo. — Giano  v. 
People,  30  Colo.  20,  69  Pac.  504.  D.  C. 
United  States  v.  Neverson,  1  Mackey 
152.  Fla.— Collins  v.  State,  31  Fla.  574, 
12  So.  906.  Ga. — Schumpert  v.  State, 
9  Ga.  App.  553,  71  S.  E.  879.  111.— State 
V.  Pennington,  267  111.  45,  107  N.  E. 
871.  La. — State  v.  Dodson,  136  La.  185, 
66  So.  773;  State  v.  Stewart,  34  La. 
Ann.  1037.  Miss.— Collier  v.  State,  106 
Miss.  613,  64  So.  373;  Loper  «.  State, 

3  How.  429.  Mo.— State  v.  Hunter,  181 
Mo.  316,  80  S.  W.  955.  N.  J.— State 
V.  Tomassi,  75  N.  J.  L.  739,  69  Atl. 
214.  N.  Y.— Colt  V.  People,  1  Park. 
Grim.    611.     Ohio. — Thurman   v.    State, 

4  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  141,  2  Ohio  Cir.  Dec. 
466.  S.  C— State  v.  Colclough,  31  S. 
C.  156,  9  S.  E.  8tl.  Tenn.— Link  v. 
State,  3  Heisk.  252.  Tex. — Luster  «. 
State,  63  Tex.  Crim.  541,  141  S.  W.  209, 
Ann.  Gas.  1913D,  1089;  Houillion  v. 
State,  3  Tex.  App.  537.  Va.— Craft  v. 
Com.,  24  Gratt.  (65  Va.)  602.  Wash. 
State  V.  Mayo,  42  Wash.  540,  85  Pac. 
251.  Wis.— Peterson  v.  State,  45  Wis. 
535,  542. 
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[a]  The  purpose  of  such  statutes  is 
to  afford  the  defendant  ample  time  to 
inspect  the  list  and  inquire  into  the 
qualifications  of  persons  constituting  the 
venire  for  his  trial,  so  that  he  may  get 
a  fair  and  impartial  jury.  Ala. — ^Dan- 
iel V.  State  (Ala.  App.),  71  So.  79; 
Haigten  v.  State,  5  Ala.  App.  56,  59 
So.  861.  La. — State  v.  Chambers,  45 
La.  Ann.  36,  11  So.  944;  State  v.  How- 
ell, 3  La.  Ann.  50.  N.  J.— State  v. 
Aaron,  4  N.  J.  L.  231,  7  Am.  Dee.  592. 
Tex.— Kellum  v.  State,  33  Tex.  Grim. 
82,  24  S.  W.  897;  Houillion  i!.  State,  3 
Tex.  App.  537. 

[b]  Persons  accused  of  capital  of- 
fenses (1)  only  have  the  right  under 
some  statutes.  United  States  v.  Will- 
iams, 1  Cranch  C.  C.  178,  28  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  16,709;  Burries  v.  State,  36  Tex. 
Grim.  13,  35  S.  W.  164.  (2)  Conse- 
quently one  accused  of  counterfeiting 
is  not  entitled  to  a  list  of  jurors.  Uni- 
ted States  V.  Williams,  1  Cranch  C.  G. 
178,  28  Fed.  Gas.  No.   16,709. 

[e]  In  England,  the  right  to  a  copy 
of  the  jury  panel  does  not  exist  ex- 
cept in  the  case  of  treason.  Eeg.  v. 
Dowling,  3  Cox    C.  C.  (Eng.)   509. 

82.  Ala. — Zluinam  v.  State,  186  Ala. 
9,  65  So.  56;  Brown  v.  State,  128  Ala. 
12,  29  So.  200;  Linnehan  i>.  State,  116 
Ala.  471,  22  So.  662;  Haisten  v.  State, 
5  Ala.  App.  56,  59  So.  361;  Welch  v. 
State,  1  Ala.  App.  144,  56  So.  11.  BJo. 
State  V.  Hunter,  181  Mo.  316,  80  S. 
W.  955.  Tex.— Foster  v.  State,  38  Tex. 
Crim.  52fe,  43  8.  W.  1009;  Jones"  v. 
State,  33  Tex.  Crim.  617,  28  S.  W.  464; 
Kellum  V.  State,  33  Tex.  Grim.  82,  24 
S.  W.  897. 

Contra,  People  v.  Pennington,  267 
111.  45,  107  N.  E.  871;  Hartley  v.  Peo- 
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with  required.^*  The  defendant  cannot  be  compelled  against  his 
objection  to  go  to  trial  without  having  a  list  of  jurors,**  al;though  he 
may  waive  the  privilege,*"  by  failing  to  insist  upon  the  statute  and 
proceeding  to  trial  without  objection.*"  But  if  on  timely  objection, 
the  defendant's  right  is  denied,  he  is  entitled  to  a  reversal.*^ 

The  proper  time  to  object  to  a  failure  to  furnish  a  list  of  jurors  is 
when  the  venire  is  called  for  the  trial  of  the  cause;**  an  objection 
made  upon  this  particular  ground  for  the  first  time  after  trial,** 


pie,  156  111.  234,  40  N.  E.  831;  Fouts 
V.  State,  8  Ohio  St.  98. 

[a]  Notwithstanding  interpretive 
clause  providing  that  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  shall  be  directory  merely. 
Zininam  v.  State,  186  Ala. '  9,  65  So. 
56. 

83.  Haisten  v.  State,  5  Ala.  App. 
56,  59  So.  361;  Welch  v.  State,  1  Ala. 
App.  144,  56  So.  11;  Harvey  v.  State, 
37  Tex.  365.  Compare  Luster  v.  State, 
63  Tex.  Grim.  541,  141  S.  W.  209,  Ann. 
Gas.  1913D,  1089,  holding  the  facts 
constituted  a  substantial  compliance. 

84.  La. — State  v.  Stewart,  34  La. 
Ann.  1037.  Miss. — Leper  v.  State,  3 
How.  429.  Mo.— State  v.  Hunter,  181 
Mo.  316,  80  S.  "W.  955.  N.  J.— Patter- 
son V.  State,  48  N.  J.  L.  381,  4  Atl. 
449.  Teun. — Link  v.  State,  3  Heisk. 
252.  Tex. — Harvey  v.  State,  37  Tex. 
365;  Burries  v.  State,  36  Tex.  Grim.  13, 
35  S.  W.  164;  Jones  v.  State,  33  Tex. 
Grim.  617,  28  S.  W.  464;  Kellum  v. 
State,  33  Tex.  Grim.  82,  24  S.  W.  897, 
when  the  defendant  is  in  jaU. 

85.  Colo. — Giano  v.  People,  30  Colo. 
20,  69  Pao.  504.  Ga. — Schumpert  v. 
State,  9  Ga.  App.  553,  71  S.  E.  879. 
ni.— Hartley  v.  People,  156  111.  234,  40 
N.  E.  831,  even  if  he  is  a  minor.  La. 
State  V.  Eisso,  131  La.  946,  60  So.  625; 
State  V.  Fuller,  14  La.  Ann.  667;  State 
V.  Price,  6  La.  Ann.  691.  Miss.— Logan 
t:  State,  50  Miss.  269;  Loper  v.  State, 
3  How.  429.  Mb. — State  v.  Hunter, 
181  Mo.  316,  80  S.  "W.  955;  State  v. 
Klinger,  46  Mo.  224.  N.  J. — State  v. 
Aaron,  4  N.  J.  L.  231,  7  Am.  Dec.  592. 
S.  C— State  V.  Colclough,  31  S.  C.  156, 
9  S.  E.  811.  Tenn.— Link  v.  State,  3 
Heisk.  252.  Tex. — ^Poster  v.  State,  38 
Tex.  Grim.  525,  43  S.  W.  1009;  Houil- 
lion  V.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  537. 

[a]  A  waiver  of  a  special  venire  in 
writing  dispenses  with  the  necessity 
of  serving  a  copy  upon  the  defend- 
ant. Flowers  v.  State,  2  Ala.  App.  65, 
56  So.  98. 


Waiver  by  failure  to  make  demand, 
see  infra,  V,  B. 

86.  Ala.— Webb  v.  State,  138  Ala. 
53,  34  So.  1011.  Colo.— Minich  v.  Peo- 
ple, 8  Colo.  440,  9  Pac.  4.  Miss. — State 
V.  Johnson,  1  Walk.  392.  Mo.— State 
«!.  McLain,  159  Mo.  340,  350,  60  S.  W. 
736;  State  v.  Klinger,  46  Mo.  224. 

[a]  The  acceptance  of  a  jury  with- 
out objection  is  a  waiver.  Houillion  v. 
State,  3  Tex.  App.  537. 

[b]  The  mere  statement  that  the 
defendant  waives  nothing  does  not  as- 
sist a  defendant  who  did  not  call  the 
court's  attention  to  the  failure  of  the 
clerk  to  furnish  the  list.  Schumpert 
V.  State,  9  Ga.  App.  553,  71  S.  E.  879. 

[e]  But  a  defendant  who  stands 
mute  and  refuses  to  plead  is  entitled 
to  a  list  of  jurors.  Link  v.  State,  3 
Heisk.    (Tenn.)    252. 

87.  Minich  v.  People,  8  Colo.  440, 
9  Pac.  4;  Houillion  v.  State,  3  Tex. 
App.    537. 

[a]  To  make  the  omission  available 
on  error,  the  defendant  should  demand 
it,  and  on  being  refused,  should  accept 
and  present  the  facts  by  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions. People  V.  Pennington,  267 
111.  45,  107  N.  E.  871;  Kelly  v.  Peo- 
ple, 132  111.  363,  24  N.  E.  56.  As  to 
necessity  for  demand^  see.  generally 
infra,  V,  B. 

[bl  Hearing  on  Appeal.— In  con- 
sidering the  point,  the  question  whether 
or  not  the  defendant  is  prejudiced  by 
a  failure  to  obtain  the  list  does  not 
arise.  State  v.  Hunter,  181  Mo.  316, 
80  S.  W.  955.  Compare  Minich  v.  Peo- 
ple, 8  Colo.  440,  9  Pac.  4. 

88.  Houillion  v.  State,  3  Tex.  App. 
537. 

Objection  to  omission  of  name  of 
Juror  from  list,  see  infra,  V,  E,  2,  a, 
(I). 

89.  State  V.  Cook,  20  La.  Ann.  145; 
State  V.  Fuller,  14  La.  Ann.  667;  State 
V.  Jackson,  12  La.  Ann.  67d;  State  v. 
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on  motion  for  new  trial,*"  or  on  appeal,**  comes  too  late. 

Effect  of  Eight  on  Personnel  of  Jury.  —  The  statutes  giving  an  accused 
a  right  to  a  list  of  jurors  do  not  give  him  a  right  to  have  a  jury,  wliieh 
is  to  try  his  case  selected  exclusively  from  the  list  furnished,*^  or  a 
right  to  demand  that  such  list  be  exhausted  before  a  special  venire  is 
issued,  where  a  part  of  such  jurors  are  in  attendance  in  another  de- 
partment of  the  cOurt.®^ 

B.  Demand.  —  Some  statutes  provide  for  furnishing  a  list  of  jurors 
only  upon  demand  made  by  the  defendant  at  a  stated  time.^*  If  the 
defendant  does  not  make  a  demand  at  the  time  prescribed,  he  is 
deemed  to  have  waived  his  right  to  a  list,*^  and  the  court  in  its  dis- 
cretion may  deny  a  subsequent  demand.*" 

C.  Order  and  Writ.  —  Some  statutes  provide  for  an  order  of  court 
directing  service  of  the  list,*'  while  under  other  statutes  no  order  of 
record  is  required.*^'  Some  statutes  require  the  clerk  to  issue  a  writ 
commanding  the  sheriff  to  deliver  a  copy  of  the  list  of  jurors  sum- 
moned to  the  defendant.** 


Iiafleur,   Man.   Uiirep.   Cas.   (La.)    292; 
Roberts  v.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  141. 

90.  Houillion  v.  State,  3  Ter.  App. 
537.  See  generally  the  title  "New 
Trial." 

91.  State  V.  Blackman,  35  La.  Ann. 
483;  Loper  v.  State,  3  How.  (Miss.) 
429. 

92.  State  V.  Mayo,  42  Wash.  540,  85 
Pac.  251. 

93.  State  v.  Mayo,  42  Wash.  540, 
85  Pac.  251. 

94.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Colo. — Giano  v.  People,  30  Colo.  20,  69 
Pac.  504,  statute  requires  a  demand 
unless  the  crime  charged  is  a  felony. 
lU. — People  V.  Pennington,  267  111.  45, 
107  N.  E.  871.  Miss.— Collier  v.  State, 
106  Miss.  613,  64  So.  373. 

[a]  Where  Defendant  Waives  Ar- 
raignment.— ^TJnder  a  statute  requiring 
the  furnishing  of  list  before  arraign- 
ment, the  party  should  demand  a  list 
before  waiving  formal  arraignment  and 
pleading  to  the  indictment.  Kelly  v. 
People,  132  111.  363,  24  N.  E.  56. 

[b]  The  court'si  attention  must  be 
called  to  a  motion  for  a  list  of  the 
special  venire  under  a  statiute  pfroi- 
viding  that  a  person  accused  of  a  cap- 
ital crime  shall,  if  demanded  by  him 
by  motion  at  a  stated  time,  have  a  list 
of  the  spefcial  venire  sumihoned.  Col- 
lier V.  State,  106  Miss.  613,  64  So.  373. 

[c]  In  the  IMjssouri  statute  provid- 
ing that  a  list  of  jurors  shall  be  fur- 
nished the  defendant  in  cases  specified 
in  the  first  subdivision  of  section  5223, 
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"at  least  twenty-four  hours  before  the 
trial,  and  in  the  cases  specified  in  the 
second  subdivision  of  said  section,  at 
least  twelve  hours  before  the  trial; 
and  in  other  cases,  before  the  jury  is 
sworn,  if  such  list  be  required"  the 
word  "required"  refers  only  to 
"other  casesw"  Stiate  v.  May,  142 
Mo.  135,  43  S.  W.  637.  • 

As  to  necessity  for  objection  where 
no  Ust  is  furnished,  see  supra,  V,  A. 

95.  Giano  v.  People,  30  Colo.  20,  69 
Pac.  504;  Peterson  v.  State,  45  Wis. 
535. 

That  defendant  may  waive  right,  see 
generally  supra,  V,  A. 

96.  Hannah  v.  State,  87  Miss.  375, 
39   So.   855. 

97.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Breden  v.  State,  88  Ala.  20,  7  So.  258; 
Shelton  v.  State,  73  Ala.  5;  Bone  v. 
State,  8  Ala.  App.  59,  62  So.  455;  Kirby 
V.  State,  5  Ala.  App.  128,  59  So.  374, 
holding  order  to  be  in  strict  compli- 
ance with  statute. 

98.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
State  V.  Hunter,  181  Mo.  316,  80  S. 
W.  955. 

[a]  A  verbal  direction  to  the  clerk 
to  furnish  the  defendant  with  a  list  is 
all  that  is  necessary  under  a  statute 
providing  that  the  list  shall  be  deliv- 
ered to  the  defendant  if  such  list  is  re- 
quired. State  V.  Hunter,  181  Mo.  316, 
80  S.  W.  955. 

99.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
OUora  V.  State,  60  Tex.  Crim.  217,  131 
S.  W.  570.     Compare  Luster  v.  State, 
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p.  Number  op  Lists  To  Be  Fubnished.  —  The  statutes  usually  re- 
quire only  one  list  of  jurors  to  be  served  on  the  defendant;'  and  it 
is  improper  to  serve  two  lists  containing  different  sets  of  names  as 
jurors  to  try  him,^  though  the  defendant  cannot  complain  because  a 
list  of  jurors  for  another  week  was  also  served  on  him  as  this  list  is 
mere  surplusage.* 

^ere  a  wrong  or  improper  list  has  been  served,  however,  the  defective 
service  may  be  cured  by  serving  a  proper  list  in  due  time.* 

E.  Form  and  Contents  of  List.  —  1.  Caption.  —  It  is  not  re- 
quired that  the  list  served  have  a  caption,^  and  therefore  a  misnomer 
in  the  Christian  name  of  the  defendant  in  the  caption  is  immaterial.^ 

2.  Contents.  —  a.  Names  of  Jurors.  — (I.)  Whose  Names  Shall  Appear. 
The  statutes  vary  as  to  what  jurors'  names  shall  be  placed  on  the 
list  to  be  served  on  the  defendant,'  some  providing  for  a  list  of  the 


63  Tex.  Crim.  541,  141  S.  W.  209,  Ann. 
Gas.  1913D,  1089,  holding  there  to  have 
been  a  substantial  compliance  with  the 
statute  although  no  writ  issued. 

[a]  Writ  Must  Be  Sealed. — ^When  a 
motion  to  quash  the  venire  is  made, 
the  proper  practice  is  to  postpone  the 
case  and  direct  the  service  of  a  copy 
of  the  venire  properly  attested,  by  the 
clerk.  It  is  improper  to  direct  the 
afSxing  of  the  seal  when  the  objection 
is  made.  Ollora  v.  State,  60  Tex.  Crim. 
•  217,  131  S.  W.  570. 

1.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Foster  v.  State,  38  Tex.  Crim.  525,  43 
S.  W.  1009. 

[a]  Second  last  Where  Indictment 
Is  Nolle  Pressed. — Where  the  indict- 
ment is  nolle  pressed  a  second  list  need 
not  be  served  on  the  accused  when  an 
information  charging  the  same  offense 
is  filed  at  the  same  term  of  court.  State 
V.  Washington,  40  La.  Ann.  669,  4  So. 
864. 

2.  roster  v.  State,  38  Tex.  Crim. 
525,  43  S.  W.  1009. 

[a]  A  motion  to  quash  service  of 
the  special  panel  upon  this  ground  must 
be  sustained  or  it  will  be  reversible 
error.  Foster  v.  State,  38  Tex.  Crim. 
525,  43  S.  W.  1009. 

3.  State  V.  Casey,  44  La.  Ann.  969, 
11  So.  583;  State  v.  Ward,  14  La.  Ann. 
673;  State  v.  Cheney,  Man.  Unrep.  Gas. 
(La.)   394. 

[a]  As  he  is  presumed  to  know  that 
those  of  one  week  cannot  serve  in  the 
other  week.  State  v.  Ward,  14  La. 
Ann.  673. 

[b]  One  copy  may  be  made  of  the 
list  of  jurors  to  serve  for  two  succes- 


sive weeks.    State  v,  Bisso,  131  La.  946, 
60  So.  625. 

4.  Coates  V.  State,  1  Ala.  App.  35, 
56  So.  6. 

[a]  Any  irregularity  in  serving  a 
list  containing  the  names  of  jurors  not 
summoned  is  cured  by  the  service  of 
another  list  omitting  their  names  and 
containing  the  names  of  others  sum- 
moned instead,  to  which  is  attached  a 
certificate  of  the  clerk  explaining  the 
purpose  of  the  new  list.  Lewis  v.  State, 
178  Ala.  26,  59  So.  577.  See  Hunter  v. 
State,  156  Ala.  20,  47  So.  133. 

5.  Henderson  v.  State,  98  Ala.  35, 
13  So.  146  (it  is  suflacient  if  the  list  is 
correct  and  the  defendant  is  served 
•with  a  copy  and  informed  by  the  sher- 
iff that  the  list  composed  the  special 
venire  in  his  case);  State  v.  Brooks, 
30  N.  J.  L.  356,  where  the  title  of  the 
court  and  cause  is  stated  in  the  copy 
of  the  indictment  served  with  the  list, 
these  things  need  not  be  repeated  in 
the  list. 

[a]  Signing  Notice  at  Head  of  List. 
There  is  no  law  requiring  that  the 
clerk  sign  the  notice  at  the  head  of  the 
list  giving  notice  to  the  defendant  that 
the  list  would  constitute  the  venire. 
Phillips  V.  State,  162  Ala.  14,  50  So. 
194. 

6.  Henderson  v.  State,  98  Ala.  35, 
13   So.   146. 

7.  See   generally  the   statutes. 

[a]  Statute  Construed. — A  statute 
requiring  a  list  of  jurors  to  be  fur- 
nished previous  to  axrai^ment  can 
mean  only  the  list  of  jurors  then  se- 
lected to  serve  immediately  after  ar- 
raignment; otherwise,  in  case  of  a  con- 
tinuance  it   cannot   be   complied   with. 
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special  venire  only,*  and  some  for  a  list  of  jurors  on  the  regular  panel 
only.*  But  generally  such  statutes  require  that  the  list  contain  the 
names  of  the  jurors  who  have  been  summoned."  The  names  of  jurors 
suiiimoned,  but  not  drawn,  should  not  be  included  in  some  juris- 
dictions. ^"^  Nor  is  it  contemplated  by  the  statutes  thai  the  list  shall 
contain  the  names  of  jurors  engaged  in  another  case.^^    A  defend- 


In  such  ease,  the  prisoner  will  be  fur- 
nished a  list  of  jurors  then  selected  if 
he  requests  it.  North  v.  People,  139 
111.  81,  28  N.  E.  966. 

[b]  Louisiana. — ^TTnder  a  statute  re- 
quiring a  delivery  of  a  list  of  jurors 
who  are  to  pass  on  defendant's  trial, 
the  defendant  cannot  refuse  to  go  to 
trial  because  some  of  the  jurors  have 
been  excused,  some  had  not  been  sum- 
moned, a/nd  two  whose  names  are  in 
the  list  were  erased  from  the  venire, 
one  having  been  excused  and  the  other 
haying  left  the  state  permanently  after 
being  summoned.  State  v.  !Kane,  32 
La.  Ann.  999.  To  same  effect,  see 
State  V.  Cheney,  Man.  TJnrep.  Gas. 
XLa.)  394,, 

[c]  But  where  a  list  containing  156 
names  of  whom  120  had  either  been 
excused  or  were  not  summoned,  is 
served,  the  spirit  of  the  statute  is  not 
complied  with  and  the  overruling  of 
defendant's  objection  is  reversible  er- 
ror.   State  V.  Howell,  3  La.  Ann.  50. 

[d]  The  omission  of  jurors  who  were 
drawn  and  not  summoned  is  not  ground 
to  set  aside  the  venire.  State  v. 
Wright,  41  La.  Ann.  600,  6  So.  135. 

8.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Fletcher  v.  State,  60  Miss.  675;  Mo- 
Carty  V.  State,  26  Miss.  29»;  Harvey 
V.  State,  37  Tex.  365. 

[a]  That  the  defendant  is  tried  "by 
a  regular  jury  Instead  of  the  special 
venire  guaranteed  a  defendant  ac- 
cused of  a  capital  offense  does  not  ex- 
cuse the  state  for  failing  to  furnish 
a  copy  of  the  special  venire.  Burries 
V.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  13,  35  S.  W. 
164. 

9.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Stewart  v.  United  States,  211  Fed,.  41, 
127  C.  C.  A;  477;  Territory  v.  Kelly, 
2  N.  M.  292,  301. 

.  10.  U.  S. — See  United  States  v.  Dow, 
Taney  34,  25  Fed.  Gas.  No.  14,990.  Ala. 
Lewis  V.  State,  178  Ala.  26,  59  So.  577. 
See  Walker  v.  State,  148  Ala.  45,  41 
So.  878;  Plant  v.  State,  140  Ala.  52, 
37  So.  159;  Collins  v.  State,  137  Ala.  50, 
34  8o.  403;  Johusou  V.  State,  133  Ala. 
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38,  31  So.  951;  Brown  v.  State,  128 
Ala.  12,  29  So.  2.00,  under  an  early  stat- 
ute requiring  service  of  copy  of  the 
venire,  Fla. — Coffins  v.  State,  31  Fla. 
574,  12  So.  906.  Mo.— State  v.  Melton, 
67  Mo.  594;  State  v.  Buekner,  25  Mo. 
167.  For  present  law  in  Missouri  see 
Bev.  m.,  1909,  §S22'7.  N.  M.— Territory 
V.  Kelly',  2  N.  M.  292,  301.  Tex.— Fos- 
ter V.  State,  38  Tex.  Crim.  525,  43  S. 
W.  1009;  Kellum  v.  State,  33  Tex. 
Crim.  82,  24  S.  W.  897;  Murray  v. 
State,  21  Tex.  App.  466,  474,  1  S.  W. 
522,  a  S.  W.  104;  Drake  «.  State,  5 
Tex.  App.  649;  Harrison  v.  State,  3  Tex, 
App.  558,  563. 

[a]  Objection  that  the  list  im- 
properly contains  names  of  jurors  not 
summoned  is,  not  available  on  motion 
in  arrest  (Thomas  v.  State,  94  Ala.  74, 
10  So.  432),  but  may  be  taken  by  mo- 
tion to  quash  venire.  See  infra,  VII, 
E,  S. 

Curing  irregularity  in  serving  a  list 
containing  names  of  jurors  not  sum- 
moned by  serving  a  proper  list,  see 
supra,  V,  D. 

[b]  Serving  »  list  of  names  drawn 
is  not  a  compliance  with  a  statute  re- 
quiring service-  of  a-  copy  of  names  of 
persons  summoned'.  Collins  v.  State,  31 
Fla,  574,  12  So.  90Bj  Foster  v.  State,  38 
Tex.  Crim.  52iy,  43  S.  W.  1009;  Har- 
rison V.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  558. 

[c]  Where  Names  Are  Erased. 
Where  the  names  of  the  jurors  not 
summoned  have  been  obliterated  by 
having  a  pencil  mark  drawn  through 
them,  the  copy  is  unobjectionable. 
Murray  v.  State  (Tex.  App.),  3  S.  W. 
104. 

[d]  Oonstruiiig  List. — ^In  iniHng  on 
an  objection  that  the  copy  does  not 
contain  the  names  of  the  jurors  sum- 
moned, the  whole  copy  will  be  taken 
together.  Wiggins  v.  State,  47  TeS. 
Crim.  538,  84  S.  W.  821. 

As  to  summoning  jurors  generally, 
see  supra,  IV. 

11.  Green  v.  State,  97  Ala.  59,  12 
So.  416,  15  So.  242. 

12.  Jobe  V.  State,  1  Ala.  App.'  112, 
55  So.  430, 
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ant  cannot  refuse  to  go  to  trial  because  the  list  contains  the  names 
of  jurors  who  have  been  exeused.^^ 

Talesmen.  —  The  defendant  is  not  entitled  to  a  list  of  talesmen  sum- 
moned from  the  bystanders  for  instant  service  where  there  is  no 
time  to  serve  the  list;"  but  a  list  of  talesmen  ordered  drawn  in 
anticipation  of  the  exhaustion  of  the  regular  panel  must  be  served.^^ 

Effect  of  Omission  of  Name  of  Jnror  From  liist.ie — A  juror  whose  name 
is  omitted  from  the  list  should  not  be  sworn  ;*^  but  in  the  absence  of 
objection,  swearing  such  a  juror  is  no  ground  for  reversal,  where  no 
collusion  appears.^* 

(II.)  Manner  of  Stating  Names,  -.-  Although  it  may  be  better  prac- 
tice to  write  out  in  full  one  Christian  name  of  the  juror,  the  practice 
of  indicating  the  jurors  by  their  initials  has  obtained  too  long  to  be 
brought  into  question.^* 

The  appearance  more  than  once  of  a  juror's  name  does  not  vitiate  the 
panel.^* 


13.    State  V.  Kane,  32  La.  Ann.  999. 

As  to  excusing  of  jurors,  see  infra, 
VI. 

14  Ala. — ^Untreinor  v.  State,  146 
Ala.  26,  41  So.  285;  Smith  v.  State, 
145  Ala.  17,  40  So.  957;  Bailey  v.  State, 
134  Ala.  59,  32  So.  673;  Johnson  v. 
State,  134  Ala.  54,  32  So.  724;  Mitch- 
ell V.  State,  129  Ala.  23,  30  So.  348. 
Gat' — Chewning  v.  State  (Ga.  App.), 
88  S.  E.  904.  La.— State  v.  Laborde,  120 
La.  136,  45  So.  38;  State  v.  Thompson, 
116  La.  829,  41  So.  107;  State  v.  Stew- 
art, 34  La.  Ann.  1037;  State  v.  Henry, 
15  La.  Ann.  297;  State  v.  Bennett,  14 
La.  Ann.  631.  Mo.-^tate  v.  Buckner, 
25  Mo.  167;  State  v.  Prioe,  3  Mo.  App. 
586.  N.  M.— Territory  v.  Kelly,  2  N. 
M.  292,  301.  Tex. — Dow  v.  State,  31 
Tex.  Ciim.  278,  20  S.  W.  583;  Brother- 
ton  V.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  369,  17  S. 
W.  932;  Richardson  v.  State,  7  Tex. 
App.  486;  Gardenhire  v.  State,  6  Tex. 
App.  147;  Harris  v.  State,  6  Tex.  App. 
97. 

Contra,  State  v.  Aaron,  4  N.  J.  L. 
231,-7  Am.  Dec.  592. 

15,  State  V.  Laborde,  120  La.  136, 
45  So.  38;  State  v.  PoUet,  45  La.  Ann. 
1168,  14  So.  179;  State  v.  Stewart,  34 
La.  Ann.  1037;  Johnson  v.  State,  4  Tex. 
App.   268. 

[a]  Where  there  are  not  sufficient 
names  in  the  box  to-  fiU  the  venire 
ordered,  and  the  court  orders  the  sum- 
moning of  talesmen  to  supply  the  de- 
ficiency, it  is  the  sheriff's  duty  to 
place  these  names  on  the  list  of  the 
special  venire  and  the  defendant  is  en- 


titled to  a  copy.    Johnson  «.  State,  4 
Tex.  App.  268. 

[b]  Where  Not  Drawn  for  Service 
Generally. — That  the  talesmen  ordered 
in  anticipation  of  the  exhaustion  of  the 
regular  panel  are  not  ordered  drawn  to 
serve  generally  but  to  serve  in  a  par- 
ticular ease  does  not  obviate  serving 
a  list  of  them  on  the  defendant.  State 
V.  Pollet,  45  La.  Ann.  1168,  14  So.  179. 

16.  As  giQund  for  q;uaslilng  veniie, 
see  infra,  vll,  E,  3'. 

17.  State  V.  Powell,  7  N.  J.  L.  244; 
Melton  V.  State,  71  Tex.  Grim.  130,  158 
g.  W.  550;  Campbell  v.  State,  30  Tex. 
App.  645,  18  S.  W.  409. 

[a]  Where  the  rejected  juror  is 
later  summoned  as  a  talesman,  it  is 
not  error  to  refuse  to  set  aside  the  list 
of  talesmen  on  this  ground  where  the 
juror  is  later  challenged  for  cause. 
tanipbeU  v.  Stqte,  30  Tex.  App.  645, 
18  8.  W.  409. 

18.  State  V.  Ward,  9  Mo.  App.  588. 

19.  Hall  V.  State,  130  Ala.  45,  30 
So.  422;  Aikin  v.  State,  35  Ala.  399. 

[a]  The  use  of  initials  (1)  in  indi- 
cating the  christian  names  of  the  jur- 
ors is  not  ground  for  postponing  the 
trial  (State  v.  Duperior,  115  La.  478, 
39  So.  45§>,  (2)-  setting  aside  the  ver- 
dict (State  V.  Duperiqr,  115  La.  478, 
39  So.  455),  (3)  or  arresting  the  judg- 
ment. State  V.  Stedman,  7  Port.  (Ala.) 
495. 

Use  of  Initials  as  gioimd  of  challenge, 
see  infra,  VII,  E. 

20.  Beard  v.  State,  41  Tex.  Glim. 
173,  53  S.  W.  348. 
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(III.)  Misnomer.at  —  An  inadvertent  mistake  in  the  names  of  jurors 
in  the  list  is  not  ground  for  postponing  the  trial  until  a  correct  list 
is  furnished, ^^  or  for  disturbing  a  verdict,^'  but  the  juror  whose  name 
is  imperfectly  set  forth  should  be  rejected,^*  and  it  is  error  to  refuse 
to  stand  him  aside,^®  though  this  error  becomes  harmless  when  he  is 
challenged.^^ 

A  variance  in  the  middle  initial  does  not  constitute  a  mistake  in 
name.^'    As  to  names  misspelled,  the  doctrine  of  idem  sonans  applies.^* 

b.  Residence  and  Occupation  of  Jurors.  —  The  residence  of  the 
jurors  need  not  be  stated,^'  unless  required  by  statute,  as  is  sometimes 
the  case.^° 

The  occupation  of  the  juror  should  be  stated  under  some  statutes.** 

c.  Designating  Specially  and  Regularly  Drawn  Jurors.  —  It  is  not 
required  that  the  list  designate  which  are  specially  drawn  jurors  and 
which  are  regularly  drawn.*^ 

d.  Sheriff's  Return  on  the  Venire.  —  A  copy  of  the  sheriff's  return 
upon  the  venire  is  not  required  in  the  copy  of  the  list  of  jurors  sum- 
moned thereunder.^* 

e.  Proces  Verial  and  Certificate  of  Jury  Commissioners.  —  The 
copy  of  the  venire  served  need  not  contain  a  copy  of  the  proces 
verbal  of  the  action  of  the  jury  commissioners  in  drawing  the  jury.** 


21.  As  ground  for  quashing  venire, 
see  infra,  VII,  E,  3. 

22.  State  v.  Dodson,  136  La.  185,  66 
So.  773  J  State  v.  Brown,  118  La.  373, 
42  So.  969;  State  v.  Eodriges,  45  La. 
Ann.  1040,  13  So.  802;  State  v.  Brooks, 
92  Mo.  542,  572,  5  S.  W.  257. 

23.  State  v.  Dubord,  2  La.  Ann.  732. 

24.  Ala. — ^Ezell  v.  State,  102  Ala. 
101,  15  So.  810;  Floyd  v.  State,  55  Ala. 
61.  111. — Mingia  v.  People,  54  111.  274. 
La. — State  v.  Dubord,  2  La.  Ann.  732. 
Tex.— Beard  v.  State,  41  Tex.  Grim. 
173,  53  S.  W.  348;  Mitchell  v.  State,  36 
Tex.  Grim.  278,  33  S.  W.  367,  36  S. 
"W.  456;  Hudson  v.  State,  28  Tex.  App. 
323,  13  S.  W.  388;  Thompson  v.  State, 
IP  Tex.  App.  593;  Swofford  v.  State,  3 
Tex.   App.   76,   88. 

25.  Mingia  v.  People,  54  HI.  274; 
Beard  v.  State,  41  Tex.  Grim.  173,  53 
S.  W.  348;  Hudson  v.  State,  28  Tex. 
App.  323,  13  S.  W.  388. 

Ab  to  standing  jurors  aside  see  gen- 
erally VII,  G. 

26.  State  v.  Eosenthal,  85  HT.  J.  L. 
.^64,  89  Atl.  1045;  Beard  v.  State,  41 
Tex.  Grim.  173,  53  S.  W.  348;  Hudson 
V.  State,  28  Tex.  Grim.  323,  13  S.  W. 
388. 

27.  Kimbrell  v.  State,  130  Ala.  40, 
30  So.  454. 
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28.  Kimbrell  v.  State,  130  Ala.  40, 
30  So.  454;  Eatteree  v.  State,  53  Ga. 
570. 

29.  White  v.  State,  136  Ala.  58,  34 
So.  177;  State  ■».  Underwood,  49  La. 
Ann.  1599,  22  So.  831. 

30.  See  generally  the  statutes  and 
United  States  v.  Insurgents,  2  Dall. 
335,  1  L.  ed.  404,  26  Fed.  Gas.  No.  15,- 
443;  United  States  v.  Dow,  Taney  34, 
25  Fed.  Gas.  No.  14,990;  State  v. 
Brooks,  30  N.  J.  L.  356. 

[a]  Particularity. — Giving  the  resi- 
dence as  in  the  state  or  county  with- 
out a  more  particular  designaion  is  in- 
sufficient. United  States  v.  Insurgents, 
2  Dall.  335,  1  L.  ed.  404,  26  Fed.  Gas. 
No.  15,443. 

[b]  Use  of  Abbreviations. — The 
township  residence  of  the  jurors  may 
be  stated  in  an  abbrevip.ted  form. 
State  V.  Brooks,  30  N.  J.  L.  356. 

31.  Cole  V.  State,  105  Ala.  76,  16 
So.    762. 

Omission  to  state  occupation  as 
ground  for  quashing  venire,  see  infra, 
VII,  E,  3. 

32.  Gawley  v.  State,  133  Ala.  128, 
32  So.  227. 

33.  Sterling  v.  State,  15  Tei.  App. 
249. 

34.  State  v.  Williams,  47  La,  Ann. 
1609,  18  So.  647. 
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And  as  the  certificate  of  the  jury  eommissioners  does  not  form  any 
part  of  the  venire  required  to  be  served  on  the  defendant,^®  typo- 
graphical errors  in  the  certificate  do  not  vitiate  a  service  of  the  copy.^" 

3.  Signature  and  Certificate.  —  The  sheriff  need  not  sign  the  list 
furnished  the  defendant." 

Some  statutes  provide  for  service  of  a  certified  copy  of  the  venire.^^ 
In  some  jurisdictions,  although  there  is  no  law  requiring  it,^^  it  is  the 
practice  for  the  clerk  to  certify  that  the  list  is  a  copy  of  the  names 
of  jurors  to  try  the  case;*"  and  though  an  omission  of  the  certificate 
is  an  irregularity,*^  it  is  not  prejudicial  if  the  list  served  appears  to 
have  been  an  exact  copy.*^ 

4.  Amendment.  —  The  making  of  the  list  being  regarded  as  a 
clerical  duty  merely,  the  court  may  direct  amendments  to  be  made.*^ 

5.  Objections  and  Waiver.**  —  Objections  to  irregularities  and 
mistakes  in  the  jury  list  served  on  the  defendant  must  be  made  be- 
fore entering  on  the  trial.*°  If  not  objected  to  until  at  trial*"  or 
after  verdict,*^  the  objection  comes  too  late  and  the  defendant  will 
be  held  to  have  waived  his  objections.  A  failure 'to  object  is  tantamount 
to  an  acknowledgment  that  a  correct  list  of  jurors  has  been  served 
on  him.*^  If  a  defendant  has  been  put  to  a  disadvantage  by  a  failure 
to  serve  him  a  correct  list,  his  conviction  will  not  stand,**  but  slight 
inaccuracies  which  could  be  corrected  by  calling  the  court's  attention 
to  them  are  regarded  as  harmless  inaccuracies.^" 

F.  Serving  the  List.  —  1.  By  Whom  Served.  —  Generally  the  list 
of  jurors  is  served  by  the  sheriff,'^  although  under  some  statutes,  it 


35.  State  v.  Eodriges,  45  La.  Ann. 
1040,  13  So.  802. 

36.  State  v.  Kodriges,  45  La.  Ann 
1040,  13  So.  802,  in  name  of  jury  com- 
missioner. 

37.  Porter  v.  State,  146  Ala.  36,  41 
So.  421;  Handy  v.  State,  121  Ala.  13, 
25  So.  1023. 

38.  Luster  v.  State,  63  Tex.  Crim. 
541,  141  S.  W.  209,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D, 
1089. 

[a]  Tliat  the  clerk  filled  out  the  cer- 
tificate after  service  but  omitted  his 
official  seal  is  immaterial  where  the 
defendant  was  furnished  an  exact  copy 
at  the  time  required  in  the  statute. 
Luster  v.  State,  63  Tex.  Crim.  541,  141 
S.  W.  209,  Ann.  Cas.  1913D,  1089. 

39.  Phillips  V.  State,  162  Ala.  14, 
50  So.  194. 

40.  T'nderwood  v.  State,  176  Ala.  17, 
58  So.  389.  See  Bailey  v.  State,  134 
Ala.  59,  32  So.  673,  holding  there  is  no 
statute  requiring  it. 

41.  XTnderwood  v.  State,  176  Ala.  17, 
58  So.  389. 

42.  Underwood  v.  State,  176  Ala.  17, 
58  So.  389. 

43.  Kenan  v.  State,  73  Ala.  15  (so 


that  it  ■will  correspond  with  the  title 
of  the  cause) ;  Sterling  v.  State,  15  Tex. 
App.  249,  255. 

44.  Objections  for  failure  to  fur- 
nish jury  Ust,  see  supra,  V,  A. 

Misnomer  of  juror  as  ground  of  ob- 
jection, see  supra,  V,  E,  2,  a,  (III). 

45.  Gaston  v.  State,  179  Ala.  1,  60 
So.  805;  Bell  v.  State,  59  Ala.  55; 
Browning  v.  State,  33  Miss.  47,  71. 

[a]  Objection  after  announcing 
ready  for  trial  and  accepting  the  jurors 
comes  too  late.  State  v.  Viaux,  8  La. 
Ann.  514. 

46.  State  v.  Brooks,  30  N.  J.  L.  356. 

47.  Browning  v.  State,  33  Miss.  47. 

48.  Territory  v.  Cordova,  11  N.  M. 
367,  68  Pac.  919. 

49.  Goodhue  v.  People,  94  111.  37. 

50.  HI. — Goodhue  v.  People,  94  111. 
37.  La. — State  v.  Eodriges,  -45"  La. 
Ann.  1040,  13  So.  802.  N.  M.— Terri- 
tory V.  Cordova,  11  N.  M.  367,  68  Pac. 
919. 

51.  Friar  ■».  State,  3  How.  (Miss.) 
422,  inasmuch  as  the  statute  is  silent 
as  to  who  shall  serve  the  list,  the 
party  has  a  right  to  look  to  the  court 
and   it   is   the   duty   of   the   court   to 
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is  STiffieient  if  the  list  be  furliished  by  the  clerk."^ 

2.  On  Whom  Served.  —  Statutes  sometimes  require  service  to  be 
made  upon  the  defendant,^^  or  upon  the  defendant  or  his  counsel;^* 
but  it  need  not  be  on  both.^" 

3.  Time  of  Service.  —  The  time  of  service  is  generally  regulated 
by  statutes,^"  which  sometimes  require  service  before  arraignment,^' 
or  a  designated  time  before  trial;**  but  the  defendant  may  waive  the 


see  it  done  by  some  one  of  its  oifSoeis, 
none  of  whom  are  more  proper  than 
the  sheriff. 

[a]  S&yond  Sheriff's  Jmrisdictlon. 
Where  for  want  of  a  sUfe  j^il  in  the 
parish,  the  defendant  is  confined  in 
an  adjoining  :pardsh,  the  sheriff  of  the 
first  parish  may  deliver  the  list  of 
jurors  to  the  defendant  as  the  statute 
merely  requires  the  list  to  be  "de- 
livered" to  him.  State  v.  Washing- 
ton, 37  La.  Ann.  828. 

52.  State  v.  Faulkner,  175  Mo.  546, 
75  S.  W.  116. 

53.  Ala. — ^Underwood  v.  State,  176 
Ala.  17,  58  So.  389;  Welch  v.  State,  1 
Ala.  App.  144,  66  So.  11.  See  Hen- 
derson V.  State,  98  Ala.  35,  13  So.  146; 
Johnson  v.  State,  94  Ala.  35,  10  So. 
667;  Reese  'v.  ^tate,  90  Ala.  624,  « 
So.  818,  under  formed:  statute  per- 
mitting service  on  counsel.  La. — State 
V.  Risso,  131  La.  946,  60  So.  625;  State 
V.  PoUet,  45  La.  Ann.  1168,  14  So.  179. 
Tex. — Jones  v.  State,  33  Tex.  Grim.  61'7, 
28  S.  W.  464. 

[a]  A  service  on  counsel  (1)  is  un- 
authorized in  such  a  ease  (Ala. — ^Welch 
V.  State,  1  Ala.  App.  144,  56  So.  11. 
la. — State  v.  Pollet,  45  La.  Ann.  IIJBS, 
14  So.  179.  ^ex.— Jones  v.  State,  5-3 
Tex.  Grim.  617,  28  S.  W.  464.  Contra, 
State  V.  I'aulkner,  175  Mo.  546,  578, 
75  S.  W.  116;  State  v.  Todd,  146  Mo. 
295,  47  S.  W.  923),  (2)  even  where 
the  defendant  cannot  read  (Jones  v. 
State,  33  Tex.  Grim.  617,  28  S.  W. 
464);  (3)  but  if  not  objected  to  before 
announcing  ready  for  trial,  the  defect 
is  waived.  tJnderwood  v.  State,  176 
Ala.  17,  58  So.  389.  See  State  v.  Todd, 
146  Mo.  295,  47  S.  W.  923. 

54.  See  generally   the   statutes. 

55.  Aaroh  v.  State,  39  Ala.  7'5. 

56.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Ala. — Bain  v.  State,  "70  Ala.  4  (under 
early  statute) ;  Swain  v.  State,  8  Ala. 
App.  26,  62  So.  446;  Welch  «.  State, 
1  Ala.  App.  144,  56  So.  11;  'Weaver  v. 
State,  1  Ala.  App.  48,  55  So.  956.  Mo. 
State  «.  Faulkner,  176  Mo.  546,  75  S. 
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W.  11«;  State  «.  Ray,  S3  Mo.  345. 
Ohio. — Tjiurman  v.  State,  4  Ohio  Gir. 
Gt.  141,  2  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  466. 

[a]  statute  is  mandatory  as  to  time. 
Hai^ten  v.  State,  5  Ala.  App.  56,  59 
So.   861. 

[b]  In  Alabama,  (1)  under  Jury 
Law,  Laws  Sp.  Sess.,  1909,  p.  317,  §32, 
It  is  not  necessary  that  service  be 
made  one  entire  day  before  the  case 
is  set  for  trial,  as  formerly  required. 
Kirby  V.  State,  5  Ala.  App.  128,  59 
So.  374.  (2)  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
officer  to  comply  forthwith  with  the 
order  directing  service.  Daniel  v. 
St^te  (Ala.  App.),  71  So.  79;  Haisten 
V.  State,  5  Ala.  App.  56,  59  So.  361. 
(3)  This  requires  service  promptly  and 
with  all  convenient  dispatch,  without 
delay.  Haisten  v.  State,  5  Ala.  App. 
56,  59  So.  361.  (4)  A  service  four 
(Swain  v.  State,  8  Ala.  App.  26,  62 
So.  446),  <5)  or  five  (Daniel  v.  State 
[Ala.  App.],  71  So.  79)  days  before 
tria/1  is  a  substantial  compliance.  (6) 
As  to  sufficiency  of  serviiee  on  day  of 
trial  where  defendant  evades  service, 
query.  Welch  v.  State,  1  Ala.  App. 
1*4,  56  So.  11. 

57.  Heller  v.  People,  2  Golo.  App. 
459,  31  Pac.  773;  North  v.  People,  139 
111.  81,  28  N.  E.  966. 

[a]  Necessity  for  Service  at  An- 
other ^me. — A  statute  requiring  the 
furnishing  of  a  list  previous  to  ar- 
raignment does  not  require  a  service 
at  any  other  time.  Heller  v.  People,  2 
Golo.  App.  459,  31  Pac.  773. 

58.  V.  S.— United  States  v.  Dow, 
Taneiy  34,  25  Fed.  Gas.  No.  14^90. 
D.  O. — ^United  States  v.  Neverson,  1 
MJackey  152.  La. — State  v.  Washing- 
ton, 3f  La.  Ann.  828;  State  v.  Kane, 
32  La.  Ann.  999;  State  v.  Toby,  31 
La.  Ann.  756.  Tex. — Robles  v.  State, 
5  Tex.  App.  346. 

[a]  Service  before  arraignment  is 
not  required  where  the  statute  requires 
delivery  "at  least  two  entire  days  be- 
fore  the   trial."     State   v,   Kane,    32 
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provision  as  to  time  of  service  if  he  cares  to/® 

In  computing  time,  in  harmony  with  the  general  rules,  fractions  of 
days  will  not  be  counted.""  Under  a  statute  requiring  "one  day's 
service"  the  day  of  service  and  the  day  of  trial  are  to  be  excluded."^ 
The  same  is  true  of  a  statute  requiring  delivery  of  a  copy  two  days 
at  least  before  trial,*^  or  two  entire  days  before  trial.*^  The  days 
referred  to  in  the  statute  are  not  required  to  be  judicial  days."* 

4.  Presumption  of  Service.  —  In  the  absence  of  objection  and  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  proper  list  was 
served  on  the  accused."^ 

G.  Eeooed  and  Return.  —  The  record  need  not  affirmatively  show 
that  the  accused  was  served  with  a  list  of  jurors."* 

Where  the  sheriff  makes  a  return  of  the  service  of  the  list  of  jurors, 
it  is  conclusive  evidence  of  that  fact  f  but  in  the  absence  of  a  return, 
the  fact  of  service  may  be  shown  otherwise,"^  or  in  the  absence  of 
objection,  it  may  be  presumed."^  The  return  of  service  of  the  list 
of  jurors  may  be  amended.™ 


La.  Ann.  999;  State  v.  Holmes,  7  La. 
Ann.  567. 

[b]  The  trial  begins  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  when  the  jury 
is  completed  and  sworn.  United 
States  V.  Neverson,  1  Mackey  (D.  C.) 
I52„  163. 

[e]  Where  Da,y  of  Trial  Is  Post- 
poned.'— Where  three  days  intervene 
between  delivery  of  the  panel  and  the 
trial  there  is  no  error  although  less 
than  three  days  intervened  between 
the  day  of  delivery  and  the  day  of 
trial  as  originally  set.  Thurman  v. 
State,  4  Ohio  Cir.  Ct.  141,  2  Ohio  Cir. 
Dee.  466. 

[d]  Service  of  a  list  of  talesmen 
before  the  completion  of  the  panel  and 
beforje  the  drawing  to  complete  the 
panel  is  sufficient.  State  v.  Washing- 
ton, 108  La.  226,  32  So.  396. 

59.  State  v.  McLain,  159  Mo.  340, 
350,  60  S.  W.  736;  State  v.  Waters,  1 
Mo.  App.  7. 

[a]  By  Agreeing  on  a  Day  for  Trial. 
State  V.  Waters,  1  Mo.  App.  7. 

[b]  Necessity  of  Offer  of  Perform- 
ance.— An  offer  to  perform  within  the 
time  limited  by  law  is  not  necessary 
before  there  can  be  a  waiver.  State 
■».  MeLain,  159  Mo.  340,  349,  60  S.  W. 
736. 

60.  Speer  v.  State,  2  Tex.  App.  246. 

61.  Speer  v.  State,  2  Tex.  App.  246. 

62.  State  v.  McLendon,  1  Stew. 
(Ala.)   195. 

63.  United  States  v.  Dow,  Taney  34, 
25  Fed.  Gas.  No.  14,990. 


64.  State  v.  Baudoin,  115  La.  837, 
40  So.  239. 

[a]  Thanksgiving  day  is  counted. 
State  V.  Green,  66  Mo.  631. 

[b]  Sundays  are  not  counted.  State 
V.  Boyle,  9  La.  Ann.  371;  State  v.  May, 
142  Mo.  135,  43  S.  W.  637.  But  see 
State  V.  Green,  66  Mo.  631.  Contra, 
Wiggins  V.  State,  47  Tex.  Grim.  538, 
84  S.  W.  821. 

65.  Ala. — Shelton  v.  State,  73  Ala. 
5.  La. — State  n.  Eisso,  131  La.  946,  60 
So.  625.  N.  J. — Patterson  v.  State,  48 
N.  J.  L.  381,  4  Atl.  449.  Ohio.— Fonts 
V.  State,  8  Ohio  St.  98. 

[a]  Presumption  From  Order  Di- 
recting Service. — Where  the  record  is 
silent  as  to  service,  but  shows  an 
order  directing  it,  it  will  be  presumed 
that  the  officer  obeyed  the  order  and 
served  the  list  as  directed.  Webb  v. 
State,  138  Ala.  53,  34  So.  1011;  Breden 
V.  State,  88  Ala.  20,  7  So.  258.  As 
to  order  of  service,  see  supra,  V,  C. 

66.  Ala. — Shelton  v.  State,  73  Ala. 
5.  La. — State  v.  Blackman,  35  La. 
Ann.  483.  N.  J. — Patterson  v.  State, 
48  N.  J.  L.  381,  4  Atl.  449. 

67.  Griffin  v.  State,  90  Ala.  596,  8 
So.  670;  Woodsides  v.  State,  2  How. 
(Miss.)   655. 

68.  Griffin  v.  State,  90  Ala.  596,  8 
So.  670;  State  v.  Eisso,  131  La.  946,  60 
So.   625. 

69.  See  supra,  V,  B,  4. 

70.  Kenan  v.  State,  73  Ala.  15. 

[a]  To  show  the  fact  of  service  of 
the  list  on  the  defendant.  Kenan  v. 
State,  73  Ala.  15. 
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H.  Postponing  Trial  To  Allow  Time  To  Examine  List.  —  If  the 
court  is  allowed  to  postpone  the  trial  at  all,  it  is  a  matter  of  dis- 
cretion to  postpone  the  trial  a  reasonable  time  so  as  to  enable  the 
defendant  to  examine  a  jury  list  furnished  just  before  trial.^^ 

VI.  EXCUSING  OP  JURORS." —  A.  Power  of  Court  Gener- 
ally.—  The  court  has  it  in  its  discretion  to  excuse  for  good  cause 
shown  persons  summoned  to  act  as  jurors;^*  and  it  makes  no  difference 


[b]  The  amendment  should  be  made 
as  soon  as  directed  but  it  is  immaterial 
if  it  be  delayed  to  another  time  dur- 
ing the  term.  Kenan  v.  State,  73  Ala. 
15. 

[c]  When  Made. — The  sherifiE  may 
make  or  amend  his  return  according  to 
the  real  facts  at  the  time  of  trial  or 
even  afteT  conviction.  Griffin  v.  State, 
90  Ala.  596,  8  So.  670. 

71.  La. — State  v.  Laborde,  120  La. 
136,  45  So.  38.  N.  Y.— Colt  v.  People, 
1  Park.  Crim.  611/.  Va.— Craft  v. 
Com.,  24  Gratt.  (65  Va.)  602,  where 
the  list  was  furnished  after^  the  case 
was  called  for  trial. 

[a]    A  continuaace  ta  the  nest  term 

will   not   be    granted.     Craft  v.  Com., 
24  Gratt.   (65  Va.)   602. 

Grounds  for  continuances  generally, 
see  5  Standard  Peoc.  444,  et  seq. 

72.  As  to  excusing  or  rejecting  juror 
on  court's  own  motion,  see  infra,  VII, 
D. 

73.  Ala. — Zininam  v.  State,  186  Ala. 
9,  65  So.  56;  Andrews  v.  State,  159 
Ala.  14,  48  So.  858;  Gaines  v.  State, 
146  Ala.  16,  41  So.  865;  Nordan  v. 
State,  143  Ala.  13,  39  So.  406;  Plant 
V.  State,  140  Ala.  52,  37  So.  159; 
Scott  V.  State,  133  Ala.  112,  32  So. 
623;  Schieffelin  v.  SehiefEelin,  127  Ala. 
14,  28  So.  687.  Aik.— Caughron  v. 
State,  99  Ark.  462,  139  S.  W;  315; 
Hamilton  v.  State,  62  Ark.  543,  36  S. 
W.  1054.  Cal. — ^People  v.  Hickman,  113 
Cal.  80,  45  Pac.  175;  People  v.  Collins, 
105  Cal.  504,  39  Pac.  16;  People  v. 
Ward,  105  Cal.  335,  38  Pac.  945;  Grady 
V.  Early,  18  Cal.  108.  Colo.— Mooney 
17.  People,  7  Colo.  218,  3  Pac.  325; 
Stratton  v.  People,  5  Colo.  276.  Fla. 
Walsingham  v.  State,  61  Fla.  67,  56  So. 
195;  Peadon  v.  State,  46  Fla.  124,  35 
So.  204;  Mathis  v.  State,  45  Fla.  46, 
34  So.  287;  Edwards  v.  State,  39  Fla. 
753,  23  So.  537;  Ellis  v.  State,  25  Fla. 
702,  6  So.  768;  Metzger  v.  State,  18 
Fla.  481;  John  D.  C.  v.  State,  16  Fla. 
554.     Ga.— Ellis  v.  State,  114  Ga.  36, 
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39  S.  E.  881;  Benford  v.  State  (Ga. 
App.),  88  S.  E.  747.  la.— State  c. 
Ostrander,  18  Iowa  435.  Kan. — State 
V.  Miller,  29  Kan.  43;  State  v.  Dick- 
son, 6  Kan.  209.  Ky. — ^Barnes  v.  Com., 
24  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1143,  70  S.  W.  827. 
La.— State  v.  Ardoin,  136  La.  1085,  68 
So.  133;  State  v.  Huff,  118  La.  194, 
42  So.  771;  State  v.  Poiudexter,  117 
La.  380,  41  So.  688;  State  v.  Michel, 
111  La.  434,  36  So.  869;  State  v. 
Madison,  47  La.  Ann.  30,  16  So.  566; 
State  V.  Hamilton,  35  La.  Ann.  1043. 
Mass, — Com.  v.  Livermore,  4  Gray  18. 
Mich. — People  v.  Thaeker,  108  Mich. 
652,  66  N.  W.  562;  Michigan  Con- 
densed Milk  Co.  V.  Wilcox,  78  Mich. 
431,  44  N.  W.  281;  People  v.  Carrier, 
46  Mich.  442,  9  N".  W.  487;  Atlas 
Mining  Co.  v.  Johnston,  23  Mieh.  36. 
Minn. — Leystrom  v.  City  of  Ada,  110 
Minn.  340,  125  N.  W.  507.  Miss.— Bale 
V.  State,  72  Miss.  140,  16  So.  387; 
Coleman  v.  State,  59  Miss.  484;  Gil- 
liam V.  Brown,  43  Miss.  641.  Mo. 
Glasgow  V.  Metropolitan  St.  By.  Co., 
191  Mo.  347,  89  S.  W.  915.  Neb.— Gran 
V.  Houston,  45  Neb.  813,  64  N.  W. 
245.  Nev. — State  v.  Switzer,  38  Nev. 
108,  145  Pac.  925.  N.  J. — ^Aaronson  «. 
State,  56  N.  J.  L.  9,  27  Atl.  937;  Smith 
V.  Clayton,  29  N.  J.  L.  357.  N.  Y. 
People  V.  Jackson,  111  N.  Y.  362,  19 
N.  E.  54.  N.  O. — ^Perry  v.  Western 
N.  C.  E.  Co.,  129  N".  C.  333,  40  S.  B. 
191;  State  v.  Barber,  113  N.  C.  711,  18 
S.  E.  515.  N.  D.— State  v.  Eeilly,  25 
N.  D.  339,  141  N".  W.  720.  Ohio.— Bond 
V.  State,  23  Ohio  St.  349;  Toledo  Ey. 
&  L.  Co.  V.  Ward,  25  Ohio  Cir.  Ct. 
399.  Ore. — State  v.  White,  48  Ore.  416 
87  Pac.  137.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Payne,  205 
Pa.  101,  54  Atl.  489.  S.  C— Tarbor- 
ough  V.  Columbia  By.,  G.  &  E.  Co., 
100  S.  C.  33,  84  S.  E.  308;  State  v. 
Whitman,  14  Eich.  L.  113.  Tenn. 
Fletcher  v.  State,  6  Humph.  249.  Tex. 
Mitchell  V.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  278, 
33  S.  W.  367.  Utah.— Anderson  v. 
Wasatch,  etc.  E.  Co.,  2  Utah  518.  Vt. 
State  V.  Ward,  89  Vt.  225. 
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that  the  regular  panel  is  thereby  depleted.^*  SueH  eseuse  may  be 
given  in  the  absence  of,  and  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
accused/^  But  the  court  alone  has  the  power  to  excuse  one  from 
serving  on  the  jury;^^  the  sheriff  has  no  such  authority/'  The  power 
of  the  court  in  this  respect  is  sometimes  recognized  by  statute;'*  but 
a  statute  is  not  necessary  to  confer  such  power.'* 

B.  Time  foe  Excusing.  —  The  court  may  excuse  a  juror  in  advance 
of  the  trial  for  which  he  has  been  summoned,*"  though  the  safer  prac- 
tice is  not  to  do  so.*^  A  juror  may  be  excused  at  any  time  before 
acceptance  and  administration  of  the  oath,*^  and  it  seems  that  with 
the  consent  of  counsel,  a  juror  may  be  excused  after  acceptance  and 
administration  of  the  oath.*^ 

C.  Application  for.  —  1.  In  General.  —  The  general  rule  is  that 
whatever  is  done  in  excusing  a  juror  should  be  done  in  open  court;** 


74.  OaL'-Peoplo  v.  Hickman,  113 
CSal.  80,  45  Pac.  175;  People  v.  "Lee, 
17  Cal.  76.  Iia.— State  «.  Ardoin,  136 
La.  1085,  68  So.  133.  N.  D.— State  v. 
EeiUy,  25  N.  D.  339,  141  N.  W.   720. 

75.  Ala.— Maxwell  v.  State,  89  Ala. 
150,  7  So.  824;  Fariss  v.  State,  85  Ala. 
1,  4  So.  679.  IHich.— People  v.  Thaeker, 
108  Mich.  652,  66  N.  W.  562.  Pa. 
JeweU  V.  Com.,  22  Pa.  94. 

[a]  Reason.— /The  disejiarge  of  jurors 
from  attendance  on  grounds  of  person- 
al excuse,  is  a  matter  between  the 
court  and  the  jurors,  and  with  which 
the  parties  cannot,  of  right,  interfere. 
Any  other  rule  would  result  in  giving 
the  right  to  every  suitor,  whose  case 
was  liable  to  be  tried  by  a  jury,  to 
interfere  and  be  heard  at  any  and  all 
applications  of  attending  jurors  to  be 
excused  from  further  attendance.  Bond 
V.  State,  23  Ohio  St.  349. 

76.  Ark.— Vaughan  v.  State,  58  Ark. 
S53,  24  S.  W.  885.  la— Ayers  v.  Met- 
ealf,  39  111.  307.  N.  Y.-^Trustees  v. 
Patchen,  8  Wend.  47.  Tex.— Gay  v. 
State,  40  Tex.  Crim.  242,  49  S.  W. 
612. 

77.  m.— Ayera  v.  MetcaU,  39  lU. 
307.  N.  y. — Trustees  v.  Patchen,  8 
"Wend.  47.  Tex.— Gay  v.  State,  40  Tex. 
Grim.  242,  49  S.  "W.  612. 

78.  See  generally  the  statutes,  and 
Ala.— Code,  1907,  §7280;  Louisville  & 
N.  B.  Co.  V.  Young,  168  Ala.  551,  53 
So.  213;  Pierson  v.  State,  99  Ala.  148, 
13  So.  550;  Long  v.  State,  86  Ala.  36, 
5  So.  443.  Ark.— Kirby's  Dig.,  1904, 
§2360;  Caughron  v.  State,  99  Ark.  462, 
139  S.  W. '315.  D.  0. — United  States 
V.  Heath,  9  Maokey  272. 

79.  Stewart  v.  State,  1  Ohio  St.  66. 


[a]  "A  statutory  provision  con- 
ferring in  express  terms  the  power  to 
excuse  is  not  indispensable.  Without 
it,  the  court  would  have  the  power 
under  the  general  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred upon  it."  Stewart  v.  State,  1 
Ohio  St.  66. 

80.  Maxwell  v.  State,  89  Ala.  150, 
7  So.  824;  Pariss  v.  State,  85  Ala.  1, 
4  So.  679;  Finney  v.  State,  10  Ala. 
App.  39,  65  So.  93;  Watts  v.  State,  8 
Ala.  App.  264,  63  So.  18. 

[a]  Discretionary  With  Court. 
"Whether  the  juror  be  excused  at  the 
trial  or  beforehand  is  also  within  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  court,  though 
in  the  latter  case  the  action  and  the 
reasons  for  it  should  be  stated  in  open 
court,  so  that  the  fact  that  the  excuse 
was  judicially  passed  upon  and  found 
to  be  sufficient  should  appear  on  the 
record."  Com.  ■».  Payne,  205  Pa.  101, 
54  Atl.  489. 

81.  Sylvester  v.  State,  71  Ala.  17, 
safer  practice  is  not  to  excuse  _  any 
juror  in  advance  of  the  trial  until  he 
claims  the  privilege  of  an  exemption 
on  his  name  being  regularly  drawn. 

82.  Phillips  17.  State,  68  Ala.  469; 
People  V.  Thaeker,  108  Mich.  652,  66 
N.  W.  562. 

As  to  time  for  swearing  juy,  see 
infra,  VIII. 

83.  Hanvey  v.  State,  68  Ga.  612. 
See  also  Collins  v.  State,  47  Tex.  Crim. 
303,  83  S.  W.  806,  wherein  excuse 
granted  after  acceptance  but  before 
administration  of  oath. 

84.  State  v.  Whitman,  14  Eich.  L. 
(S.  C.)  113. 

[a]  "Some  written  memorial  of  the 
fact  that  a  juror  is  excused,  the  time 
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the  juror  should  establish  and  claim  his  excuse  under  his  oath.^' 
But  this  is  not  always  true,  for  the  occasion  may  arise  where  it  is  im- 
possible for  the  juror  to  be  present,  in  wjiich  event  he  may  send  his 
excuse  by  another  to  be  determined  by  the  court  in  his  absence.*" 
It  has  also  been  held  that  the  juror  may  present  his  excuses  to  the. 
judge  outside  of  the  courthouse.*' 

■  As  under  most  statutes  exemption  from  jury  service  is  a  matter  of 
personal  privilege  which  may  be  waived,  a  juror  must  show  that  he 
Belongs  to  such  exempt  class  before  he  will  be  excused.** 

2.  Grounds  of.*^ — a..  In  General.  —  The  reasons  for  excusing  a 
juror  are  so  numerous  that  they  cannot  be  specified  beforehand  or 
reduced  to  any  set  rule,  but  they  must  be  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  judge  to  dispose  of  as  they  arise.^"  Some  of  the  grounds  arising 
frequently  and  recognized  as  good  cause  for  excusing  jurors  will  he 
enumerated,  however.^^    Thus  a  juror  lacking  in  the  requisite  qualifi- 


when,  and  tie  general  reason  Why, 
should  always  be  left  with  the  clert: 
ordinarily  no  more  expedient  form  can 
be  adopted  than  the  judge's  requiring 
an  afla.davit  of  the  excuse,  and  writing 
thereon  his  order  excusing  the  juror, 
with  the  date."  State  v.  Whitman,  14 
Eich.  L.  (S.  C.)  113. 
Time  for  excusing,  see  sv,pra,  VI,  B. 

85.  Livar  ®.  State,  26  Tex,  App. 
115,  9  S.  W.  552;  Kennedy  V.  State, 
19  Tex.  App.  €18;  Thompson  v.  State, 
19  Tex.  App.  593;  Thuston  V.  State, 
18  Tex.  App.  26;  Foster  v.  State,  S 
Tex.  App.  248;  Bobles  v.  State,  5  Tex. 
App.  346. 

86.  Cameron  v.  State,  69  Tex.  Crim. 
439,  153  S.  W.  867;  Houston  City  St. 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Boss  (Tex.  Civ.  A,pp.),  28 
S.  W.  254;  Livar  v.  State,  26  Tex. 
App.  115,  9  S.  W.  552;  Kennedy  i'- 
State,  19  Tex.  App.  618;  Thompson  v. 
State,  19  Tex.  App.  598^  Thuston  v. 
State,  18  Tex.  App.  26. 

[a]  Presence  of  Sick  Juror  Not 
Necessary. — "It  would  be  an  unreason- 
able hardship  on  a  juror  seriously  ill 
to  require  him  to  be  brought  into 
court  merely  to  be  excused."  Com. 
V.  Payne,  205  Ta,.  101,  54  Atl.  489. 

[b]  The  sheriff's  return  upon  an 
alitachment  ordering  a  juror  to  be 
brought  into  court,  stati^ig  that  the 
juror  was  "over  age  and  decrepit," 
was  suffi-cient  to  permit  the  court  to 
excuse  him,  in  the  absence  of  a  show- 
ing of  the  probable  falsity  of  the  re- 
turn and  a  demand  for  other  process 
to  bring  the  juror  in  person  into  court, 
Livar  v.  State,  26  Tex.  App.  115,  t) 
S.  W.  552. 

[c]  Wheve  a  public  officer  would  be 
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unable  to  leave  his  office  without  en- 
dangering "the  pubUe  service,  he  may 
be  excused  without  attendance  upon 
court.  Kennedy  v.  State,  19  Tex.  App. 
618. 

87.  Vaughan  v.  State,  SB  Ark.  353, 
24  S.  W.  '885. 

S8.  Ala.— King  «■  .State,  90  Ala.  612, 
8  Bo.  856;  Phillips  v.  State,  68  Ala. 
469.  -OMo.— rStewart  v.  State,  1  Ohio 
St.  66.  Tex. — ^Moore  v.  State,  49  Tex. 
Crim.  629,  95  8.  W.  514.  Va,.--C]ji- 
verius  v.  Com.,  81  Ya.  787. 

ta]  Failure  to  claim  exena).tloti  until 
after  acceptance  w-aives  right  to  be 
excused.  Kelly  .v.  Chicago,  E.  L  & 
P.  E.  Co.,  175  111.  ARp.  196. 

89.  Grounds  of  cballeage,  see  infra, 
VII,  E. 

90.  Com.  V.  Payne,  205  Pa.  101,  54 
Atl.  489;  Jewell  v.  Com.,  22  Pa.  j94. 

Power  to  excuse  in  discretion  of 
court,  see  supra,  VI,  A. 

91.  See  infra,  this  section. 

[a]  Miscellaneous  Grounds  of  Ex- 
cuse.— (1)  Deafness  of  juror.  Jesse 
V.  State,  20  Ga.  156.  (2)  Juror  resid- 
ing beyond  certain  .distance  from  court- 
iouse.  Steele  v.  State,  83  Ala.  20,  3 
So.  547.  (3)  Juror  improperly  ap- 
proached by  litigant  (United  States 
Eoll.  Stock  Co.  V.  Weir,  96  Ala.  396, 
11  So.  436),  (4)  or  employe  of  com- 
pany allied  to  defendant  corporation. 
Glasgow  V.  Metropolitan  St.  By.  Co., 
191  Mo.  347,  89  S.  W.  915.  (5)  Juror 
excused  to  bid  farewell  to  son  about 
to  take  departure  to  distant  country. 
Brown  v.  State  (Miss.),  38  So.  316. 
And  see  Com.  v.  Livermore,  4  Gray 
(Mass.)  18,  wherein  the  court,  in  the 
exercise   of   its   discretion    excused    a 
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cation  of  intelHgenee  should  be  excused,®^  and  in  this  connection  fail- 
are  to  understand  the  English  language  sufficiently  well  is  a  good 
ground  of  excuse.**  So  also,  a  person  called  as  juror  should  be  ex- 
cused when  it  is  shown  that  he  is  not  a  citizen,  and  does  not  show 
any  intention  of  becoming  one.** 

Where  a  juror's  Ijusiness  would  suffer  serious  injury  because  of  his 
absence  therefrom,*'"  or  where  his  absence  is  necessary  to  save  his 
property  from  destruction  in  an  emergency,**  he  should  be  excused. 

Where  a  person  called  as  a  jtiror  has  public  duties  to  perform  which  con- 
flict with  his  serving  as  a  juror,  the  court  may  excuse  him.*'  So  a 
juror  who  at  the  time  he  is  called  is  sitting  as  a  juror  in  another 
case,*^  or  one  who  is  a  witness,**  or  is  a  party,*  in  a  case  to  be  tried 
at  the  same  term,  should  be  excused. 

b.    Illness.  —  Illness  of  the  juror,*  or  of  a  member  of  the  juror's  fam- 


juiOT  because  he  lived  in  the  same 
town  as  defendant,  although  the  court 
stated  that  the  reason  assigned  was 
not  of  itself  a  sufficient  excuse. 

92.  Scott  V.  State,  133  Ala.  112,  32 
So.  623. 

93.  Ala.— Long  v.  State,  86  Ala.  36, 
5  So.  443.  La.— State  v.  Guidry,  28  La. 
Ann.  630.  Mich. — O'NeU  «.  Lake 
Superior  Iron  Co.,  67  Mich.  560,  35  N. 
W.  162;  Atlas  Mining  Co.  V.  Johnston, 
23  Mich.  36.  ' 

94.  Babcock  V.  People,  13  Colo.  515, 
22  Pac.  817. 

95.  United  States  «.  Heath,  9 
Maekey  (D.  C.)  272;  People  v.  Thack- 
er,  108  Mich.  652,  66  N.  W.  562. 

96.  Nordan  v.  State,  143  Ala.  13, 
39  So.  406;  Watts  v.  State,  8  Ala.  App. 
264,  63  So.  18. 

97.  Ala.— Pierson  v.  State,  99  Ala. 
148,  13  So.  550,  policeman,  ila.— Ellis 
V.  State,  25  Pla.  702,  6  So.  768,  tax 
assessor.  Mass. — Com.  v.  Walton,  17 
Pick.  403,  member  of  legislature  in 
session.  Miss. — Hale  v.  State,  72  Miss. 
140,  16  So.  387,  jailer.  N.  J.— Aaron- 
son  V.  State,  56  N.  J,  L.  9,  27  Atl. 
937,  election  ofacers.  Pa. — Case  of 
Piper,  2  Browne  59,  inspector.  Vt. 
State  V.  Ward,  39  Vt.  225,  fireman. 

[a]  A  postmaster  has  been  excused. 
Pla.— Edwards  v.  State,  39  Pla.  753,  23 
So.  537.  Ohio. — Stewart  V.  State,  1  Ohio 
St.  66.  Tex. — Kennedy  V.  State,  19 
Tex.  App.  618. 

[b]  Where  Deputy  May  Act. 
Whenever  the  office  or  situation  is  of 
a  public  nature,  and  the  holder  has 
no  power  to  act  by  deputy,  he  is  en- 
titled to  be  excused  from  serving  as 
a  juror;  but  it  is  otherwise  where  the 
trust  is  of  a  piivatg  ^3,t\tt§f  or  tbe 


party  has  the  power  to  act  by  deputy. 
Case  of  Piper,  2  Browne  (Pa.)  59. 

98.  Jarvis  V.  State,  138  Ala.  17,  34 
So.  1025. 

99.  People  V.  Carrier,  46  Mich.  442, 
9  N.  W.  487. 

1.  Claggett's  Case,  2  Craneh  C.  C. 
247,  5  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,779. 

2.  Ala. — Sanford  v.  State,  143  Ala. 
78,  39  So.  370;  Thomas  v.  State  124 
Ala.  48,  27  So.  315;  Parker  v.  State, 
7  Ala.  App.  9,  60  So.  995.  Ark.— Bru- 
der  V.  State,  110  Ark.  402,  161  S.  W, 
1067;  Caughron  v.  State,  99  Ark.  462, 
139  8.  W.  315;  Hamilton  v.  State,  62 
Ark.  543,  36  S.  W.  1054.  D.  C— United 
States  V.  Heath,  9  Maekey  272.  Ga. 
Ozbum  V.  State,  87  Ga.  173,  13  S.  B. 
247;  Hanvey  v.  State,  68  Ga.  612; 
Jesse  v.  State,  20  Ga.  156.  HI.— Shaw- 
neetown  v.  Mason,  82  111.  337,  25  Aiu. 
Eep.  321.  lad. — ^Eulo  v.  State,  19  Ind. 
298.  la. — State  v.  Ostrander,  18  Iowa 
435.  La. — State  v.  Voorhies,  115  La. 
200,  38  So.  964;  State  v.  Johnson,  48 
La.  Ann.  437,  19  So.  476;  State  v. 
Madison,  47  La.  Ann.  30,  16  So.  566; 
State  V.  Moncla,  39  La.  Ann.  868,  2 
So.  814.  Mo.— State  v.  Baber,  74  Mo. 
292,  41  Am.  Eep.  314.  Pa.— Com.  v. 
Payne,  205  Pa.  101,  54  Atl.  489;  Jewell 
V.  Com.,  22  Pa.  94.  Tenn.— Fletcher  v. 
State,  6  Humph.  249.  Tex. — Goodall  v. 
State  (Tex.  Crim.),  47  S.  W.  359; 
Houston  City  Ey.  Co.  v.  Eoss  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.)-,  28  S.  W.  254;  Thompson 
V.  State,  19  Tex.  App.  593. 

[a]  It  is  immaterial  how  fact  of 
illness  is  shown,  if  the  judge  is  satis- 
fied it  exists.  Ozbum  v.  State,  87  Ga. 
173,  13  S.  B.  247. 

[b]  Physician's  testimony  or  cer- 
^tificate  not  necessary.  Ozbum  v.  State, 
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ily,"  is  likewise  ground  for  excusing  a  juror  when  properly  presented. 

3.  Presumption  Upon  Granting.  —  It  will  be  presumed  that  the 
court  in  excusing  a  juror  acted  upon-  a  proper  ground  and  correct 
principles.* 

4.  Review  of  Decision  Upon.  —  As  the  excusing  of  a  juror  is  pure- 
ly discretionary  with  the  court,  its  action  will  not  be  disturbed  or 
reversed  in  an  appellate  court,*  unless  it  appear  that  such  discretion 
was  abused  to  the  detriment  of  the  parties." 

D.  Eecalling  Excused  Jurors.  —  The  court  may,  in  its  discretion, 
excuse  the  jurors  until  a  future  day  during  the  term;^  but  if  the 
juror  is  excused  from  serving  on  the  panel,  he  cannot  subsequently  be 
recalled  for  service  thereon.^ 


87  Ga.  173,  13  S.  E.  247;  Shawnee- 
town  V.  Mason,  82  111..  337,  25  Am. 
Eep.  321. 

3.  Ala.— "Williams  v.  State,  147  Ala. 
10,  41  So.  992;  Yarbrough  v.  State,  105 
Ala.  43,  16  So.  758;  Finney  v.  State, 
10  Ala.  App.  39,  65  So.  93.  D.  C. 
United  States  v.  Heath,  9  Mackey  272. 
la.— State  v.  Fielding,  135  Iowa  255, 
112  N.  W.  539;  State  v.  Ostrander,  18 
Iowa  435.  Miss. — Coleman  v.  State,  59 
Miss.  484.  Mo. — King  v.  State,  1  Mo. 
717. 

But  see  Boles  v.  State,  13  Smed.  & 
M.  (Miss.)  398,  holding  that  it  was  an 
unjustifiable  exercise  of  power  for  the 
court  to  excuse  a  qualified  juror  be- 
cause his  wife  was  ill,  where  there 
was  no  showing  that  his  presence  at 
home  was  necessary. 

4.  Ala.— Plant  v.  State,  140  Ala.  52, 
37  So.  159;  Moseley  v.  State,  107  Ala. 
74,  17  So.  932;  Fariss  v.  State,  85  Ala. 
1,  4  So.  679.  La.— State  v.  Kane,  32 
La.  Ann.  999;  State  v.  Breaux,  32  La. 
Ann.  222.  Nev. — State  v.  Switzer,  38 
Nev.  108,  145  Pae.  925.  W.  Va.— State 
V.  Williams,  49  W.  Va.  220,  38  S.  E. 
495. 

5.  Ala. — Gaines  v.  State,  146  Ala. 
16,  41  So.  865;  Nordan  v.  State,  143 
Ala.  13,  39  So.  406;  SchiefEelin  v. 
Schieflfelin,  127  Ala.  14,  28  So.  687. 
Colo. — Hill  V.  Corcoran,  15  Colo.  270, 
25  Pae.  171.  Fla. — Mathis  v.  State,  45 
Fla.  46,  34  So.  287;  Ellis  v.  State,  25 
Fla.  702,  6  So.  768;  Metzger  v.  State, 
18  Fla.  481;  John  D.  C.  v.  State,  16 
Fla.  554.  Kan. — State  v.  Dicksbn,  6 
Kan.  209.  La.— State  v.  Somnier,  33 
La.  Ann.  237.  Pa. — Com.  v.  Payne,  205 
Pa.  101,  54  Atl.  489;  Jewell  v.  Com., 
22  Pa.  94.  Tex. — Doll  v.  Mundine,  7 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  96,  26  S.  W.  87. 
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6.  Pla.— Peadon  v.  State,  46  Fla. 
124,  35  So.  204;  Williams  v.  State,  45 
Fla.  128,  34  So.  279;  Mathis  v.  State, 
45  Fla.  46,  34  So.  287;  Metzger  v. 
State,  18  Fla.  481;  John  D.  C.  «. 
State,  16  Fla.  554.  Kan. — State  i;- 
Dickson,  6  Kan.  209.  La. — State  v. 
Michel,  111  La.  434,  35  So.  629;  State 
V.  Madison,  47  La.  Ann.  30,  16  So. 
566.  Minn. — ^Leystrom  v.  City  of  Ada, 
110  Minn.  340,  125  N.  W.  507.  Neb. 
Gran  v.  Houston,  45  Neb.  813,  64  N.  W. 
245. 

7.  Abbott  V.  Padrosa,  136  Ga.  278, 
71  S.  E.  419;  Fulton  County  v.  Amor- 
ous, 89  Ga.  614,  16  S.  E.  201;  State  v. 
Giudice,  170  Iowa  731,  153  N.  W.  336. 

[a]  "Such  jurors  would  not  be 
'without  power  or  authority  to  serve 
as  such'  at  the  time  designated  for  the 
trial  of  the  case."  Abbott  v.  Pa- 
drosa, 136  Ga.  278,  71  S.  E.  419.  Nor 
will  this,  in  the  absence  of  any  sug- 
gestion of  injury  to  the  litigant,  con- 
stitute cause  for  challenge  to  the  array 
on  the  ground  that  they  were  not 
drawn  to  serve  for  the  week  in  which 
the  panel  was  made  up.  Fulton  Coun- 
ty V.  Amorous,  89  Ga.  614,  16  S.  E. 
201. 

8.  La. — Golding  v.  Castro,  20  La. 
Ann.  458.  S.  0. — State  v.  Whitman, 
14  Eieh.  L.  113.  Teuu. — ^Isaac  v.  State, 
2  Head  458.  Utah. — Anderson  v.  Wa- 
satch, etc.  R.  Co.,  2  Utah  518. 

[a]  The  effect  of  the  discharge  of 
the  juror  was,  so  far  as  respects  the 
power  of  the  court  over  him,  to  place 
him  exactly  in  the  same  position  as 
if  he  never  had  been  elected  as  a 
juror  in  the  case.  State  v.  Whitman, 
14  Eich.  L.  (S.  C.)  113;  Isaac  v. 
iSta,te,  2  Head  (Tenn.)  458.  Effect 
of  discharge  of  jurors  generally,  see 
infra,  X,  K. 


Ill; 


i 


